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Notice is hereby given that the Director, Office of Nuclear Reactor
Regulation, has taken action with regard to a Petition for action under 10 CFR
2.206 received from Mr. Robert Gary (Petitioner), on behalf of the
Pennsylvania Institute for Clean Air (PICA), dated July 10, 1992, regarding
the Three Mile Island Nuclear Station, Unit 1 (TMI-1).

The Petitioner alleged a number of deficiencies with offsite emergency
planning for Three Mile Island that, in the Petitioner’s view, rendered
evacuation plans "essentially non-operational." Petitioner requested that,
upon verification by the Feder-! Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) of these
deficiencies, the Commission order the "power down® of TMI-1 and not permit
power operations until the discrepancies are corrected and a valid, workable
emergency evacuation plan is in place. The Notice of Receipt of Petition for
Director’s Decisfon under 10 CFR 2.206 was published in the FEDERAL REGISTER
on August 13, 1992 (57 FR 36415).

The Director of the Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulaticn has denied the
Petition. The reasons for this denial are explained in the "Director’s
Decision Under 10 CFR 2.206" (DD-94-03), which is available for public
inspection at the Commission’s Public Document Room, the Gelman Building,

2120 L Street, NW., Washington, DC 20555, and at the Local Public Document
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Room for TMI-1 located in the Government Publications Section, State Library
of Pennsylvania, Walnut Street and Commonwealth Avenue, Box 1601, Harrisburg,
Pennsylvania 17105.

A copy of the Director’s Decision will be filed with the Secretary of
the Commission to review in accordance with 10 CFR 2.206(c). As provided in
this regulation, the Decision will constitute the final action of the
Commission 25 days after the date of the issuance of the Decision, unless the
Commission, on its own motion, institutes a review of the Decision within that
time.

Dated at Rockville, Maryland, this 31st day of March 1994,

FOR THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

AW T fmne R

William T. Russell, Director
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation



PICA

The Pennsylvania Institute for Clean Air

OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT

Under 10 CFR section 2.206 I formally request that the NRC take
action as specified hereunder. This document is being mailed by
first class mail on July 10, 1992 to the following persons:

Mr. Ivan Sellin
Chairman, Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington D.C. 20555

Mr. Richard Cooper

NRC Director of Division of Radiation Safety and Safeqguards
475 Allentown Road

King of Prussia, PA 19406

Mr. Craig Gordon

NRC

475 Allentown Road

King of Prussia, PA 19406

The following points factual points are presented in support of
the request for action.

(1) On June 30, 1992, I, Robert Gary, a resident of Dauphin
County, went to PEMA Headquarters in Harrisburg and requested to
see the letters of intent from private transportation companies
that the Chief Counsel had told me were on file there. There was
no file only a list of letters of intent that were supposedly
held at the Emergency Operations Center of Dauphin County. I
immediately proceeded to that location and requested that
Director Wertz show me the file. It contained a single letter
dated 1985 from Mr. Gerald Smith at Capitol Area Transit (CAT).
That letter cited a statute as the sole source of payment, which
has since been repealed and superseded by another law. At that

time I suspected that emergency preparedness in Dauphin County
was substandard.
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. nm July 10, 1992 (today), I returned to the Dauphin County
Emergency Operations Center (EOC) to examine the RERP which is
the book that would be used in a radiological emergency by the
EOC staff. The first page of the book said, "Completely Reprinted
with Change 1 in 1991" or words to that effect. I then examined
page E-9-5 which contained information on busses from private
companies 1n Dauphin County. Approximately 450 buses were
accounted for, but the first two listings, the one with Capitol
Area Transit for approximately 70 buses, and the one with Capitol
[rallways Penn Central Station for approximately 320 buses
-onstituted the greatest proportion of the total, i.e. 390 out of
450 or about 87%. I decided to call the executives listed in the
book to determine the up~-to-dateness of that page of the RERP.

3) At about 4:00 P.M. I made the calls in the presence of the
staff on duty at the Dauphin County ECC. First I called Mr. Weeks
at Capitol Area Transit (CAT). The person answering the phone
informed me that hadn’t been with the company since 1984! Next, I
called Mr. Miller at Capitol Trailways Penn Central Station. The
person answering the phone told me that Mr., Miller hadn’t been
with the company since 1987.

(4) There were no "after hours" telephone numbers listed in the
RERP, which is the book that the staff on hand at the EOC would
refer to in a radiological emergency. Even if there had been
after hours numbers listed, in the case of Mr. Weeks, the number
would have been non-operational for the past eight years, and in
the case of Mr. Miller, for the past five vears.

5) The staff members at the Dauphin County Emergency Operations
Center reported to me today, I think truthfully, that they have
no authority to request military vehicles from the National
Guard, Mechanicksburg, or Indiantown Gap. That would have to be
done by the state ~- presumably by PEMA. PEMA, over the past
month, has represented to me that their responsibility lies in
communications and coordination. They have shown me Annex E to
the Dauphin County Plan which contains no reference to the use of
military vehicles. PEMA has no plan to call for the use of
military vehicles because they feel that their responsibility is
in the area of communications and coordination. Dauphin County
has no such plan because they feel that the State has exclusive
jurisdiction in that area and that the County cannot call for
such vehicles. Therefore, although there are acres of trucks
capable of carrying people within 15 miles of Harrisburg neither
the State nor the County has any references in the written plians
they showed me to use any of them.

(6) The sum total of these facts taken together leads me to the
belief that the Dauphin County Emergency Evacuation Plan in the
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event of a radiological emergency is essentially non-operational.

(7) The permission that the NRC extends to> the power company at
Three Mile Island to operate nuclear reactors there for
commercial power generation is premised on the existence and the
continued maintenance of an operational radiological emergency
evacuation plan for Dauphin County. When and if this plan becomes
so substandard that it is for all practical purposes non-
operational, it is completely appropriate for the NRC to direct
the power company to power down those reactors until such time as
a satisfactory plan is in place and workable.

(8) I request that the discrepancies that are mentioned in this
letter be checked out by a FEMA official as soon as possible,
preferably within 5 working days. If the official finds that the
discrepancies are verified, then I request that the Three Mile
Island licensee be ordered by the NRC to power down until the
discrepancies can be corrected.

(9) During the time, after the discrepancies have been verified,
and before they are correctecd, while FEMA and PEMA and NRC are
working to generate an operational emergency evacuation plan for
Dauphin County, it is fully justified that the power reactors at
Three Mile Island be in a power down mode. The license to power -
up that reactor was legally premised on a valid workable
evacuation plan for Dauphin County. During times when such a plan
does not exist, neither should the license to operate for power
generation. Recognizing, as I do, that paperwork takes time and
there are many administrative processes and considerations, I
request that, once the discrepancies are officially verified, and
during the pendency of the process of correcting them, “he power
up license be suspended. I believe that such a suspension will
cause the discrepancies in this case to be corrected fairly
guickly, but in the absence of such a suspension, the corrective
process might take several years or might never occur. I believe
that such a suspension would send a message to: (1) other
operators, (2) other Counties in Pennsylvania, and (3) Emergency
Management Agencies in other states. This message would be the
precisely correct message that NRC should be sending in its
fulfillment of it legal, professional, and moral duties to the
American people.

Sincerel




ENCLOSURE

Federal Emergency Management Agency

Washington, D.C. 20472
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Mr. Frank J. Congel, Director
Division of Radiation Protection

and Emergency Preparedness
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
wWashington, D.C. 20555

Dear Mr. Congel:

In a memorandum dated July 22, 1992, the ".S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (NRC) regquested the Federal Emergency Management
Agency's (FEMA) assistance in responding to the concerns
expressed in Mr. Robert Gary's July 10, 1992, letter to the
Chairman of the NRC regarding the adequacy of offsite energency
planning and preparedness in the Dauphin County portion of the
Three Mile Island emergency planning zone. The purpose of this
letter is to provide an interim report on the actions which FEMA
has taken to date in response tc the NRC's request.

On Septeaber 4, 1992, FEMA Region III met with representatives of
the Pennsylvania Emergency Management Acency (PEMA) and the
Dauphin County Emergency Management Agency in order to discuss
the issues raised in Mr. Gary's letter. Tha resulis of this
meeting and follow-up information received by FEMA are summarized
below.

o The letters of intent at the Dauphin County Emergency
Operations Center were not current. However, in early
August, Dauphin County sent out new letters of intent to the
county transportation providers for their signature. FEMA
reviewed the content of these letters and determined that
they did not include pertinent information on the number and
capacity of transportation vehicles available. Amended
letters requesting the number and capacity of vehicles have
bsen sent to these transportation providers, but the letters
have not yet been signed and returned.

© A reviev of the Dauphin County Radiclogical Emergency
Response Plan (RERP) indicates that all groups (general and
special populations) requiring transportation have been
identified and are current as of September 1992. However,
there are discrepancies between sections of the Dauphin
County RERP which are concerned with the number of buses
available for general population evacuation. PEMA and
Dauphin County are revising the Dauphin County RERP to
include more accurate, up~to-date numbers.

it TSI
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o Both the State and Dauphin County RERPs contain provisions
for the deployment of the Pennsylvania National Guard to
Dauphin County, if necessary, during a radiological
emergency. However, FEMA has requested further information
regarding (1) the general type and amount of resources which
are available to the county through the Pennsylvania
National Guard during such an emergency and (2) the extent
to which National Guard personnel have been trained and
exercised in responding to radioclogical emergencies.

Although FEMA has initiated the activities necessary to respond
to the NRC's request, additional time is required to (1) give the
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania and Dauphin County adequate time to
complete the activities which have been undertaken to address

Mr. Gary's concerns and (2) allow FEMA time to review the plan
revisions, signed letters of intent, and other materials provided
to ensure that Mr. Gary's concerns have been adequately addressed
and alleviated. FEMA will provide its findings and conclusions,
including any corrective actions taken, to the NRC by December
31, 1992.

Should you have any questiocns or require further information,
please call Mr. Craig §. Wingo, Chief, Radioclogical Preparedness
Division, at (202) 646-3026.
Sincerely,
Dennis 52/;wiatkou1k
irector

Assista Associate
Office of Technological Hazards
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Chief Conckle July 14, 1992
Harrisburg Fire Bureau

McCormick Public Services Center

123 Walnut Street

Harrisburg, PA 17101~1681

Dear Chief Conckle,
Thank you for meeting with me today in your office.

As you know I am concerned about the effectiveness of the
evacuation preparedness and planning in the event of an emergency
evacuation of Harrisburg.

You have a copy of my recent 10 CFR section 2.206 petition
to the NRC outlining some of the basis for my concerns about the
County~level preparedness status. There is reason to believe that
things might go less than smoothly in terms of getting
schoolbuses, CAT buses and other privately owned buses in
position to do any good in an emergency.

Now there are trucks at Cumberland Army Depot and at the
Naval Facility at Mechanicksburg. The only impediment to the
inclusion of these trucks in your emergency evacuation plan for
Harrisburg seems to be red tape. Maybe the County has
jurisdiction, or maybe the State, or maybe PEMA. Maybe someone
else has a prior claim on these trucks. Maybe the military is not
ready to make them available. All of these red tape factors are
preventing the trucks from being included in evacuation plans for
Harrisburg.

If these trucks were to be used, they might report to two
staging areas. Trucks from Mechanicksburg could report to
Harrisburg Community College, and trucks from the Cumberland Army
Depot could report tc City Island. This might be done the other
way around if that is more logistically sound. If they were used
they would not interfere with any of the equipment or staging
areas specified in the County Emergency Evacuation Plan.



Ltr. to Chief Conckle, dtd. July 14, 1992, Page 2.

Right now the question is, "Can the red tape be cut?"

The state or PEMA could only preempt arrangements that
Harrisburg might seek to make with the CO’s of those bases if the
state or PEMA had some plan of their own to use those trucks. I
have asked to see PEMA’s plan, and specifically Annex E, and I
looked at what they showed me. I‘ve also looked at the RERP on
file at the Dauphin EOC. I don’t see any reference to the use of
those trucks. I see no letters of intent at PEMA or at Dauphin
County with the CO’s of those bases. As a practical matter there
is no conflict. Neither the State nor the County is planning to
use those trucks.

Those bases can only stay open as long as they are of some
value. There is no reason to try to minimize the value that those
bases or the equipment on them provide to the citizens of this
country. On the contrary, it makes sense to try to maximize the
services that those bases can provide to the country as a whole,
to the states in which they are located, and to the communities
which are their neighbors. Perhaps one form that the "peace
dividend" could take would Le to permit military resources to be
called upon in a multi-task environment, and in this case to
bolster and support a local emergency evacuation plan.

Accordingly, I am requesting Congressman Gekas, Senator
Specter, and Senator Wofford, to raise this matter with Hon.
Richard Cheney, the U.S. Secretary of Defense.

If DOD issue: a directive permitting and encouraging this
kind of direct cooperation with municipal agencies, such as the
Harrisburg Fire Department, the Secretaries of the respective
services will pass that information along to Commanding Officers
on bases and posts in the United States, including the Cumberland
Army Depot and the Navy facility at Mechanicksburg.

A stated willingness to offer community service in a
catastrophic emergency, would not necessarily be a bad thing for
DOD. From a training perspective there’s plenty of motivation as
well. Exercises based on community service in catastrophic
situations can be very credible reinforcers of the need to
maintain readiness in our armed services, manpower levels, and
equipment reserves. Such exercises can have a very positive
institutional effect as well as being totally valid professional
training for military personnel in today’s world., Didn’t Desert
Shield contain a very large component of community service in
catastrophic situations? Remember the camps for the Kurds? Isn’t
this one of the kinds of things we can expect our military to be
doing more of in the 21st century? If so, such manoeuvres at home
are very closely related to part of the probable mission.



Ltr. to Chief Conckle, dtd. July 14, 1992, Page 3.

I am very hopeful that as a society we have the flexibility
to begin thinking in new ways and using the resources available
through our Federal public expenditures in a way that maximizes
their utility. We face threats from chemical spills or nuclear
accidents that are very serious. It is not reasonable that front
line people cannot directly make arrangements with willing
Commanding Officers to meet those threats to the lives of
Americans because everyone’s hands are tied in red tape. We
started out as a country of ingenuity and resourcefulness, and
that’s how we’ve gotten this far. Let’s continue to use our main
strength as a country and as a military force =- our flexibility.

Sincerely,

/4]

Robert CGary
Lt. JAGC, USNR, (Ret.)
for PICA

Copies to: Hon. Steven Reed, Mayor of Harrisburg
Sen. Arlen Specter
Sen. Harris Wofford
Rep. George Gekas




Rep. George Gekas July 14, 1992
1519 Longworth House Office Building
washington, DC 20515

Re: Use of DOD Equipment for Emergency Preparedness

Dear Congressman Cekas,
I am one of your constituents in Harrisburg.

The enclosed letter to our Fire Chief in Harrisburg contains
an idea that may require the support and approval of Mr. Cheney,
the Secretary of Defense and which I hope you will forward to him
for consideration. In brief, it creates a basis for grassroots
cooperation between Fire Chiefs, and other Municipal public
officials and the local Commanding Officers of Military
installations.

This laeral, or working-level, or grassroots cooperation is
to be distinguished from the chain of command or trickle down
cooperation which is sometimes so fraught with red tape as to be
unmanageable. Lateral cooperation would be completely voluntary
on both sides, and is suggested only in cases such as Harrisburg
where there is clearly no conflict with emergency planning by
higher level agencles in the state.

Sincerely,

/: 5//

Rober% Gary, Esqg.
for
PICA

Encl: Ltr. to Chief Conckle of July 14,







in the Dauphin Ccunty RERP? let’s see if we can answer a few
basic questions aibout the plan, and if we can’t, we might decide
there is no plau.

(1) What: are the telephone numbers of the Commanding Officers of
Duty Officers who would be called to activate the evacuation
trucks from New Cumberland and Indiantown Gap? On what page of
the Dauphin County RERP can that information be found?

(2) What military units are tasked with responding to an
evacuation need involving those trucks? Are there designated
drivers? Are there designated company commanders? What kind of
briefings have these people had? Where’s a list of their names?

(3) Are there any particular trucks that have been designated for
the task of evacuating Harrisburg, or any other place in Dauphin
County?

(4) What about routes and staging areas for these trucks? Do we
have maps to indicate that the word "deployment" as Mr.
Kwiatkowski uses it does intend an evacuation procedure rather

than a law and order keeping mission?

|

(5) How about coordination with local officials. PICA hasn’t l

checked with every local official in Dauphin County, but Chief

Conckle of the Harrisburg Fire Department, doesn’t recall any

coordination program with New Cumberland or Indiantown Gap in |

this regard. In fact he has sent a letter requesting same, and 1

PICA has sent a letter to Secretary Cheney requesting cooperation 1

at the DOD end. 1
|
|

These are the kinds of things that PICA would hope that you Dr.
Murley would ask in your efforts tc verify the meaning and the
factual correctness of the remarks made by Mr. Kwiatkowski from
his office in Washington. It may turn out that the extent of the
planning is that the Governor knows that the National Guard is
out there, and if there’s a meltdown, he knows he could call on
them to provide some help. That Kind of awareness would probably
be adequate to justify mentioning deployments by the National
Guard in the State and Dauphin County plans, but clearly it is
not a plan -- it’s not even part of a plan. It is simply a
statement that we’ll figure it out in the midst of the emergency
and maybe we can get some National Guard in here to help us out.

PICA has no desire to put blame on anybody for not having a plan
to use National Guard trucks, which is substantive enough to
provide answers to the questions listed above, at the point prior
to the transactions surrounding PICA’s 10 CFR 2.206 Regquest. If
at the end of NRC’s resolution of that 2.206 Reguest there still
is no plan to use these trucks, the situation will be different,
and PICA will not be reticent about placing responsibility where
it belongs for this lack of planning and preparedness.

Sincerely,

Robert Gary 1
R,
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Chief Conckle July 14, 1992
Harrisburg Fire Bureau

McCormick Public Services Center

123 Walnut Street

Harrisburg, PA 17101-1681

Dear Chief Conckle,
Thank you for meeting with me today in your office.

As yo2u know 1 am concerned about the effectiveness of the
evacuation preparedness and planning in the event of an emergency
evacuation of Harrisburg.

You have a copy of my recent 10 CFR section 2.206 petition
to the NRC outlining some of the basis for my concerns about the
County~level preparedness status. There is reason to believe that
things might go less than smoothly in terms of getting
schoolbuses, CAT buses and other privately owned buses in
pesition to do any good in an emergency.

Now there are trucks at Cumberland Army Depot and at the
Naval Facility at Mechanicksburg. The only impediment to the
inclusion of these trucks in your emergency evacuation plan for
Harrisburg seems to be red tape. Maybe the County has
jurisdiction, or maybe the State, or maybe PEMA. Maybe someone
eise has a prior claim on these trucks. Maybe the military is not
ready to make them available. All of these red tape factors are
preventing the trucks from being included in evacuation plans for
Harrisburg.

If these trucks were to be used, they might report to two
staging areas. Trucks from Mechanicksburg could report to
Harrisburg Community College, and trucks from the Cumberland Army
Depot could report to City Island. This might be done the other
way around if that is more logistically sound. If they were used
they would not interfere with any of the equipment or staging
areas specified in the County Emergency Evacuation Plan.
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Right now the guestion is, "Can the red tape be cut?"

The state or PEMA could only pr.empt arrangements that
Harrisburg might seek to make with the CO’s of those bases if the
state or PEMA had some plan of their own to use those trucks. I
have asked to see PEMA’s plan, and specifically Annex E, and I
looked at what they showed me. I’ve also looked at the RERP on
file at the Dauphin EOC. I don’t see any reference to the use of
those trucks. I see no letters of intent at PEMA or at Dauphin
County with the CO’s of those bases. As a practical matter there
is no conflict. Neither the State nor the County is planning to
use those trucks.

Those bases can only stay open as long as they are of some
value. There is no reason to try to minimize the value that those
bases or the equipment on them provide to the citizens of this
country. On the contrary, it makes sense to try to maximize the
services that those bases can provide to the country as a whole,
to the states in which they are located, and to the communities
which are their neighbors. Perhaps one form that the "peace
dividend" could take would be to permit military resources to be
called upon in a multi-~task environment, and in this case to
bolster and support a local emergency evacuation plan.

Accordingly, I am requesting Congressman Gekas, Senator
Specter, and Senator Wofford, to raise this matter with Hon.
Richard Cheney, the U.S. Secretary of Defense.

If DOD issues a directive permitting and encouraqing this
kind of direct cooperation with municipal agencies, such as the
Harrisburg Fire Department, the Secretaries of the respective
services will pass that information along to Commanding Officers
on bases and posts in the United States, including the Cumberland
Army Depot and the Navy facility at Mechanicksburg.

A stated willingness to offer community service in a
catastrophic emergency, would not necessarily be a bad thing for
DOD. From a training perspective there’s plentv of motivation as
well. Exercices based on community service in catastrophic
situations can be very credible reinforcers of the need to
maintain readiness in our armed services, manpower levels, and
equipment reserves. Such exercises can have a very positive
institutional effect as well as be1nq totally valid professional
training for military personnel in today’s world. Didn’t Desert
Shield contain a very large component of community service in
catastrophic situations? Remember the camps for the Kurds? Isn’t
this one of the kinds of things we can expect cur military to be
doing more of in the 21st century? If so, such manoeuvres at home
are very closely related to part of the probable mission.



Ltr. to Chief Conckle, dtd. July 14, 1992, Page 3.

I am very hopeful that as a society we have the flexibility
to begin thinking in new ways and using the resources available
through our Federal public expenditures in a way that maximizes
their utility. We face threats from chemical spills or nuclear
accidents that are very serious. It is not reasonable that front
line people cannot directly make arrangements with willing
Commanding Officers to meet those threats to the lives of
Americans because everyone’s hands are tic ' in red tape. We
started out as a country of ingenuity ar' .esourcefulness, and
that’s how we’ve gotten this far. Let’s cuntinue to use our main

strength as a country and as a military force -- our flexibility.

Sincerely,

/5/

Robert Gary
Lt. JAGC, USNR, (Ret.)
for PICA

Copies to: Hon. Steven Reed, Mayor of Harrisburg
Sen. Arlen Specter
Sen. Harris Wofford
Rep. George Gekas
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M. Dennie H. Rwiathowski

Deputy Asscciate Director Preparedness,
Training, and Rxercliee Directorese
federal Emergency Mansgemsnt Agency
rederal Center PFlaza

500 € Street B.¥W.

Wasnington, D.C. 20472

Dear Mr. Ewisthowekil

Aftar having read a copy ©f yous December 16, 1993 letter te Mr. Frank
Congel of the NRC, I think it le important that 1 provide you with my position
regarding selected points in your lette: e wall as correct some inaccuracles
that seem to have arisen in the staffing process.

Re 1, pid, pars 3, JFRMA's Anslysis: "The sdequacy of all individual
State and local governments' letters oOf sgresment, SOUs, etc. would then be
evaluated by FMA to determine their compliance with the updated policy snd
guidance relative to the content Of thess documents.”

PEMA Position: In the past, FEMA has not normally reviewed annuslly
the letters of agreement, SOUs or Notification and Resource Hanuals. These
documents, relative to the Dsuphin County plan, were provided to help FEMA
Region II1 respond to Mr. Gary's 10 CFR 2.206 petition., Of course, they are
provided for the 10 CFR 350 approval process. The additional work load on
PEMA will be exponsntisl when you consider that FEMA cannot now mest the 150
day time period for completing biennisl exervise reports required Dy
FRMA-REP~14.

Re p32, 1, parm 3, sub para 1. FEMA's Gensral Counsal has apparently
determined that future agreements will "State that the transportation provider
will make vehicles, with drivers, available for drills, esxercises, and
rediclogical samargencies.”

Position: The buses in guestion are owned by private commercisl
entesprises that provide public transportation in local areas. These owners
sannot be expected to forsge the incoms or abandon the passengers who are
depending on their bus tvansporsstion in order to partioipste in drille or
sxsrcises. Purthermore, the drivers are doing, on & dally basis, what we ask
them to do An an ssergency. Responding during an emergancy Lis sxactly the
task to which they have been cowmitted. The bus compenies fully understand
thet Titlie 35 of the Pennsylvania Oonscllidatad Statutes providas the Covernor
with the power to “...comsandesr or utilise any privats, public or
QUARL-PUDLIC pruperty,” subject Lo compensation, Lf necessary to oope with the
ssergency. It 4is our opinion FEMA ie establishing new criteria, excending
re4SONADL® ASBUCANCS thet & gouvernment can "foree' from & provider. FEMA will
got no "resscnable sssurance” letters from anyons Lf an iron ¢lad gusrantes is
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required or, the utilities would have tO enter into uUNNECeEsAry &N GXPEnsive
standby contracts with providers. Is this & reasoneble and appropriate
expense for rate payers? The vendors sey they'll provide the service if they
sre available at the time of the incident, If they will sign on for that muoh
it's reasonsdle asssurance. Whnile the current plans mey not represent
parfection, they do provide reascnable sssurance.

Re pi, 1, pare 3, wsubpara 2. FEMA'® OGenecal Counsel recomaends
agresxents "#pecify thet drivers will be provided with appropriste emergency
regponee training."

PEMA Fosition: f#ince the commanwaslth and ell risk county plans for
nUClear POWSr PLANC eMErgencies are designed to move evacuses who do not have
private transportastion in & single 11fe, the obus drivers ars not emergency
workers who would retursn to the plume exposure pethway emergency pLanning
sone. The coniy difference from their daily rune is that the drivers are given
directions to go to especific pickup points within @ municipality that may be
different fiom & their normal rouse, Tralaning is unnecassary. A briefing or
mesting may be sppropriate.

Re p2, 1, para 1, FEMA'S Anslysis: "FPMA'es anslysis of the Dauphin
County BOUS also identified some nines discrepancies, which PEMA intends to
correct.”

PEMA's Position: The changes in the Dauphin County plan will be made
by the Dauphin County BEBEIgency Nanagwoesat Agency, wsinoe it is their plan.
PEMA will work with the county to ensure appropriate revisions are made on an
annusl basis &s required Dy reguiation,

Re pi, 1, para 1, subpara J&4. FEHA'w Anglysiss YFEHMA will review
the updated plane and BOPs, including 3OUs ,oa" and "FENA will reviev the
updated 80Us to verify this information.”

PEMA'S Position: These statements Are a departure fruw setablished
practice, Heretofore, PEMA reviews 80Ps, letters of agreement, etc, only for
the 350 approval procsss. Fog routine periodic reviews, FENA has Ieceived
only changed state and county plans: not $OPs, letters of agreemant, BSOUs or
Motification and Resource Manusle. I assume that if the FEMA ip going to
review Dauphin County's SOUs etc., then you are going to do the same for all
risk county plans nationwide -~ & daunting task indeed. If Dsuphin Oounty and
the Componwealth of Pennsylvanie are to be eingled out for special procedures,
then I strongly object and expect that you will provide justification for such
SXCTENG DAARUTISS. Periadic national reviews/inspecticns wmay be & @Dore
effective management practice.

Re pi, 1, para 1, subpers & (a). FEMA'S Anglysis: FEMA takes iL8®ue
ovez whether transportation resourcss are videntified” or "available".

PEMA'# Position: Transportation ressurces gre ildentified, Decause no
bus company can Absolutely guarantee ¢chat all their resocurces will be
svailable at & given time. The number {dentifind represente tLHe Iresouroee
trensportation firms fesl confldent would be available. Greater specificity
Wwill causs us to lose the support of bus companies from fear of litigation for
failing to produce the nuxbers in the agreamant. Such concerns heve
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frequently been voiced by & number of providers. Indesd, we have lost the
services of some providers in other areas, on advice of their counsels,
baceuse they fear litigetion based on even the moat genaral cof agreements. It
is for these ressons that the Commonwsalth msintaine & large data bass of
transportation providers that are willing O respond to Smergency reguetts.
The etats provides this backup to the oounties to ensure against the
contingency that some of the identified vehicles may be down for meintenance
or on dispatches that cannot be recalled (n & timely oanner. Thie io
reasonablea aspurance.

R pé, 1, wsubpare (b). FEMA's Ansilysis: "... information reflected
in the plan should always be consistent with what ia shown Ln the 30Us."

PEMA's Position: #0Us wsheould not reguire revision every year. A
telephons call, properly documented, should be sufficient to verify the
commitment appessing in the 80U, However, the plan should be updated annually
to reflect any changes discovered during the telephone call relative to the
pumber of buses, telephone nusbers, company names, points of contact, etc. It
i highly likely that the two documants will differ anytime after the date of
the SOU. It makss little difference whesher a company is able to provide 52
puses versus the 58 it might have planned to provide, because the state has
other resources to Teet any unset neads reported by a county and thess bhackups
would be provided in the time of need. #Such planning in depth or “saturation
planaing” is & Pragmatic approech to the vageries of Sransport avellability as
opposed to counting on absolutes that loock good on paper, but cannot
realistically be assured.

Re péd, 2. JFEMA's Anaiysisy TFEMA liste the bus companies <alled
during the May 1993 exercise ss Capitol Trailwaye, BSchlegel and Capitol Area
Transit.

PEMA's Pomition: After being 80 critical of PEMA and Deuphin County
for heving isproperly listed titles for the three bus companies, two of the
companies listed in FEMA's analysis are incorrect. The correct titles are:
Capitol Bus Company (Trailways), Hegins Valley Lines, and Capitol Asea
Transit,

Re pS, 2, pare 1. UVEMA's Analymis: "FEMA will continue to check the
accuracy of this informatlon during its annuel review of the Dauphin County
plan, 80Pe, 8OUs and during the Three Mile Island biennial REP axercises.”

‘s itions FEMA should perform annual reviews of every local
REP pian in the country. Again I ask if the Commonwealth and Dauphin County
are to be subject to spmcisl above regulatory reviews a8 a result of Mr.
Oery's 2.206 petition? VEMA must be svenhandsd in administering the review
process o0 & national basis.

Re pb, i, 1st para, FEMA's Analysis: "...during tbe Kay 19, 1993,
wxerciee, PEXA requested the PARING to provide ae many sabulances as possible
in response to & plan-identified Dsuphin County unmet need of 303 anbulances .
Howsver, since PEMA's concept of operations does not rely on the PAARNG as o
firest response organization, the umet ambulance need will be pursued as an
iesue with PEMA.
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PEMA's Position: We scknowledge that the National Guard was tasked
(simulated) during the May 19, 1993, ™I sxercise to provide ambulances. This
was &n error on the part of the stalf in that thare were other counties that
oould have provided more rapidly the necessary support without using National
Guard vehicles. The Kational Guard ambulances need a4 far longer time TO react
shan do oivilian smbulances on & firet responss standby status. The planning
factor for the Guard to mobilise at thair home srmory is 6 hours. Add to this
the briefing and travel timas and one <an readily sse why the Guard is not
considered & first response organisation. Additionally, FAARNG ambulances do
not have life support equipment. The exercies cbhvicusly pointed out & staft
training lesus that we will address -~ one of the ressons why thess exerclses
ere conducted in the first place. Mr. Gary's Answer ig te drive sveryona
toward the military sclution. The civillan assets &re more readily availabdble,

Re pb, 2, id para. TR Anglysiss ... the fsot thst the current
asRPs imply & more direct wole for the PAARNG, the ourrent State and oounty
RERPS should be reviewsd and modified, as sppropriate, to more clearly defina
the sxact rols of the PAARNG. PEMA will be requestad to sddress this issus
during tha plan review to ensure thet the plans clesrly and socurataly raflect
the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania's concept of saergency speraticons realative to
the ues of the PAARNG."

PEMA's Ppositiop’ Appendix 13, Annex §, Migitary Suppogt, of the
Comaonwealth Energency Operations Plen willi be smanded in the soncept of
operations paregraph with @ parenthetical ceveat, to wit: "The lead tise
required to mobilise and ceploy Netional Guard unite will be considered bafore
assigring specific missions.” Counties will ba directed to include similer
appropriste amendments to their RERF® . Apprepriate trabning will be
sccomplished to ensure thet lead time is factored into mission decisions. The
role of the National Guard, as clearly stated in the pians and reiveratad in
my July 13, 1993, letter to FEMA Region 111, is clear to the users of the
state and county plans. One should not oonfuse training Lesues with unelear
plans. 1 atand ready to have our plans priefed or explained Lo
rapresentatives of the FENA and/or the NRC, but At i evident to me that the
PEMA, tha countiss and the PAARMG fully undezrstand the intended role of the
PAARNG. I will not enteztain fixing what is not proksn to satisfy the
personal motives of sgents for private Lntarest groups.

ne pp B-9, 3. FEMA'S Analysis: The paragraphs in this section ignore
the fact that PEMA and tha counties of the Commonwealth have had years of
exparience in working with esoh other and the PAARNG. The procedures in our
plans and 8SOPs have been used to request National Ouard support in both
radiologioal sxercises and ratural disasters without fallure.

7EMA'e Position: The planning documents work well for us. If FEMA
doss not vnderstand our procedures, I repeAt =y invitation for briefings
stated above., The execution of sny plan requires Judgement. Plans that
attempt to eliminate the use of judgemant by specifying procedures that must
foliow & mathematicelly oertain path only create inflexibility, becCause no
plan can foresee all possibilities. By damanding thet our plene taks such &
pedantic spproach, you lgnere oux long setablishad working relstionships with
the PAAMNG. 1 ressphasize that & reguiresent tor periodic refresher tralning
in the execution of & pisn doss not mean that the plan is flawed.
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In closing, I am very concerned about the zanner in which this entire
matter has bsen handled. PEMA provided responses to NRC and FEMA gQueries
relative to Mr, Gary's allegations through FEMA channels to the NRC. In each
instence, thers were some questions and allegetions that should have been
answared by either the NRC and/or FEMA. When the entire PEXA/TEMA package was
pent o the KRS, that agency chosse to forwsard the entire resaponse,
unevalusted, to Mr. Gary &nd eleven other addresseas. This is Juestionable
gtat! work. It ie unconscionable that the fadersl agency responsible for
regulation of the nuclear powar industry abrogates their duty to make the
required detesminations and evaluations and turns all collected data over to a
private political actlon group for their "interpretation®. The PEMA is always
willing to wurk coopesatively with federal regulatory agencles, we oaxpect to
be treated fairly in return. That has not happenad At same po.nts in the Sary
petition.

JLL/ICI/kpd

oot 586 next page
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HARRLGBURG, PENNEY LANIA 17100-3821

July 12, 1993

Nr. Robert J. Adamoikx

Chlef, Hatursl and Teohaologlical
Basards Diviaice

Federval Besrgency Nasagesmnt Ageacy,
Region X111

Libarty Sguere Buildiog (dSecond Vioor)
10% South Sevanth Etreest
Phlladeliphia, PA 19106

Doar Mr. AMamolks

This responds to your letter of Apeil 30, 1983, regarding Mr. Gary's
10 CPR 2.206 petition about offsite Rediological Emeryency Rerponse FPlamaing
issues for Three Nile lslend Fuclear Jtatiom.

Perhape TENA hesdguartars ocould have been more sslective in TRgOeEt L
inforsation. The breadth of the jiaformetion net went far beyond the isewes of
isterest or those whioh Leve besn pewviously addressed by the Pecssylvania
Imergacty MADSPGMOnE AQEBCY to the rodorel Bedrgency KaDAQERAnt Agency. Mmoh
of My, Wrismm's April 13, 1993, sssureadus does oot partaia so Robart Sary's
petition (ses Fedarsl Regleter vol. 57, Bo. 187 Thareday, August 13, 1992, peyw.
I6415-36416). I will isdicate where the issues ralsed have siready bewn
widreased sithear to PEIMA or to Nr. Sary directly. The following comsents are
mayed to the paragraphs beglasning on page thres of Wr. Krimm's Apxil 13, 1993,
SeRorANus to AOting Reglonal Directar Thomes.

16, The recapitulstion of Dekpbin OCoesty trasepoctétion rescarce
pusds L9 found oo page B-%-14 of Anses B, Asdiologloanl Reergency
RespoOADe Provedures te Wucisar Power Plast Incideots, Dasphin
Cwurrey Emscrguocy Opersticese Plan, which heas bens provided o FEEA
I1I. Thess ousbers change 48 the plan i¢ pericdically updated.
The uwemet nowds of Lhe county 4ex reedily be supplied by assets
identified from providers salstained in the computerised data
basks Ln the State Beergency Opersticne Oentar. To eogage ie
iustifying the changing wnmet needs with Ceecurces availabls ta
the stete would place all cencecned Lo ax sndless susbers chase.
The provisions fow fillleg currsst ummot Desds are pert of the
Stete BOC Standing Opareting Procedurss and are dascostrsaeted
ander VENA eveluwation ouring bismnisl emervises. The Nay 1993
! esweroise provided good desonstrecicn of this fect. VEG's
sweroioe records for the uomet nomd for aabulancoms 18 & good
exanplie for the petitlomer.

b, Wot all ssbulence servicse oparste 24 hours per day, heosoe vie
reforrel, they corpectly have the callsr talk te "9=1-1° ia the
cass of an emmrgency. The cousty, Nowevar, bas the rsdis pager
masber of the parson om O£l for esch ssdulance oowpeny for
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26-hour FeoBll PUrpoees. The statemweot that "The significence of
and raticoale for cwrtain sabulance sexrvice calls being cefarred
to 911 sbould be ssoeurteined and appropriate esplanatory
sarretive and/or modificaticos ilncorporated into the plans. Al
revised plans materiels should be provided to FESA Aeqgion 11X amd

Hsadquarters for review,” do8e oot etRROViedge The Oomeon
grections used all over the U.8.

Thare Ls nothing terribly new or eaoteric about the vee of pagers
Lo SuSMOnD eEErgEncy response personnel. FI is eware of many
sech teohaologies fOf GERIQEDCY CFPOLES.

Aditionally, the assertioa that refarral of cells for noe-24
hour emargescy services to 9-1-1 "is eascowptable” ix wpecicus
and without merit. Pesasylvania has bean eebarked & & prograe
for eeversl years to espand 9-l-]l ocovarsge throeghout the
Oommorweslth., Bight milliom of the asarly 12 sillion oitisens ia
the gtate sre sarved by $~1-1. This ilovolves 30 counties, thees
minlcipalitios, end one regional eystas. RExparisnce bas proves
that pegers controllsd by cantralised comsty (9-1-1) dispatabars
provides an extremaly rapid alert and sotification syetas that
copresents the state of the art. The reveoves from ¥-i-1 1ise
aharges currestly provide §832,000,000 per year to support puBlic
safety within the state. We have so inteatien #f abandoning &
common oatioval prectice of employing sodern ond sfficlest wlext
syetame. This is oot & part of cthe 2.306 petition.

In wy Wovember 4, 1993 lestay to Beglon IXI, 1 axpleined that
“Beliance aspon military resowrves for the iasitlal respones dueing
umﬂlhmﬂnmﬂth:&mmﬁ
systen.” The Depertmsst of NMilitary Affaire (DMRA) provides
lisieon pevsconel te the Mate 300 and the risk and suppors
county HAS. Tho Desuneyleanis Arey Sational Ouasd (FAANEG)
provides & battalion Lo astist sach risk and suppart comoty.
Booh ocousty plas, available et FRMR, has an appendiz wnioh
iscludes the OPLAE appeoprists for thar cousty. Deuphia County
munwnmnmwmnumu
secessery by 4 escond speoified battalien., Tha unite wre
dirsotad to forwerd cscembly areas (to be detarmloed at
sotifioation plus twd houre). It takes the usits eix hours o
pesewble and be prepared to move fros Chelsr srwories. Becsuse
the Batioasl Guard ie not & fixst response orgenisation, eore
datinitive miseione sre oot aseigoed, Deosuss they Are secOndAry
mm—u“olmloﬂﬁmm!u
routing eotivisy. Their speciflie tasks will be detarmiocd whae
whe wBits hecome avallabie sed the sesds of the couaty KN have
pocose solidifisd in light of the evemts as they unfold. The
Batiomnsl Ousrd sissloos ia sepport of eivil eutharity e
contingency oriemted. The Gusrd is eguipped with ounies . Ocabet
w“c*tunmmv‘ul—muwutm:a
not lend thomoslves to the eafe and orderly wmovesent of
civiliane. Por thees reasons, the Commocowselth does not plas to
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use Rational Guard trucks to evedusta civillans. s have
destified more thar enceglt olvilian bue aseste to accomp ) Leb
that tash for the portion of the populstion that aay not have &
aethod of parscual transpowtation.

The ressons for not velng Hatliooal Cuard assets far wveouetics
mmlnwummum.muuwl. 1992
ameting with Senator Ohusaker, of the Peanaylveals Gaseral
Aspombly, end Comsissioner Sheaffer, Chalrman of the Oasuphin
Cousty Bokrd of Commisélooere. We furthar dissbuswd kiem of the
m-mttnmmoumomm'unomm-u
trucks® svailable for use io evaoustions. The facts are that the
m&mmoamh‘nnnu-lun-mhet
Grgenisstion and Squipment (TOARR) troeck companies. The depots
rely prisarily on commercisl hanlers and, oocaslonelly, U.8. Army
Reserve truck companies using flat bed wralless during their
anmeal susmer traiaing. To provide e liet of Betional Guard
eguipment that oowld poseibly be deployed Lo the eveat of aa
evaseat ot 4t THI L8 20t meceseary, Dacaese thess wseets would be
cumuuwmmmtunmunu«mp
portions of the PAARNO loveotory, if they ware spprogriste whioh
is douwbtfel. Such guess wark woeld mot lsgrove the plas, oor
would it approach any defisadle measure oOf AcOUTAdY. The eotire
sssots of etats governEant Are Avallable An AR GESIGEACY .

Beceuse of thalr purpoesly limited suwwlsar powes plant miesion
origatation, full training schedule and turnover rFate, R
soldiers noed not receive "oiviiian radiologicel® traising beyond
thet provided in thelr Axwy annasl tralialng progees.

vhe substance ALn the lesters of lotest, stetewente of
mmmu-mm-unxu. ™he nases of the
mw-mommvtuumudhth.mu
woll a8 tae letsare Gurisg the periedic reviews. The ootTect
semed wow ares Bagine Vallay Lises, Ia0. (focwmsrly Soblagel
Trencportation Sesrvice)) Capital bus Oampany (Capital Trallwayw
ummma-nmuummunmumm
(viow Capital Area Transit).

mznw-umuu‘u-um_uuumuu
compeny would maEs svellahle. ™he Jlosters of iatest will De
chasged to reflect the Average capacity of those bussss by thelr
annssl uplate.

™aere L9 oo spevifio traiaing provided for bes drivazrs, ner As
share any ceguired ia FORBO-O8B4 PRMR-IRP-1. Bas deivess
mmmmmmunmtu-mnpn“!-m
pablis, whish also receives " specitieo treining. Oesisetry will
oot be lesuwed to bus drivers, becouss they will not be reastes Lng
the EPS snd they Are Lot SHArgensy worhars.

717 783 9223 P, B4
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T™he Apeil 16, 19%2, FINA Esadquartars seworendos subject: Baaple
Latters of ‘yremeant for Trenssittal to the Peansylvaaia
Besrgency Maosqement Aguncy (PEMA) Lo Coanection with tha
Susguebsr sa Btsam Rlectrio Statiom Offsive Badiclogical Esargancy
Responee Plan Review, that was transmitted to A by the Reglioe
111 lettar of May 1, 1991, comtaiosd 17 sxamples of lettexs of
wmzmu.u;nmm-...umm
pertinect letters of sgreesent for Llaolusion in the atfsite
radiologlonl SMArgRLTY UIPOGse plans, wite-epecific to the
susgeshanss fteas Blectric ftatiom (§3E8)." Only two of theeo
cEmaples made the vaguest refersscne to training. Hone of them
used the language prescribed by the VMR Sesdguarters April 12,
1993, semovacdus teo Reglon 1Y to wik)

- "Review of the S00s indiocstes thet there is oo referesoe to
the training of bus drivess ia regard to deallng with
aNeryency responss situstions.”

- “,., the drivere should be trained and educated sbout tha
asture of radiclogioal eesrgencies, the peropsr use of
dosleetry, ete.”

- ..., the S00s should coutain & statmmsct that the cuspeny
egrees to cooparats® with the utility end Stats and looal
governmeots by allowing ita drivecrs sdaguate time to
participete in partinent radiclogicel reepones tralning asd
ewaro i ee-related aotivitine regeired e
FOERG-0654/ FENA-REP~1, RMovisioe 1, and owtlised ia Three
Hile Island's State and Radiclogiosl emargency CRIPGRES
plans.” (Note that the State sod locsl plans for VO do
a0t outline driver tralning as described abowe.)

A8 we have discussed on several ocoesions, PMeonsylvanis lis
glesrly being reviewsd 6t & higher standard thas othaw " oRe Lear
stutew” that Le unneosssasdy, Dut moet Laportant, does not apply
ie the cass of Dauphin Cougty buk aAseets.

e letters of iLstemt are valld ocommitmeets of thet intemt,
although they are 20N, sow G0 they purpert to be legal or legally
suforonable dooumsnts whioh provids & guarantas of reeCUrTeSs.
with ¢ without letters of agrosasct, the CeEoUrces will be
avallable as greviously demooctrated ia AENGrows EmerpRnCLes and
anere Lres througphont Che sLate.

nmunumwa'-m.mmm‘
mmxnlmumwu“mwuq
whe semple S0Us provided te wit: *The lLaaguage in the SOU
refleoct the provides's undarstamdiog thes (A} sdequate vahiolne
and Grivers are aveilable tO weet the resOUIOss snemwrated Le
MU aad (B) .tmnm!ﬂlymﬂlﬂwmm
{ndividual respomsibility e drive & bus, if g LA,
fasilitate asn svioustioa of Demphla Counmty ia the event of
rediological emergency et Thres Wile Island.® hpain, the topic
ENR i3 ressarching A6 DOT QRTNRADE .

¥ gag
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There is asithar re4sot nos lateotion to add phone mmbars to the
varlous pages of the Cousty Radiclogicel Procedures. The phoos
neswberd are avallaple ian #0Pw weed by the reapactive couaty stalf
parsome. In addition, e ssntioned io paragraph b above, the
coumty has the abllity Lo tone page pll sbulance CFGALLRAAT.io0D.
™hie Lemus was oot ralsed in Mr. Gary's 10 CFR 3.306 petiticn as
deecsibed in the Pedersl Magistar of August 13, 1993,

The iteme iisted in tRis pearagraph constitusts administrative
updates thet are being addressed ond will be clearmsd up at the
next aanuvally required updete. AQain, this Lesse was aot realsed
in the 2,206 petitiom.

Thie will be clazified ar the oext plan wpdate,

It i Ot necsssary to label peges E-7-11 and §~9-] through | o B
ts *... indicets olearly that the iaformation reflacted on thess
pages pertaine to Dauphin County.” @ince the pages are in the
Dauphin Cousty Plan and list specific Dasphis County anigue
organisations, to what other county oould they possibly be
referring? This ie & matter of styls =hat surmly can be laft to
the ocowunty'® discretiom.

Tour plenaing sogpestions, while a3t a past of tha 2.206
petition, ere apprecisted sad will be oons .dered at Che sext plan
.mt.-

You umummswu-mm-mu the 2.200
pwtitioa. Por gour Liaformetion, 1990 populetion data ie
reflocted is the currest February 1993 Dauphin County Anoss ¥
(tor axample see ¥-10-3). Af tha 1990 census data is prodoced by
:no...momuluwuh‘ummmum
osnter, the infosmation 4 processed and provided to the oouaty
for isclusion Ln the subsequest wydate of b plax and
P s X The Bvacuation Tims Estimate A0 being prepared by
the power plant eoetraotoc. ™he peocess begea in July 1991 and
ie setimated to be completed Lis Aoguet 1993, Tha new nuebers
nmumaummmnxymmuoteu
RO AS POr NOeER) PEawt Low.

avt relevast to the 1.306 petitlom.

in PEMR'e plan fow ewvaowstios Ln the
m.nmmnmmum,mmum
truoke for evacsating olviliase L8 & poor

717 783 9223
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svellable, whea we can abtaln sore thar snough oivilian buses to
da tha jab.

The PRASIG Lo used tO wupport Countles on 4 contiagewacy basis for
radinlogical aod all esargencies (eee persgraph lc). W will not
entactaln Lsventing sech dubious missioss for the Natlosal Guard
jost to heep ailitary basws opse. Mr. OGury sakes suspect his
often claimed ailitary expartice if he thinks urlng Army trucks
for the walikely eveomaiion of the T™MI EP8 would ilafluscoe any
congreseional ection to eave ailitary bases Ln Panosylvanis.
Thore is euple catlonale relating to military oOpasations to
presasve our Anstallaticans if Congress 16 o0 inolined. I wouwld
note heze thet it is Zrustrating to roeoaive sweh blatantly L1l
conosived schenss for a formal reeponss when this is a0t part of
the Base Rsalignesot and Closurs Cummittes criteris boxr would it
affect the President's dcoisieas o b8 forvardsd te Cougrees.

At the October 2, 1992, zeeting Lo Senstor Shuwsaker‘'s offics (eee
parageeph Lo}, the level of supervision by PG of the ocountiow
wes disvvessd tharcughly. #Slallarly, our actions to perevide

mm;mumu;mmw
seriler by Kr. Gary was provided to him ia « Sudy 19
lottey feoe the PIMA Chlef Couwsesl (see scclioserd). As asyoes
WAt ARTACOTOrvESntAl FelAtions SEperience Anows, Sach lavel of
goversment (vtats frem fedsrel, couaty from state, oto.
*&o their ocen Chiseg™. Counties ofcea do aot went the limi
overaight provided by stata. Should chis be the deslyw 0!
and TENA, VIR will oteply and provide mores owarsight.

-
3
s

.-
i
g

Bt the seme Octobar 3, 1992, wowting, e oyuls of plan reviews
and updates was eapleiesd’ Lo Mx. Oary. W saplaised that plane
are living doocuseots, Mwp loome lesaf Ln thres cing bindecy and
changed se ¢ba need arloss. Purther, we explsined that 4 plan ia
aever ooudidered “fiaisbed”, Ducecse ae the plasniog elemeuts and
emvircament change, the plan ie amended to reflact those changod

Duxing the October 2, 1997, ssetiag with Wr. Gary, Ssostox

Shemskee snd Cowsiseiossr Ghestfear, I exploised to Nr. Oary
m.uﬂ“-m.s\-cuum:um
)mammcmm-nmummmuq:mmau
assume the esditional §0,000,000 Nr. Gary sdveoated ia Levied
mmm;“umm:ﬂhtqwtm
rerponsn aotivities. Samater Shumakar foroefully ceatod that he
auumm-uum,uam.mnmrmpm
mmum-umnmucuu--—u
recestion. Cossiseioner Cheaffer agresd. The usilitiss have

mtmmmnﬂu‘m-wucwrm
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physr funds ©o PENB. VENA has requested, both through wstats
governmect chenoels and from the utilitiss, more funde TO meot
the increasing costs of the radiclogical saergeasy Préparedness

The snswer t0 thie guawtion was provided to Nr. Gary io the PR
thiet Counss)'® letter of July 185, 1993, as falloww:

"Pedaral studiss indicete siguificest rediction expoterws froe a
SRGLear power "tation will be limited to within 10 wiles of the
feollity. Por this reason, detalled plaus ere in place to sanage
the sesded protective Action against exposurs Ln thet ares. In
the event pecpls noed to be protectsd is aread beyend 10 ailes,
these acticas will be ertended &8 far ao they are needed. The
ssargency reepocss orgaaisstion within 10 ailas cas be ewtended
ss cvenditions warzant., Indeed, Pesnsylvania malotalas the aost
conservetive wrecuation polloy for neclieer power plasts withis
the United States. While other “mwolsar tstee” ovecwate
ssotors, the policy during both the Thornburgh and Caswy
administrations ceguires evecuating 360 degress of the omtise
appronissts 10 mile ¥PS.”

THiE anawes was elaborated upom An pareon wish Nr. Gary derisg
the OCutober 3, 1991, sseting. It is discoureging to sote that
the ARG, & madjor player with SFA An the developssnt of the 10
mile pluse exposurs petiEY GEEXgenTy Pplasaing sons, refarced
this question to Che Commomwedith of Pesmsylvenis for as answver.

Thin guestion was alec addressed is the Outubes 2, 1992, meoting.
uwupxu-‘ut.mm-ﬂw”ﬂmlm
sumsolsns were eohoduled LAn the late afterncos Bours to
sovoumodate the bundreds of woluntaecs who etaff many of the
ovunty end suaioipsl BOU staff and emsrgency rosponse poaitions.

any time, but they osmmet afferd o lsave thelr regules
coploymant during busiaees houve just for drille. Ae you koow,
Pesmeylvanis is hesvily degendemt wpom voluntesrs %0 maks Che
CENrpeGEy DARAgReHEt STULeR work dwe te fusdimg lisitatioes. .
GRS Wl A% clearly kmown at this wseting that be wanted to
wese the sess stenderds for Tewpocss &6 thoee maintained by
astive military salts. Suvh wtesdards are oot feasible for &
sivilisn eystem thet salise to auy elgnifiosst degres on
R R

mm'-m-qumxmmnm
mmnmm.mu.mmtumum
fedacal polioy and planw.

Bae paregraph 1o above.
SOme TPORLANSONS ETVACUALLIODA COXiRG CUCLGAr powes plant disartars

et be assomed. Bowover, Bnlees PR and the MRO are willing to
stete publicoly for the record that the 10-mila BPY L& Losdequate

717 783 9223 -
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snd that asceptions oust be ssde foxr Harrisburg aad other similar
EPEs near large population ocesnters, ths PFRNA will oomt . ua te
follow KRC and FENA guidasos regardisg suct plesalng. Rarrisburg
belleves, a8 commented, that thwy ocould bandle their population
Lf thare wes & videspread evecuation. The STats comours.

Bd. The PFabrusary 7, 199), eecurity iacidest et THI hes Dbees
x-nummweumummmnuumm
te desaribe the rewults of thet Lowsstigatica. PENA formally
reoviewsd the reepcase by tha etats and the Lavoived cousties and
sualcipalities. It le sxpected that our revisw will be releassd
by the OGowernor'e office sowstime Lo July. Copise will be msde
available to all LpProprisis JUVEITIELS LQULCLGE WP TOqUest.

PG Le alsc concernad shout the PFebruary 7 eecurity bhreash et
1. We ewait with Latarcet the resmilts of the NRC consultatiens
on Gseign basis threet for DUCLeAr POwer Plaats.

9. wtnmotmmmn.muhnr
Beed. We agree with Eayor Reed. Pull-ecsle bas drills are too
costly, siguificently vedissstery and uaneceasary. Ous posltione
on Mr. Gary's othes polste ave described ia detall above.

mmuumneuwuumnmmmu
mnmmuu.mwmummmxmuummxy. R Le
wall sware, A8 has s0 afflzmed iz every clsanisl aseToiss, that thess plasc
mme!«thM“m”thhluﬁ
sufety. Theswe will alweye be changes, corrections, revieions and laprovessats
Lo this ongoing proowsa, but the plane are sessntially valid.

M. Gazy's petition was filed in July 1991, These is in the asswars
uuuwmmmmmumnwmmmtmmuu
uMywnm'nxmnumm.mmmuu
mumwmmmmumﬂmm.mtnmuum
Prooeas . _ou.uu-uuumqm‘. in turn, te Nr. Gary.

JLLa JOI § 40
B Lo@aie

cgs Comwiseicasr Russell L. Sheeffar
Danphin Couaty
Michasl . ®Warts, Coordisstor
Dauphin Qounty BN
Gsoxge Olangi, JFOW
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PENNE YLVANLA “"'mfm"c” MANAGEMENT AGENCY
S
MARRIBBUAC, PENMEYLWANA | 7108-3321

’ July 1 1992

Mr. Mbort Saxy
F. 9. Bon 1637

\ Barzisdoury, Pesowylvenlis 1730816137

Desxr Hr. Gary: =

numw:-:mgnmquctm/muhrtmrm;hnt
radiologlon]l SmEryency reFpoass plamning ia yoar letters of Juns 13, 17, aad 29,
1992. Tha anowdte to LHOSe QUESTIORA/DURCBILS LXW &8 felloms

I b guastion: Why is all of centar eity Sarvisburg aot included in che
Mmsrrpescy  Freocsl Lo Kbt ¥

D T B 3 mmmmmmmuumwguy
desnribed As tho Plums Buposuss Fatimey Resrgeooy Vlsoniag Sone (YY)
Peseral studies isdicete siguifioaat redistion QEPOWUFSS £rom 1 o besr
mmmzuxmmw-xm 10 nilse of the fecility. For this
m.mu—muﬁmnmmwmtwm o ¥
SgAlnst FPONESS b Bhet ax9e. :-mmmuuumu i
cmuq-lmﬂm.mnmtm-uth“utu

i FRGET® oy Labmr w Y .

nwmwcnmmnmnmmlmmpnu.
is effest will cuet Lue, nmﬁu;mumwmm.

vall Lane e aewt fisvsl your.

is shie swgard, umaumthntMMulﬂmm
Mouuuu!m.xmqmmu—mqn“
plescing, sever snds. m.unmuvmw-.muuwn
’ wbm.ummm;ynmm,mu.aumn
pesause, situations and conditions Lk b @RV iroannet sirwewed by tha
plone ohange . ﬁmammm-mo_mta\ww
mxmummamnmmwn‘mw
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e, Rebaxt GaRy
" y 18, L9%0

io’.‘l

mntmunmﬂow from studiss and avercises. Is a
practionl senss, cae Oan Sy that no plan for saticipated operations is
ever complate. Purcher, planning iLe tiee cunmeslng, Labor LotaBoive work
that roguires the COOpesEtive partisipation of federal, stats, cousty wnd
susioipsl levels of governeeet . e i PIIGA work vesy hasd O malstalin
somtinuons and sffevtive copmmanisatione with the plasaing jurisdiotions in
Cihe Oouscarens L T8 . ™iis dose not @ean LHAt st ooy given time same olenects
u.pmwuxm“um-m:u.

Geewtion: Uhy bave “he Twe reglonsl werehouses ©ited in Title 38 have oot
besn sstabllshed?

Mrargom iR ¢ m-nttmumtmmm-nmulmtdnm
legislatare fux this purpose, mwmmmuumxu.
This L8 mot weusaal, particularly for sapl al sspenditures. LArge projects
Lasarced Lato law oftea fall viotim o8 the rioritisetios of fiaice
reseurces. The sore thoughtful respoRse is that swod sxpensive faallicieos
are 411 sdvised, sinoe PEMA has steok piles of vearious GREIYEGCY supplion
at. ovhaz depeartacotal fasilities such &8 Torrance Bvate Bospital, Pike
Cemter, and other LOOKLLOGE.

4, Guoetiaar Wy met acsw treine and alreweft te eveowatal

Piret, as seplalaed abowve, the eveoustion of Rarrisbury L6 Ded
the fastost menhods of EvasuAtiOR in the time
swtomobl lew and Buases. FBvarustion of eissabls

3141 airerafs are
o0 your Lattesr soqgests,
of lLimited

wmmum. fvae i sy at Capltal
ilasie, end it Lo mot, fesilities for opsratisg o-iéle tyum

avwe
bl

irport ea aly savigetioe CRArtE) wan ™he fisld i»
catagoriss inoloding Lte eBOTT rumwey of 1900
uu--unmmucmo
. Buffios ve say mzuupp&uu-mtmnumm
‘m-uutu.wn-muutm-n-tnnmw!u
sesoumcl i iloe ond bussed.

$. Quewtion: Wiy are ocemeus figures in the plans ast updated every yoar?

717 783 9223
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-, * iy, Robest Gary
" . hl' 18, 1992 S
e age 3 &)

hesguase: I3 the past, we bave used regimmal population sevimates for
apdatiog plasaiey flgures. The 1990 census showsd theas estimetes to be
vory losocurete and sotually paisted & false pioture — aseally predioting
Mmmutm:nwmm-h-ummnmxun. wore
impurtantly, thay 4i4 not realistionliy capture the damographic sbhifte
within the Commomwesltl. The 1990 omuwsus figures aze in band and are belog
fagcoced ioes all of onxr plaanisg.

gQueetion: Now are tha fees cullected wader Soctions 7330(c) and (d) of the
Epatny PEOCYY VIS OPOMORT L BB LY o B code (18 Pa. C.8. $7101 et seq.) sxpandady

ARG ux-t:ur-—-xunumwmm;unmu-‘n
_ummtumyruummlmmmﬁuuu‘
.u—mmmmmuﬁcmu—nmmu—ynmm
7330(k) of the Cods. This inoledes the paysast of salariss and banefits
zcmmwmommmxywmummm
zad lologioel suSrgeIsy FeIPoRSe end plasning activities.

Moidis  (Pelds TiT-TE3-R1%0)

JUL~12-1993

Jowsph 5. LaFlieur
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UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20655-0001

February 15, 1994

Docket No. 50-289

LICENSEE: GPU Nuclear Corporation
FACILITY: Three Mile Island Nuclear Station, Unit 1 (TMI-1)

SUBJECT:  SUMMARY OF FEBRUARY 2, 1994, MEETING WITH ROBERT GARY REGARDING HIS
10 CFR 2.206 PETITION TO POWER DOWN TMI-1

On Wednesday, February 2, 1994, a public meeting was held at the U.S. Nuclear
Regulatory Commission (NRC) offices located at One White Flint North,
Rockville, Maryland with Mr. Robert Gary, a representative of the Pennsylvania
Institute for Clean Air (PICA). The purpose of the meeting was to ailow Mr.
Gary to provide any final information to the NRC staff regarding his petition,
tiled under 10 CFR 2,206, to “"power down" the TMI-1 nuclear power plant
because of alleged deficiencies in the Dauphin County (Pennsylvania)
Radiological Emergency Response Plan (RERP). Enclosure 1 is the 1ist of
participants at the meeting. Enclosure 2 is a package of various documents
distributed to the participants by Mr. Gary during the meeting. Enclosure 3
is a transcript of the meeting.

The subject petition was filed on July 10, 1992. As required, the NRC
requested assistance from the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) to
evaluate the allegations made in the petition. FEMA completed their
evaluation in December 1993 and forwarded a report with the results on
December 16, 1993. The NRC staff sent a copy of the FEMA report to Mr. Gary
and other interested parties on January 4, 1994, to encourage openness in the
2.206 process, even as its own evaluation of the FEMA report was just
beginning. The staff is in the final stages of developing a recommended
director’s decision in response to Mr. Gary's petition and the subsequent FEMA
investigation.

Mr. Gary opened the meeting on February 2 with a presentation regarding the
issues he considers to be important insefar as offsite emergency planning and
preparedness surrounding the TMI-1 facility. He stated the three principal
issues he wanted to address were the size and shape of the emergency planning
zone (EPZ) around the TMI-1 facility, particularly as it affects the City of
Harrisburg, the military, and the money (associated with emergency planning in
the Harrisburg area). None of the issues raised pertain to the onsite
emergency plan at the facility itself, which is developed by the TMI-I
licensee, GPU Nuclear Corporation, and approved by the NRC. The text of Mr.
Gary's presentation can be found on pages 3 through 9 of Enclosure 2.

™ L { ad .—t p
Gt ehSE




Following Mr. Gary’s presentation, there was a brief question and answer
period (see Enclosure 3). One question asked was what the term "power down"

means as stated in the petition.

than 2% of full power).

Following the question and answer period, Mr. Gary presented some closing

Mr. Gary stated that it did not necessarily
mean to shut down and cool down the reactor but could mean operation at a very
reduced power level, including the hot standby mode (reactor critical at less

remarks and the meeting was then adjourned.

Enclosures:

1. List of Attendees

2. Documents distributed
by Mr. Gary

3. Transcript

cc w/enclosures:
See next page

/| aL«ﬂﬁi ;%9/

Ron#d W. Hérnan, Senior Project Manag

Project Directorate [-4
Division of Reactor Projects - 1/11
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Lertre



cc w/enclosures:

Michael Ross

O0&M Director, TMi-1

GPU Nuclear Corporation

Post Office Box 480
Middietown, Pennsylvaniz 17057

Michael Laggart

Manager, Licensing

GPU Nuclear Corporation

100 Interpace Parkway
Parsippany, New Jersey 07054

Jack S. Wetmore

TMI Licensing Manager

GPU Nuclear Corporation

Post Office Box 480
Middletown, Pennsylvania 1/057

Ernest L. Blake, Jr., Esquire
Shaw, Pittman, Potts & Trowbridge
2300 N Street, NW.

Washington, DC 20037

Chairman

Board of County Commissioners
of Dauphin County

Dauphin County Courthouse

Harrisburg, Pennsyivania 17120

Chairman
Board of Supervisors
of Londonderry Township
R.D. #1, Geyers Church Road
Middletown, Pennsylvania 17057

Mr. Joseph LaFluer, Director

Pennsylvania Emergency Mana?ement Agency

Transportation & Safety Bui
Post Office Box 3321
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17105-3321

ding, Rm

Three Mile Island Nuclear Station,
Unit 1

Mirhele G. Evans

Senior Resident Inspector (TMI-1)
U.S. Nuciear Regulatory Commission
Post Office Box 311

Middletown, Pennsylvania 17057

Regional Administrator, Region I
U.S. Nuclear Regu]atory Commission
475 Allendale Road

King of Prussia, Pennsylvania 19406

Robert B. Borsum

B&W Nuclear Technologies
Suite 525

1700 Rockville Pike
Rockville, Maryland 20852

William Dornsife, Acting Director

Bureau of Radiation Protection

Pennsylvania Department of
Environmental Resources

Post Office Box 2063

Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17120

Mr. T. Gary Broughton, Vice President
and Director - TMI-1

GPU Nuclear Corporation

Post Office Box 480

Middletown, Pennsylvania 17057

Robert Gary
Pennsyivania Institute
for Clean Air
2211 Washington Avenue (#301)
Silver Spring, MD 20910



LIST OF ATTENDEES
FEBRUARY 2, 1994 MEETING WITH ROBERT GARY
REGARDING A 2.206 PETITION TO SHUT TMI-1 DOWN

TITLE

AFFILIATION

TITLE E

I

Ronald W. Hernan

NRC /NRR/PD1-4

Senior Project Manager

Robert Gary

PICA

Senior Researcher

Ralph DeSantis GPUN Public Affairs Manager

Jeffery Grisewood GPUN TMI Lead Offsite Emergency l
Planner

Dennis V. Hassler GPUN TMI Licensing Engineer

Alan Nelson NUMARC Senior Project Manager

Falk Kantor NRC /NRR/PEPB Acting Branch Chief, PEPB

Giovanna Longo OGC/NRC Trial Attorney

Scott Boynton NRR/PEPB EP Specialist

Steven Aoukaitis

FEMA-Region 111

RAC Chairman

Megs Hepler

FEMA Headquarters

S5tan Wentz

FEMA Headquarters

feam Leader, Exercises
Division

Elaine 1. Chan

FEMA/0GC

|
Director, Exercises Division |

Legal Counsel, Program Law

John Price

FEMA-Regio, 111

REP, Tech. Hazards Program

Jerry Lambert

PEMA

TMI Offsite Planner

Robert Pollard Ucs Nuclear Safety Engineer

Mark Goodwin PEMA Legal Counsel it
John Kopeck NRC Public Affairs I
John F. Stolz NRC/NRR /DRPE Director, PD 1-4

Michael Blood

Associated Press

Reporter




ENCLUDUKE ok

FN 2, UNITED STATES

5 ) & % NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
® g! WASHINGTON, D.C. 20885-0001

""'..,.. g January 25, 1994

Docket No. 50-289

MEMORANDUM FOR: Michael L. Boyle, Acting Director
Project Directorate -4
Division of Reactor Projects - /11

FROM: Ronald W. Hernan, Senior Project Manager
Project Directorate [-4
Division of Reactor Projects - I/11

SUBJECT: FORTHCOMING MEETING WITH ROBERT GARY REGARDING HIS
10 CFR 2.206 PETITION TO SHUT DOWN THREE MILE ISLAND NUCLEAR
STATION, UNIT 1

DATE & TIME: Wednesday, February 2, 1994
1:30 pm - 3:30 pm
LOCATION: U.5. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

One White Flint North, Room 4 B 13
11555 Rockville Pike
Rockville, Maryland 20852

PURPOSE: To receive information from Robert Gary regarding his
petition (on behalf of the Pennsylvania Institute for Clean
Air (PICA)) to shut down Three Mile Island Nuclear Station,
Unit 1 because of deficiencies in the Dauphin County, PA
emergency plan. This meeting is being held at Mr. Gary's

request.
PARTICIPANTS*:  NRC PICA
Ronald Hernan, NRR Robert Gary
Falk Kantor, NRR
Rich Emch, NRR FEMA
Scott Beynton, NRR
Glovanna Longo Megs Hepler

o 0 iomar

Ronald W. Hernan, Senior Project Manager
oy ). Project Directorate [-4
O - e Division of Reactor Projects - 1/11
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
cc: See next page

CONTACT:
R. Hernan, NRR
504-2010

*Meetings between NRC technical staff and applicants or licensees are open for
interested members of the public, petitioners, intervenors, or other parties
to attend as observers pursuant to "Open Meeting Statement of NRC Staff

Policy," 43 Federal Register 28058, 6/28/78.



Michael Ross

O&M Director, TMI Division

GPU Nuciear Corporation

Post Office Box 480
Middietown, Pennsylvania 17057

Michael Laggart

Manager, Licensing

GPU Nuclear Corporation

100 Interpace Parkway
Parsippany, New Jersey 07054

Jack 5. Wetmore

IMI Licensing Manager

GPU Nuclear Corporation

Post Office Box 480
Middletown, Pennsylvania 17057

Ernest L. Blake, Jr., Esquire
Shaw, Pittman, Potts & Trowbridge
2300 N Street, NW.

Washington, DC 20037

Chairman

Board of County Commissioners
of Dauphin County

Dauphin County Courthouse

Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17120

Chairman

Board of Supervisors

of Londonderry Township

R.D. #1, Geyers Church Road
Middletown, Pennsylvania 17057

'hree Mile Island Nuclear Station,
Unit No. |

Michele G. Evans

Senior Resident Inspector (TMI-1)
U.5, Muciear Regulatory Commission
Post Office Box 311

Middletown, Pennsylvania 17057

Regional Administrator, Region I
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
475 Allendale Road

King of Prussia, Pennsylvania 19406

Robert B. Borsum

BAW Nuclear Technologies
Suite 525

1700 Rockville Pike
Pockville, Maryland 20852

William Dornsife, Acting Director

Bureau of Radiation Protection

Pennsylvania Department of
Environmental Resources

Post Office Box 2063

Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17120

I. Gary Broughton, Vice President
and Director - TMI]

GPU Nuclear Corporation

Post Office Box 480

Middietown, Pennsylvania 17087

Robert Gary
2211 Washington Avenue (#301)
Silver Spring, MD 20910




PICN

2211 Washington Avenue (#301), Silver Spring, MD 20910
Tele: (301) 587-7147

Comments at NRC Public Meeting, Feb 2, 1994, by Robert Gary,
Senior Researcher, for The Pennsylvania Institute for Clean Air

I appreciate the opportunity to make a few comments at this
public meeting on behalf of PICA, The Pennsylvania Institute for
Clean Air. We have three issues to address today, the EPZ, the
Military, and the Money. All the other matters raised by PICA are
either dependent on these three main issues or they have already
been satisfactorily dealt with and don’t require further
discussion.

To begin the discussion on the EPZ issue, I want to talk a
little bit about the way that PEMA conceives of emergency
preparedness. Mr. LaFleur says in paragraph 7 g of his letter,
"In the event that people need to be protected in areas beyond 10
miles, these actions will be extended as far as they are needed.
The emergency response organization within 10 miles can be
extended as conditions warrant."

The suggestion is that the EPZ would be extended as needed
in an emergency. It is PICA’s position that such an extension is
impossible. In an emergency, there is no time to extend the EPZ.
Any plan to evacuate Harrisburg needs to be made now before the
emergency, not in its midst. Any plan that included the
evacuation of Harrisburg would be 1000 buses short not 50 buses
short. The reason that PEMA has enough buses is because they are
dealing with the toy problem of the EPZ which only includes /0% of
Harrisburg. If we agree that emergency preparedness means making
plans in advance, not in the middle of an emergency, then if we
were to make plans now for the evacuation of Harrisburg, we would
either have to find another 1000 buses or use military trucks.



If there’s serious radliation within the EPZ, Harrisburg w 11
evacuate. The issue is whether PEMA, or the Military will De
t re with a plan, with trucks, with tents, with kKitchens, first
ard stations and field commanders. n California, after the
recent earthguake, it took four days for the National Guard to
set up tent cities and field kitchens. There was no plan. In
Harrisburg, if there’s no plan, we can’t wait four days for a
military response. Without a plan people will have to evacuate
sithout the assistance of the military, and they will do so, as
pest they can, as they did in 1979.

The delay in evacuating people in 1979, caused 50 deaths in
the exposed population accordiry tu the testimony of this Senior
Researcher in the U.S. Congreuns in 1985. My point is that when
it’s time to move people, it’s too late to start figuring out how
to do it. The RERP should contain evacuation plans for a
Contingent Planning Area (CPA) north of the present EPZ and to
include Harrisburg. The information should be specific with
authentic operational data and directions. It probably will need
to include military trucks since we know that even with the very
sparsely populated EPZ that misses 90% of Harrisburg, they are
already 50 buses short.

The RERP should not contain, as it does now, extensive
recitations of jurisdictional responsibilities and descriptions
of tabl=s of organization and how intergovernmental agencies

interrelate. It should be cut to no more than 100 pages. It
should be tabbed, waterproofed, color-coded, and set in large
type. It should be arranged so that the most junior person in the
official chain of emergency command, with no executive guidance,
could give appropriate orders and make the emergency response
process happen by the numbers, by the book, according to the
plan. Junior people, and everyone in the chain should be drilled
for their ability to run a response out of the book. The present
RERP passes the weight test, and it may have some public
relations value, but it is missing many of the critical elements
of a plan, which PEMA says are in the SOP’s or would be made up
on the spot.

To illustrate one could examine paragraph 1c of Mr.
LaFleur’s letter in which we see the general tenor of PEMA’s idea
of emergency preparedness. He’s talking there about Guard units
and he says, "Their specific tasks will be determined when the
units become available and the needs of the County EMA have been
solidified in light of events as they unfold."™ In other words,
PEMA will administer the emergency response on 8 ex tempore
basis, figuring out what to do as the situation develops. This is
really the opposite of emergency preparedness. If there’s one
thing we do know in the limited experience we have it is that you
can’t plan how you are going to respond to an emergency in the
midst of the emergency. People who try either find themselves
inundated by data, paralysed by possibilities, or galvanized into
actions that turn out tc be mistakes.




Now as we turn t the second main topic, the use of military

|

trucks, we can stay 1n that same paragraph 1lc of Mr. LaFleur’s
letter and we find that, "The Guard is equipped with ... combat
support vehicles ... that do not lend themselves to the safe and
orderly movement of civilians" PICA disagrees with this point,

this point is wrong in our opinion. Whether it’s right or wrong,
PEMA has no expertise in this area, and there’s no indication
that it has done any study of this point. In Bosnia military
trucks have been used to transport civilians, not once but
hundreds of times. There has been no report of people being hurt
as a result. If there’s a problem in the use of military trucks,
that can be studied. DOD or the Guard can let us know whether a
extra piece of equipment is needed to help civilians get on and
off a military truck, or if there are technigues that would
permit one person to help another in this evolution. Similarly,
1f there are problems maintaining civilians in a safe arrangement
while the truck is moving, we would want to know what
distinguishes civilians from military personnel in this regard,
and what options there are to deal with the safety factor. A
peremptory statement by PEMA is not convincing on this point. A
due diligence inquiry is required and PICA suggests that after
such an inquiry it would be found military trucks can indeed be
used for civilians.

In the same paragraph (1c), Mr. LaFleur finds that a plan
would not have to include a list of Guard equipment that could be
deployed, since that too could be figured out in the midst of the
emergency.

The third main issue is the issue of the money. $500,000
just doesn’t seem like enough money for all nuclear emergency
preparedness for the entire Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. We know
from paragraph 1(b) of Mr. LaFleur’s letter that, "The revenues
from the 9-1-1 line charges currently provide $52,000,000 per
year to support publiic safety within the state. PICA offers that
information only as a rough gauge of levels of expenditure for
public safety in Pennsylvania. If we figure that maybe 10% of
what the 9-1-1 line charges provide might be an appropriate
amount for nuclear emergency preparedness, that would give us a
budget of about $5,000,000 statewide, which would mean an
assessment of $1,000,000 per site, instead of $100,000 as
presently done.

PEMA says that Senator Schuraker, a member of the Republican
Party, doesn’t want to burden the rate payers. PEMA tells us that
the utilities say they don’t want to burden the stockholders.
FEMA says that PEMA has taken reasonable steps to acquire
additional resources. It appears to PICA that PEMA has taken no
energetic steps to acquire appropriate resources, recognizing
that the organization 18 headed up by the Lieutenant Governor of
the State who has been personally aware of PICA’s concerns since

ictober of 1992.




Many other issues are tied to the money question. There’s no
second warehouse because there’s no money for it. There are
almost no unscheduled drills because the participants are
volunteers because there’s no money to pay them (see LaFleur
letter paragraph 7h and 9).

PICA would like to look at some of the options to deal with
the three main issues in a second, but before turning away from
Mr. LaFleur‘’s letter there’s a point that needs to be addressed.
In par=graph 8c the suggestion is made that, "Harrisburg believes
that “hey could handle their population if there was a widespread
evacuati.n.” This is totally false. It would take a five minute
call tc¢ Mayor Reed to verify what PICA says here. Or we can look
at some correspondence. In his letter of June 24, 1992, the Mayor
says that there will not be sufficient available resources for
any evacuation activities beyond the 10 mile radius unless the
NRC adjusts the evacuation boundary. In his letter of July 20,
1992, the Mayor says a state of emergency would necessitate a
mass evacuation for which sufficient resources would not be
immediately available. In his letter of September 23, 1992 the
Mayor says the Dauphin County Plan needs to be improved,
particularly in the area of identifying currently available
transportation resources. We support your view that military
vehicles, of which there are plenty in the immediate Harrisburg
area be part of the Dauphin County Plan. In his letter of
December 28, 1992, the Mayor says that the fire chief is writing
the CO’s of the military bases and trying to get use of the
vehicles -- he says their availability would be critical to the
mass movement of thousands of people. Even Representative Gekas
is happy to pass the idea along to the Secretary of Defense on
PICA’s behalf. Finally, in his letter of February 8, 1993 the
Mayor says that in light of the non-~:ooperation of FEMA and the
NRC in extending the EPZ, Harrisburg has identified sufficient
resources to accomplish an evacvzcion but Harrisburg’s plan is
not officially recognized by the County or the State or the
Federal Government.

Under these circumstances 't is hardly fair for Mr. LaFleur
to say that Harrisburg believes they could handle their
population if there was a widespread evacuation. Mayor Reed has
tried to identify resources to fill the gap but he believes no
such thing as Mr. LaFleur suggests. Identification of resources
is one thing;an integrated emergency preparedness plan is
another. When we built nuclear power plants it wasn’t with the
idea that Mayor s would go out and try to identify resources. It
was with the idea that there was going to be emergency
preparedness plans. The heroism of Mayor Reed cannot be used by
Mr. LaFleur as a shield to deflect justified observations of Mr.
LaFleur’s own negligence.



Now to examine some options.

On the EPZ issue, the option that PICA suggests is that the
NRC declare the existence of a Contingency Planning Area (CPA) to
the north of the present EPZ and to include Harrisburg. The
beauty of this option is that you don’t have to extend the EPZ
itself. You can make your own rules for what kinds of plans need
to be done for a CPA. If there are other places in the country
where CPA’s are appropriate, they can be handled on a case by
case basis.

The CPA approach allows you to do a layered official
evacuation. When its time to declare an official evacuation of
Harrisburg, you will have something to work with, you won’t be
making it up on the spot in the midst of an emergency.

If you have to evacuate the CPA, you will need the military
trucks. They are far better in some of the small streets of
Harrisburg anyway than the very bulky passenger buses. You would
have to assume that streets might be blocked by stalled
privately owned vehicles. Military trucks with plenty of
clearance and heavy suspensions couid get around blockages by
going up on sidewalks, as big passenger buses could not.

We feel that you could use a CPA approach in response to our
2.206 Petition. A rulemaking is not required. This is a
contingency planning area -~ it is a decision to make additional
plans, it doesn’t take anything away from anybody, it doesn’t
affect anybody’s rights, except perhaps the right to life of the
people who live in Harrisburg. There’s not the sort of due
process issue that would make a rulemaking necessary.

On the military issue, PICA would suggest the following
option. Military trucks would only be needed if the CPA had to be
evacuated, but if they were needed they would be needed to
evacuate the CPA. Mr. LaFleur is already 50 buses short and his
plan only touches 10% of Harrisburg. The language of exactly how
the Guard will be used is unclear. PEMA doesn’t think that
military trucks can be used to evacuate civilians. The Guard’s
role is: traffic control, emergency transportation (presumably of
officials), emergency fuel, and clearing of roads (see page 10 of
Kwiatkowski letter 16 DEC 93).

Military trucks to evacuate the CPA can’t take six hours to
assemble and move from their armories (LaFleur paragraph lc) so
maybe someone other than the Guard needs to provide them. There
might be an Army unit at Indiantown Gap, or a unit at New
Cumberland, or Mechnicksburg, or somewhere else that could
respond quicker than six hours. It’‘s possible that the Guard
could respond quicker than six hours. PEMA’s statement shouldn’t
be taken at face value unless it's backup by some kind of
official statement from the Guard. The NRC wouldn’t want the
Department of Commerce to tell the White House what the NRC could
do. You would want to speak for yourselves, and PICA thinks the



Guard should be accorded the same privilege.

our idea of correct procedure for evacuation with military
trucks starts with the fact that even with an officially declared
evacuation, you can’t force people on to trucks. The military
trucks should be deployed to very scattered small neighborhood
pickup points and they should do several in sequence until they
are full and then go to a tent city somewhere beyond the plunme.
Since the civilian evacuees are not all going to be ready at
once, the trucks just need to keep streaming through the city
picking up whoever is ready and getting as many people out as
want to go. There should be enough trucks so that there’s a seat
on a truck for everybody that needs one. This may mean that
trucks have to loop back around and make a second or third pass.

If radiation levels are such that it is not acceptable to
leave any military personnel in place for any purpose, then on
their final pass the trucks need to pick up all deployed military
personnel. PICA is operating on the premise that no matter what
the radiation level it is never acceptable to force any competent
adult from their home and into a truck. We also feel that
protection of property takes second place to protecting the lives
and health of service personnel. We also hold that verbal orders
not amounting to actual force may be used to induce people onto
trucks. Finally, we hold that the Commonwealth and the Federal
Government is in loco parentis of all unaccompanied incompetents
and minors, and they may be forced onto trucks if radiation
conditions are life threatening.

The option for NRC at this point is to investigate and find
out what military resources are available, what they could do,
how fast they could respond, and how many people they could
handle. If agreements can be made, military participation should
be worked into the overall emergency preparedness plan, and most
particularly for the CPA. A commitment to undertake such an
investigation and, if feasible,work military resources into the
plan, would be regarded by PICA as an adequate response to its
2.206 Request. Again, no rights are being taken away from
anybody. There’s no due process issue. A rulemaking is not
required.

On the money issue, PICA proposes the following least
radical option. The NRC should mandate that the TMI site will
remit $1,000,000 per year instead of $100,000 to the Act 147
account, with this $1,000,000 being earmarked exclusively for use
for the emergency planning and protection of the people in the
risk Counties surrounding the TMI site. PICA believes that
$5,000,000 is the right figure for the entire Commonwealth, and
that any reasonable survey of County Executives and Mayors would
support that view.



We would be very pleased if the NRC adopted a stronger
option and federalized the collection and distribution of these
funds based on a recognition that the Commonwealth at this time
is structurally and politically unprepared to take any step that
might displease big business. If private industry is so strong in
a state that the offices and Agencies of the state become its
instrumentalities contrary to the public interest, then insofar
as the NRC has responsibilities to safeguard the citizens, the
issue may be federalized and deait with by federal mandate.

Somewhere between the utility, PEMA, and the Pennsylvania |
Legislature, there seems to be a lack of ability to run TMI-1 in
a manner that is consistent with public safety. FEMA has had two
years to investigate this and come to appropriate conclusions.
Mayor Reed in his letter of January 19, 1994 to Senator Wofford
indicates, in the most official way possible, that the NRC should
do a de novo investigation of the critical points.

We feel that this would be acceptable under the rules
requiring that FEMA get first bite at the apple. The NRC should
contact the appropriate military authorities, find out about
military trucks, examine the idea of a contingent planning area,
and inquire into the money issue in a meaningful way.

We think a de novo investigation of the critical points
could be done by the NRC in 90 days. But whatever time it takes,
the NRC should order a power down of TMI-1 during the pendency of
the investigation. Time has been on the side of the utility, PEMA
and the Legislature for two years. This time has been used to do
nothing of significance. If they have time on their side for the
next 20 years, they will do nothing for that long.

But if time were not on their side, we would see action. We
would see a utility anxious to get a good plan in place, anxious
to pay for it, anxious to help organize .it. We would see PEMA
discovering the possibility of many things that were thought
impossible before. And we would see a Legislature ready and
willing to pass any appropriate law to stave off federalization
of safety funding or a broader federalization of nuclear
regulation in Pennsylvania. Shifting the time burden would cause
a lot of inertia to disappear. No substantive changes can be made
in preparedness unless that inertia is overcome. The People need
a good plan, unless the NRC steps in they are not going to get
one.

Consistent with the Mayor‘s letter to PICA of January 13,
1994, we say that if we can’‘t get a de novo investigation by the
NRC on the three critical points, and a Contingency Planning Area
defined for Harrisburg and completed with a meaningful plan, then
you will force PICA to take this pen and call for a Congressional
Investigation to include the Harrisburg issue, similar issues
nationwide, and the NRC’s ability to respond to incoming
information and willingness to perform its role as a guarantor of
public safety.



OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
REVEREND DR. MARTIN LUTHER KING, JR.
CITY GOVERNMENT CENTER
HARRISBURG, PENNSYLVANIA 17101-1678

STEPHEN R REED
MAYOR June 24, 1982

Mr. Robert Gary, Esquire
PO Box 1637
Harrisburg, PA 17105-1637

Dear Mr. Gary:

This is to ack iowledge your three items of recent correspondence. As you
now know, 1 have followed-up on my offer to nominate you to the Governor's
Office for appaintment as & non-voting member of the Pennsylvamia Emergency
Management Counsel. 1 am hopeful that the Governor would see fit to formally
make your appointment as I believe you would bring an important perspective
and objective analysis to the affairs of the Pennsylvania Emergency Management
Agency.

We appreciste your having provided the three copies of your treatise on
cost-effective ways to comply with the new Clean Air Act. 1 have given these
copies to our three senlor city governmental officials with direct responsibility
for the cperation of our waste-to-energy facilities. Since your
encompass the very latest in technological information, this is timely and useful
data for our use.

Your comments regarding the Dauphin County Emergency Mansgement Plan
are wall taken, particularly concerning the point that the imaginary ten-mile
radius line, passing through the southern portion of the City of Harrisburg,
would hardly save the evacuation of city residents and businesses in portions of
the city north of this radius. This issue has been pursued seversl times with
the Federal and Pennsylvania Emergency Management Agencies and, more specific-
ally, with the Nuclear Regulatory Commission. The NRC position is that the
ten~mile redius is sufficient and that for emergency munagement planning
purposes, no plan is legally required to embrace an evacuation process or plan
involving residents outside of the ten-mile radius of Three Mile lsland.
Obviously, any announcement for the evacustion of city residents in the
scutbzrn part of Harrisburg would trigger an inevitable and immediate
spontaneous evacuation of residents in nearby neighborhoods, throughout the
city, as well as in neighborhoods of other communities dissected by the radius
line. We are quite aware that the public transportation system and evacuation
routes would be used by persons in addition to the residents of the affected
ten-mile limit area. Our own plenning has included this contingency even
though we have been advised that such is not necessary and is essentially
unrecoguized as a part of Harrisburg's plan. It is clear to us that no formal
effort, plan or expenditure, including the sssemhly of sufficient available




Mr. Robert Gary, Esquire
June 24, 1892

Page Two

resources, will occur for any evacuation activities beyond the ten-mile radius
area of TMI unless and until the NRC adjusts their evacuation boundary to a
radius boundary beyond ten miles.

tion out of the City, this suggestion has not only been considered but is
included in some of our own contingency plans. The difficulty that arises is
that rall traffic is an entirely transient enterprise and there {8 no certainty as

ment to thc- Pennsylvania Emergency Management Counsel which is where your
goodldmmdeﬂocﬁmwmnndoubtodlydommgoodformmenl
public, including this city.

We wish you continued success in your good work.

With warmest personal regurds, | am

Yours sincerely,

Suied

lnyot:

SRR:kb



OFFICE OF THE MAYOR

REVEREND DR. MARTIN LUTHER KING, JR.
CITY GOVERNMENT CENTER
HARRISBURG, PENNSYLVANIA 17101-1678
STEPHEN R. REED

MAYOR
July 20, 1992

Mr. Robert Gary

Pennsylvania Institute for Clean Air
P. O. Box 1637

Harrisburg, PA 17105-1637

Dear Mr. Gary:

This is to acknowledge and thank you for your correspondence received
on July 17, 1992 which recommended that the City of Harrisburg make
arrangements with various Federal military installations in the wrea f ‘
of their trucks and other transportation vehicles as a part of our
evacuation planning. The City of Harrisburg has no objection to doing so and,
if the commanding officers of these various facilities are so willing, this would
considerably enhance and expand the availability of transportation resources for
our use in the event of any mass evacuation of this city.

Therefore, the City of Harrisburg's Emergency Management Director is
being instructed to make contact with the commanding officers of the Defense
Distribution Depots in New Cumberiand and Mechanicsburg to elicit their
approval of our use of trucks and other transportation vehicles in the event of
8 declared state of emergency that would necessitste a mass evacuation for
which sufficient other resources would not be immediately available.

Of course, if we add such vehicles to our Emergency Management Plan,
such an addition must be approved by the county and state emergency
management agencies. Since they have not made arrangements for these
vehicles for their separate use, | do not believe that they have a basis for

rejection

It is our hope that the Federsal installations will be receptive to our
request.

For your continued interest in the welfare of this city, you have this
city's gratitude.

{1



Mr. Robert Gary
July 20, 1992
Page Two

With warmest personal regar. , | am

Yours sincerely,

Mayor

SRR :kw

ce: Donald H. Konkle
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OFFICE OF THE MAYOR

REVEREND DR. MARTIN LUTHER KING, JR.
CITY GOVERNMENT CENTER
HARRISBURG, PENNSYLVANIA 17101-1678

STEPHEN R REED
MAYOR September 23, 1992

Mr. Robert Gary

Pennsylvania Institute for Clean Air
PO Box 1637

Harrisburg, PA 17105-1637

Dear Mr. Gary:

This is to acknowledge and thank you for your correspondence,
received several weeks ago, which included a copy of the response to
you from the Nuclear Regulatory Commisgion.

As you know from earlier correspondence from this office, the
City of Harrisburg agrees that there are a number of deficiencies in

Dauphin County's Radiological Emergency Response Plan relative to
several of the items which you have raised with the NRC. You have

I suspect that some bureaucrats will likely not appreciate the
rather detailed nature of your review of such matters. Nonetheless,

we certainly know from past experience that if a rediological



Mr. Robert Gary
September 23, 1992

Page Two

emergency actually occurred, there will be no
or add to existing plans. You are correct in
Dauphin County Plan should be such that the
entities are poised to act without delay in the

emergency .
With warmest personal regards, |1 am

SRR:kb
ce: Chief Donald H. Konkle



OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
REVEREND DR. MARTIN LUTHER KING, JR.
CITY GOVERNMENT CENTER
HARRISBURG, PENNSYLVANIA 171011678

STEPHEN R REED
MAYOR December 28, 1992

Mr. Robert Gary, Esquire
c/o Jerry Caplan

705 Woodside Parkway
Silver Spring, MD 20910

Dear Mr. Gary:
This is to acknowledge and thank you for your recent correspondence.

The requesied letter of endorsement and support is enclogsed. With the
original, 1 have included ten photocopies, all for your use in any manner that
may advance your effort to secure Federal employment. Your pursuit of a
position at the Bnvironmental Protection Agency is one which offers prospec-
tive'v the best use of your considerable tslents and skills. If such employment
doe not come to fruition, you may also want to consider the Federal Emergency

Management Agency, a Federal agency in need of some serious housecleaning.
You would be the man for the job, 1 feel.

The latest correspondence yon have had from the United States Government
relative to arranging for the use of military vehicles in the event of a mass
evacuation in Dauphin County has been fully noted. Dauphin County's Emergency
Management Plan was not only deficient, in that it did not have updated
transportation data and plans in place, but did not recognize nor include the
use of military vehicles. With the plethora of military installations in this
area and the rather substantial vehicular fleet owned and operated by such
facilities, their availability would obviously be critical to the mass movement
of thousands of persons in the event of a significant radiological or other
event.

Harrisburg Fire Chief Donald H. Konkle, who is also the city's Emergency
Management Director, is being instructed to write to each of the commending
officers of the several military installations in this ares to make direct
arrangements and commitments for the use of such vehicles, at least by the
City of Harrisburg, napaﬂdthedty‘n&mrgencylaxugmnt?hn If
Dauphin County secures the same commitments from the same military facilities,
then any actual use by us of these vehicles would have to be coordinated and
directed through the Dauphin County Emergency Management Office. Once such
¢ rangements are in place, a major omission in the county's Emergency Ma na gressen t
Plan will have been rectified, all as a direct result of your review and effort.




Mr. Robert Gary, Esquire
December 28, 1992

Page Two

We wish you continued success in all of your professional and other
pursuits.

With warmest personal regards, | am

Yours sincerely,

et ey

Stephen R. Reed
Mayor

SRR:kb

cc: Chief Donald H. Konkle



OFFICE OF THE MAYOR

REVEREND DR. MARTIN LUTHER KING, JR.
CITY GOVERNMENT CENTER
HARRISBURG, PENNSYLVANIA 17101-1678

STEPHEN R, REED
MAYO#R February 8, 1993

kobert Gary, Esq.

Executive Director

The Pennsylvania Institute for Clean Air
749 Silver Spring Avenue

Silver Spring, MD 20910

Dear Mr. Gary:

This is to acknowledge and thank you for your correspon=
dence, received on February 4, 1993, which included the various
items related to the Emergency Management Plan for Dauphir Ccunty
and TMI's respcnse to the same.

As earlier expressed, the City of Harrisburg remains of the
Strong view that the Dauphin County Emergency Management Plan
nust include the specific details for the use of military vehi-
cles from the New Cumberland Army Depot and Indiantown Gap. We
should also consider the inclusion of vehicles and personnel from
the Mechanicsburg Ships Parts Control Center, which is the
largest military installation in the region. Your points on this
matter have been well taken. Like you, we also believe that
training must be conducted by the several military installations
s0 that their response capability to any major public¢ evacuation
would be both timely and prepared.

We are surprised to learn that TMI wants to remove from the
RERP all of the critical operational data. This, in our view,
would be a major omission. The City of Harrisburg therefore
opposes the removal of such information, and our Emergency
Management Director is being instructed to formally express the
city's position on this matter with the Federal and Pennsylvania
emergency management authorities.

As for bus drills, I can advise that a limited mobilization
of transportation resources has been a part of previous city-con-
ducted exercises. We are mindful of the fact that an evening or
even a daytime activation or redeployment of busses involves
potentially significant expense for overtime and extra duty for
the several agencies involved. Therefore, a full mobilization of
all bus resources as part of an emergency management drill would
not be necessary. These busses would be reporting to a staging



Robert Gary, Esg.
February 8, 1993
Page 2

area where senior city cfficials would provide their further
direction. We are comfortable with the current level of

preparedness in this regard.

You are correct in your assessment that it makes little
sense for 90% of the city's population to be excluded from the
10-mile evacuation zone around Three Mile Island. The truth is
that if an evacuation began in the zone, including that portion
which is south of Interstate 83 in the City of Harrisburg,
contiguous areas would likewise begin an evacuation, whether
requested to do so or not. We have pressed this point on multi-
ple occasions in the past. The Nuclear Regulatory Commission and
the Federal Emergency Management Agency, however, have steadfast-
ly maintained the position that under no circumstance will they
recognize or regquire emplacement of resources for evacuation
activity beyond the 10-mile radius. For Harrisburg, therefore,
we would expect to mobilize resources sufficient to evacuate not
only our part of the official EPZ but areas to its north. We
have sufficient identified resources in our plan to accomplish
this, even though such is not officially recognized by any other
level of the emergency management system.

On the matter of Three Mile Island, there was an incident at
the plant on Sunday, February 7, about which you have undoubtedly
heard. A civilian rammed his station wagon through the perimeter
security gate and drove the same station wagon through the closed
bay door of the Turbine Building, housing the on-line 800 mega~
watt turbine. The individual left the vehicle and hid in the
basement of the building where he was found by Pennsylvania State
Police and TMI security more than four hours after the incident
occurred. An on-site emergency was declared during this episode.
It is obvious that plant security leaves something to be desired.
If this man had a carload of explosives, he would have literally
been in a position to bring abo'.t significant damage to the plant
and risk to the public. This .s one of the most serious security
breaches I have ever heard of regarding a nuclear power plant in
the United States. While the city has no direct jurisdiction in
the matter of plant security, we are nonetheless pursuing the
matter of facility security.

Your continued interest in the welfare of this city and
region is very much appreciated. I wish you well in your future

pursuits.
Yog sincerely,

Stephen R. Reed
Mayor

With warmest regards, I am

cc: Chief Donald H. Konkle




The City of Harrisburg
City Government Center

Harrisburg, PA 17101-1678

Stephen R. Reed
Mayor

January 19, 1294

The Honorable Harris Wofford, Member
United States Senate

Senate Office Building

Washington, D.C. 20001

Dear Senator Wofford:

Attached is correspondence received by the Pennsylvania Institute For
Clean Air, dated January 4, 1994, from the United States Nuclear Regulatory
Commission. The NRC was forwarding the comments by the Federal Emergency
Management Agency to a petition filed by the Institute on the matter of various
emergency planning deficiencies associated with the region surrounding Three
Mile Island.

The NRC staff is currently evaluating the FEMA report.

Since some of the issues involved are not only significant to the area
around Three Mile Island but regions across the country where nuclear power
plants are located, it is the view of the City of Harrisburg that the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission should be requested to address these issues by

~ponducting its own independent de novo investigation: . . .

This correspondence, therefore, serves to request that you send a letter
to the NRC asking that they conduct such an independent investigation.

Your consideration of this matter is very much appreciated.

With warmest personal regards, 1 am

: Yw% sincerely,

Stephen R. Reed
Mayor

SRR /psr-j
\o¢: Mr. Robert Gary
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Office of the Mayor

I'he City of Harrisburg
City Government Center
Harrisburg, PA 17101-1678

Stephen K. Reed
Mavyor

January 19, 1994

Mr. Robert Gary
Senicr Researcher for PICA
Pennsylvania Institute for Clean Air
2211 Washington Avenue (No. 301)
Silver Spring, MD 20910

Dear

Mr. Gary:

This is to acknowledge and thank you for your correspondence, which

was received on January 10, 1984. Under separate cover, the City of
Harrisburg has requested United States Senator Harris Wofford to ask the
nited States Nuclear Regulatory Commission to conduct its own independent de

novo investigation of the matters contained in the earlier submitted petition to

FEMA

| am advised that these matters, specific to the area around Three Mile
island, are insufficient to trigger a Lnngmmsu nal investigation by the Senate
Committee on Environment and Public Works. If, however, the result of an
NRC investigation would indicate 'ht emergency management planning in many
or most of the regions where nuclear power plants are located is currently
deficient, or if {t can be proven that the NRC's attention to such matters is
deficient, then I think there is a stronger case to be made for such a
Congressional investigation

Should 1 receive any direct response from the Senator or others on this
matier, I wili send you a copy.

With warmest regards, | am

)

p!‘iml R. Redd
Mayor
SRR/psr-
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Mr. Robert Gary

Senior Research

The Pennsylvania Institute for Clean Air
P. Q. Box 1637

Harrisburg, PA 17105-1637

Dear Mr Larv:

| have received your recent letter and a copy of the material you sent
Senator John Shumaker concerning our radiologic preparedness in Pennsylvania
and our collection and distribution of Act 147 funds

L L

As always, | appreciate your viewpoints

Sincerely,

MARK S. SINGEL

Lieutenant Governor

Joseph L. LaFleur




Additional Comment on Money Issue

A brief chronology of the money issue might be useful in
understanding the position of PEMA which has been ratified by

FEMA.

August 2, 1990 Mr. LaFleur sends a letter to Governor Casey
saying (regarding Act 147 allocations) that although the Counties
were not receiving sufficient funds under the current fee
assessments, federal exercise reports have not identified any
major deficiencies which cannot be remedied with the funds
available as known at this time. [a curious formulation which
seems to mean the counties say they need more money but with the
money we have we can meet the federal requirements -- this
appears to be kind of a "minimalist" approach rather than a true
"adequacy" approach. This raises the guestion of whether section
502 (c) of the Radiation Protection Act means adequate for
radiological protection, or simply adequate to meet the federal
reguirements as specified in Federal exercise reports].

August 26, 1991 Mr. LaFleur sends a letter to Governor Casey
with the same language as the letter of the prior year --
basically saying we can get by as far as the Federal exercises
are concerned with the $500,000, even though the Counties say
they are not receiving enough money to cover their needs.

June 17, 1992 Robert Gary writes to Mark Goodwin, Chief
Counsel for PEMA asking if $500,000 per year isn’‘t a rather small
amount for all radiological preparedness in Pennsylvania. This
letter points out that Mr. Bill Wertz the Dauphin County
Emergency Operations Center Chief said the average was only $1000
for per County for Act 147 allocations. The letter asks that
Robert Gary be permitted to come in and lock at the books.

June 29, 1992 Robert Gary writes again to Mark Goodwin
asking if PEMA believes $500,000 per year is a reasonable amount
for radiological preparedness in Pennsylvania to pay for the
actual needs of the 33 pertinent Counties.

June 30, 1992 Permission is granted by PEMA for Robert Gary
to come in and look at the books for Act 147 allocations. Mr.
Gary goes to PEMA finds the book but is not permitted to copy the
page on which the allocations are listed. If memory serves the
allocation for Dauphin County is in the $40,000 to $50,000 range
and there are several other risk Counties in that range. All
other Counties are far below that.

July 15, 1992 Mr. Goodwin writes back to Robert Gary, but
on the money issue only addressing the question of how the fees
collected under sections 7320(c¢) and (d) of the Emergency
Management Services Code are expended. He says they are expended
on salaries and benefits including salaries and benefits of PEMA
employees who do radiological emergency response and planning
activities.



August 28, 1992 Mr. LaFleur sends a letter to Governor Casey.
Again he says that the Counties say they need more money, but
Pennsylvania can get past the Federal exercises without adding
money. But now, new language is added. Mr. LaFleur says that
costs are going up, PEMA needs to keep pace with rieing costs,
perhaps there should be an increase in Act 147 funding. PEMA
therefore is going to "consider" forwarding a "recommendation"
that the levy under Act 147 be "reviewed" and the utilities are
going to participate in the review. [again we are dealing with
very curious language -- Mr. LaFleur seems to be making a gesture
and yet the gesture is so small that it is hard to imagine how he
could do less ~- we are going to begin considering doing some
thinking about a review in which the utilities will have input -~
this sounds like something will result in cash money sometime in
the next decade or two.)

October 2, 1992 Mr. LaFleur and Mr. Gary meet in the office
of State Senator Shumaker who states forcefully that he would not
place a burden on the ratepayers of Pennsylvania to increase Act
147 allocations above $500,000 per year.

July 12, 1993 Mr. LaFleur reveals in point 7 e and f of his
letter that, "The utilities have stated they are reluctant to
provide more stockholder or rate payer funds to PEMA [this is
truly remarkable;a corporation says it wants its shareholders to
have the money not the Counties who are trying to meet emergency
preparedness goals and are short of money for that purpose --
nothing is done ~- PEMA wrings its hands and goes back to its
desk -- if the shareholders can’t spare it perhaps the citizens
can do without that preparedness].

December 16, 1993 Mr. Dennis Kwiatkowski writes a letter to Mr.
Frank Congel (copy to Rep Gekas) saying, "FEMA believes that PEMA
has taken reasonable steps to acquire additional resources."

February 2, 1994 PICA pl=ns to comment on the above series of
events as follows. PEMA did nothing to get more than $500,000 per
year for two years before Robert Gary started making noise about
the issue. In fact, PEMA wrote letters to the Governor suggesting
that all the Federal tests could be passed without increasing the
allocation even though the Counties said they didn’t have enough
money. When the issue was joined and PEMA had no other option but
to respond in some manner, they responded in the weakest
imaginable way talking about planning to consider doing a review
and surveying the utilities for their opinions. When the
utilities apparently said they didn’t want to deprive their
shareholders to increase the allocation, PEMA sent letters
through channels and let it go. According to FEMA this
constitutes "reasonable stops? PICA disagrees very strongly.
FEMA’s finding is unacceptable by any rational standard and
constitutes one more point to suggest that nothing short of a de
novo investigation by the NRC is needed before any fair or
reasoned determination can be made on PICA’s 2.206 Request.



PENNSYLVANIA EMFRGEI:OC'Y MANAGEMENT AGENCY
P.O. BOX 3321
HARRISBURG, PENNSYLVANIA 171063321

August 2, 1990

SUBJECT: Annual Report on the Radiatiorn Protection Act 147-1984 for
Fiscal Year 1989-90.

: The Honorable Robert P. Casey
Governor

The Honorsble Mark S. Singel
Lt. Governor, President of the fenate &
Chairman, PA Emergency Management Council

Honorable Robert W. O'Donnell
Speaker of the House of Represeztatives

Honorable Robert C. Jubelirer

President Pro Tempore pf t Sc%a
i N

v

: Joseph L. LaF
Director

This report, covering 1989-90 activity and 1990-91 proposals, is
submitted in accordance with Section 503, ¢) of the Radiation Protection
Act 147~1984, The regulations implementi=g this Act were published in the
Peonsylvania Bulletin on August 3, 1985, acd they appear in Title 4 Pa
Code, Chapters 116 and 117,

JLL-KFB:alt (Tel: 3-8150)

Enclosure
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Adequacy of Fees

Section 502(¢) of the Radiation Protection Act requires that this
Agency include in this report an analysis of the adequacy of the fees
established under the terms of the Act. In the previous year's report,
we noted that some Act 147 counties had stated that they were not receiving
sufficient funds under the current fee assessments to cover the urmet needs
of their risk municipalities, school districts and volunteer agencies.
Upon investigation, the Agency did not receive data to support these
positions., No such requests or documents were received in the past year.
Federal exercise reports have not identified &ny major deficiencies which
cannot be remedied with the funds available &s known at this time.

The new federal plans on high level vaste shipment will require
&n improved radiological training program over the next decade. These
matters are being studied carefully. If and when changes are Justified,
arpropriate proposals will be offered,

As previously reported, federal requirements related to potential
high level waste shipments to Nevada, low level shipments to a Pennsylvania
location, and other shipments to the newly constructed New Mexico facility,
may ultimately result in a determination that Radiation Transportation
Emergency Response Fund fee levels are inadequate. These transportation-
related fees are generated only at the time of shipment, Although there
continues to be a balance available, funding for the training and equipment
needed to be prepared for and respond to transportation incidents is now
authorized for counties, municipalities and volunteer agencies only on a
reimbursement basis, which in our view unnecessarily constrains those
entities who either do not have the money available, do not have the
capability to deliver the desired program or sre unwilling to allocate
funds in advance. The aforementioned balence continues to exist primarily
for these reasons. Therefore, the Agency 1s drafting proposed rules and
regulations to afford greater flexibility in this regard and to facilitate
development of the required capability for the significantly increasing
shipments anticipated later this decade,



PENNSYLVANU\Euingf=nggNNAGEN"ﬂTrAGENCY
HARRISBURG, PENNSYLVANIA 17106-3321

DATE : August 26, 1991

SUBJECT : Annual Report on the Radiation Protection Act 1984-147 for
Fiscal Year 1990-91.

TO : The Honorable Robert P. Casey
Governor

The Honorable Mark §. Siogel
Lt. Governor, President of the Senate and
Chairman, PA Emergency Management Council

Honorable Robert W. O'Donnell
Speaker of the House of Representatives

Honorable Robert C. Jubelirer
President Prc Tempore of the Senate

FROM : Joseph L. LaFlefr Z ‘ J
Director X & AT e .

This report, covering 1990-9] activity and 1991-92 proposals, is
submitted in accordance with Section 503.(¢c) of the Radiation Protection
Act 1984-147. The regulations implementing this Act were published in the
Pennsylvania Bulletin on August 3, 1985, and they appear in Title 4 PA
Code, Chapters 116 and 117.

JLL/R¥B/vbd Tel: (717) 783-819C

Enclosure



operational PEMARS capability for county EMA staff in work/field use
veahicles, and emergency power capabilities at risk municipality smergency
operations centers.

Adequacy of Fees

Section $02(c) of the Radiation Protection Act requires that this
Agency includa in this report an analysis of the adequacy of the fees
astablished under the terms of the Act. In the previous year's report,
we noted that some Act 147 counties had stated that they were not receiving
sufficient funds under the current fee assessments to cover the unmet needs
of their riek municipalities, school districts and volunteer agencies.
Although Federal exercise reports have not identified any major
deficiencies which cannot be remedied with the funds available as known at
this time, some other operational concerns exist.

Ae in nearly every sector of the American economy, the cost of
doing business for Penneylvanie counties, municipalities, school districts
and emergency support voluntesr organizations has increased. Since
inception of the Radiation Emergency Response Fund in 1984, costas have
risen for the original regulatory regquirements, plus new reguiremsnts such
a8 radiological training for hospitals and ambulance crews. The Consumer
Price Index has increased 26.8% since 19684, and during that time the
utilities operating nuclear power facilities have obtained 21 increases in
residential electricity rites. There has been no increase in Act 147
funding.

Based on the above, the Agency is considering forwarding a
recommendation that the amount of funds avallable for some counties and
local-oriented requirements be adjusted.

Analysis of Federal requirements related to current and potential
high level waste shipments to Nevada, low level shipments to a Pennsylvania
location, and other shipments to the newly constructed New Mexico facility,
has resulted in a determination that Radiation Transportation Emergency
Response Fund fee levels require adjustment and reorientation,



Mark Goodwin, Esqg. June 17, 1992
Chief Counsel

PEMA

Room B-151

Transportation & Safety Building

Harrisburg, PA 17120

Dear Mr. Goodwin,

In accordance to your expressed wish that I forward certain of my
questions to you in writing, and I understand you have my letter
of last friday with the original group of questions, I would
like, at this time, to add the questions that follow.

I understand from talking to Bill Wertz that the evacuation plan
for Dauphin County is based on the 10 mile emergency evacuation
zone. A perfect 10 mile circle around TMI just barely nicks
Harrisburg, catching only a small part of Lower Paxton in its
swathe. Thus the figures of 2,400 people being transportation and
50 pusses being the extent of the shortfall are technically
accurate. But does this make sense? If the 10 mile circle nicks a
major metropclitan area, which in this case is also the state
capitol, doesn’t it make sense to include the entire center city
area (at least) in the Dauphin County evacuation plan?

The last time we had a major accident at TMI the wind did blow
from the south. If the wind is blowing from the south next time,
surely you wouldn’t just evacuate Lower Paxton, and leave
everyone in center city Harrisburg to fall between the
administrative cracks? In any event PEMA has a direct obligation
to evacuate the capitol complex itself. But the rest of
Harrisburg, apart from the little area within the official 10
mile circle, doesn’t seem to be provided for in the Dauphin
County plan. If it were, you would be more like 500 busses short,
or more. My questions are, "Is this consistent with FEMA
guidelines?", "Is it consistent with NRC guidelines?, and "Is it
consistent with good evacuation planning in the opinion of the
current administration at PEMA?



Ltr to Mark Goodwin, Esq. dtd. June 17, 1992, Page 2.

Another point on a slightly different topic is also of interest.
The March 1992 Budget and Finance Committee Performance Audit of
PEMA sta*es that Dauphin County is supposed to have 40
radiolog. "al response teams but only has 13, and it is supposed
to have 1. radiological monitors but only has 35. Now these
deficiencie. existed at least as early as ten weeks ago. I won’t
suggest that PEMA had any knowledge of them prior to the Budget
and Finance Committee Audit. My questions are, "What has been
done?" "What are you planning to do?" and "if ycu are planning to
correct this discrepancy, how are you going to pay for it?"

This leads me to another line of questions. I understand that
Title 35 section 7320 (c) and (d) set up a fund to pay for
planning and preparedness. With five nuclear sites in the
Commonwealth, at $100,000 per site, it lonks like the fund would
bring in about $500,000 per year. In the opinion of the current
administration of PEMA, doesn’t that seem to be a very small
amount for all the counties and municipalities to share for all
the ingredients that go into radiological, response, planning,
and preparedness?

Page 46 of the Budget and Finance Committee Audit says at line 38
that the money is used to pay for "salaries and benefits for 10
PEMA employees directly involved with radiological emergency
planning and response activities." Yet when I asked Bill Wertz
today in his office how that money was used, he said that it was
divided up among the counties, municipalities, and townships and
the average disbursement was under $1,000. O.k. these are two
very different versions of how that money is used. My question
is, under the Pennsylvania Sunshine Act, are you prepared to let
me examine the books of the Radiological Emergency Response
Planning and Preparedness Fund established by Act 1989-85 and
codified at the location cited ahbove? If so, when can I come in?

As always, I appreciate your cooperation.

Sincerely,

/5/

Robert Gary, Esq.



your expressed wish that 1 forward certain of my

in writing, here are some additional guestions.

hat through sound argument, words fitly spoken, and
I succeed in having all of center city Harrisburg
Dauphin County evacuation plan. Or that PEMA, for
reasons, comes to a recognition that all of center city
Harrisburg ought to be included in the Dauphin County Plan
Emergency Evacuation, and acts accordingly.

‘cumstances, the issue for the evacuation of
i1 come down to staging areas and transportation
us assume that it is determined that the
unsatisfactory because:

busses to evacuation the

(b) The busses that do exist are not all stored
overnight. Many of them are taken home by their
For these busses t.o report to their designated staging
in an emergency would be impracticable in many cases
@ they would be moving countercurrent down streets loaded

traffic moving the other way.

single mode of transport for people
18 not sound emergency planning.




Ltr. to Mark Goodwin, Esg. dtd. 29 June 92, Page 2.

(d} In the fourteen years that PEMA has been tasked
with the responsibility of deing so, it has made virtually no
advance arrangements with other sources of busses (such as CAT)
or with cother sources of transport vehicles (such as AMTRACK).
This period of inactivity includes 13 years of time after the
incident at TMI in March of 1979.

My first question deals with staging areas. Why not add the
following staging areas to those already in existence?

(1) The Amtrack Train Station 2 blocks from the Capitol

complex where the are 22 rail lines and where hundreds of
passenger-capable cars could be commandeered in the event of an
emergency. The ability to commandeer this rolling stock quickly
and efficiently in an emergency would depend of course on making
advance arrangements and giving assurances of payment to Amtrack.
In fourteen years this hasn’t been done, but it could be done in
an afternoon.

(2) The Capitol City Airport, as a staging area for busses,

traincars that are passenger-capable, and trucks from military
facilities at New Cumberland, Mechanicksburg, Letterkenny and
Indiantown Gap. This airport could also be a staging area for C=-
141’s from the Army, Navy, Air Force and Marines which could be
flown in from all over the East Coast.

(3) The Encla Freight Yards which are convenient to the West

Shore and parts of the East Shore and which could be a staging
area for passenger capable rail cars.

(4) The Hershey Airport which could be a staging area for

busses from many sources and C-141's.

My second question deals with vehicles. I understand that within
20 miles of Harrisburg there are several commercial depots where
hundreds of tractor-trailer trucks are stored, dispatched, and
maintained. If the back doors of these trucks were fixed in the
open position and a high strength netting material were put
across the back (so people didn’t fall out), these tractor
trailers could be used to move people in an emergency. Why,
aren’t arrangements in the file with the private companies that
control these trucks?

The third and final gquestion in this letter contains requests for
information and a reguest to examine documents. I understand frou
35 P.S. section 7110.503 (c) that PEMA is to file reports with
the Governor and General Assembly on September 1 of each year
that are to include "...an analysis of the adequacy of the fees
established pursuant to section 402 (¢). You will recall that
section 402 (c) sets a fee of $100,000 per site, regardless of
the number of power reactors per site, and since there are 5
sites in Pennsylvania right now, the Commonwealth gets $500,000
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per year from the nuclear industry which is to pay for the
radiation emergency response program in 33 counties. This
§500,000 i# for the training and equipping of state and local
emergency response ,ersonnel, including procurement of
specialized supplies and equipment. The program shall include but
not be limited to those things menticned above. I would like to
see copies of all representations made to the Governor or to the
General Assemb.ly by PEMA that are germane to the analysis of the
adequacy of the fees established pursuant to section 402 (¢). I
wolld like to know {. the current administration at PEMA believe
at this time that $500,000 is a reasonable amount of the nuclear
industry in Pennsylvania to be paying in light of the actual
needs of the 33 counties and the General Assembly’s finding that
the nuclear industry in the Commonwealth should bear the costs
associated with preparing and implementing plans to deal with the
effects of nuclear accidents or incidents (see 35 P.S. section
7110.501 entitled Declaration of Policy)?

As always, I appreciate your cooperation.

Sincerely,

/5/

Robert Gary,bEsq.



PENNSYLVANIA EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY
BOX 3321
HARRISBURG, PENNSY(VANIA 17105.3321

August 28, 1992

SUBJECT: Annual Report on the Radiation Protection Act 1984-147 for Fiscal
Year 1991-92

TO: The Honorable Robert P. Casey
Governor

The Honorable Mark §. Singel
Lisutenant Governor, President of the Senate
and Chairman, PA Emergency Management Council

Honorable Robert W. O'Donnell
Speaker of the House of Representatives

Honorable Robert C. Jubelirer
FPresident Pro Tempore of the Ssnate

Pl

This report, covering 1991-92 activity and 1992-93 proposale, is
submitted in accordance with Section 503.(c) of the Radiation Protection
Act 1984-147. The regulations implementing this Act were published in the
Pennsylvania Bulletin on August 3, 198%, and they appe.r in Title 4 PA
Code, Chapters 1i6 and 117.

FROM Joseph L.
Director

JLL/CSG/cs  (Tel: 717-787-1410)

Enclosure



and one of the most highly identified areas of continuing concern by
federal evaluators. The Council continued the regquirement that sach year'a
grant proposal provide for eppropriate and locally relevant training,
including projected costs of participation in drills and exercises

clear picture of each county program emphasis and schedule of training,
including joint (with plant) as well as county-specific.

Program priority guidance concluded by noting that, as we
continue to move our Act 147 program emphasis from acquisition of goods to
training of wvoluntesers, staff and responders, it is important that all
county coordinators fulfill their overall responeibility for such Programs .
Even in couities where the utility or its consultants perform the majority
of the training taske, county coordinators are nevertheless responsible to
monitor and ensure that needs and standarde are met.

Adequacy of Fees

Section 502(c) of the Radiaticon Protection Act requires that this
Agency include in this report an analysis of the adequacy of the fees
established under the terms of the Act. Some Act 147 counties continue to
#tate that they are not receiving sufficient funds under the current fee
Assessments to cover the unmet needs of their risk municipalities, aschool
districte and volunteer agencies. Although Pederal exercise reports have
not identified any major deficiencies which cannot be renedied with the
funds available as known &t thie time, some other Operational concerns
exist which require fiscal address.

The increased costs of training, maintenance and services for
Penneylvania counties, municipalities, school districts and eme
Support volunteer organizations reflects other sectors of the American
®conomy. Since inception of the Radistion Emergency Response Pund in 1984,
costs have risen for the original regulatory requirements, plus new
requirements such as radiclogical training for hospitals and ambu l ance
crews. The Consumer Price Index has increasad 34.9% since 1984, and during
that time the four utilities operating nuclear power facilities have
obtained 12 base rate increases in residential electricity base rates.
There has been no Corresponding incresse in Act 147 funding.

To maintain some semblance of Pace with the cost of do Lng
business and supporting the population at risk, the Agency is consldering
forwarding & recommendation that & review of the Act 147 nuclear levy per
Power plant be initisted. Pennsylvania utilities have indicated ¢
willingness to participate in a review of the levy.

Analysis of Pederal requirements related to current and potent lal
high level waste shipmerits plus the increased emphasis of the Hazardove
Materiales Uniform Transportation Safety Act have resulted in @
determination that Radiation Transportation Emergency Response PFund fon
levels also require adjustment and reorientation. The Agency submitted
proposed rules and regulations to afford counties, municipalities and
volunteer agencies greater flexibility in requesting funding for training
and equipment necessary to respond to transportation incidents.



Dr. Ivan Selin January 6, 1994
Chairman NRC

Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Washington, DC 20555

Dear Dr. Selin,

FEMA has completed their review of PICA’s 10 CFR 2.206
Request. Before the NRC decides whether or not to modify the
Licensee’s license based on the facts that have been revealed
through that investigation, PICA requests your attention to its
comment on the FEMA review.

Page 1 No Comment
Page 2 No Comment
Page 3 No Comment
Page 4 No Comment
Page 5 Comment follows:

PEMA’s response is wrong. Military vehicles could be
activated much faster than the busses and much more reliably. It
makes no difference to PICA whether it is the Army National Guard
(PAARNG) or any other part of the military. We think they should
be a front line force fully integrated into the emergency
evacuation plan at the County level. If PAARNG can’‘t respond in
less than six hours, some military unit should be found that can
respond within an hour. PICA believes that before accepting
PEMA’s ideas on this point, the NRC should obtain a certificate
from PAARNG stating that they couldn’t respond in less than six
hours. PICA requests to see the certificate. The NRC should also
confirm that there are no other military forces of any kind that
could contribute to an emergency evacuation of Harrisburg.



fro \ Bobby Inman would be appropriate
evidence to indicate tr . 1?2 has absolutely no forces that could
help in any way in less than six hours, no trucks, no personnel,
no logistics, no shelters, no iodine, no cots, no blankets, no
field kitchens, no medical assistance, nothing. I think Secretary
Inman would be happy to confirm PEMA‘s position if it’s really
true. DOD knows where its forces are and what they can do, and
now fast they can respond. PEMA shouldn’t be the source of
speculations on that subject. For the cost of exchanging some
business letters, you can find out from SECDEF what he can do.
PICA thinks the NRC should do this before they make a final
ruling on PICA’s 2.206 Petition.

A certificate

Y
i

Page 6: Comment follows:

FEMA says that PEMA should be more accurate in it RERP about
the role of PAARNG. Apart from this, FEMA accepts PEMA’s response
which amounts to a statement. "That’s how we do things here."
P1oA knows how PEMA does things. It‘s not enough to say "that’s
how we do things", it is not a response, it makes the 2.206
process seem meaningless. The reason that PICA asked that
military trucks be used is because PICA wants to make a change 1in
how things are done. PEMA says "No! no changes."™ FEMA says "0.Kk.
just make sure the plan accurately states PAARNG’s role" -- which
ie close to nil. This appears to be dissembling. They don’t know
whether military forces could be brought to bear. They never
investigated to find out. They never asked anybody that m‘qht
know. NRC should take up the issue before making a final ruling
on PICA’s 2.206 Petition.

Page 7: Ne Comment
Page 8 No Comment
Page 9 No Comment

Page 10 Comnent follows:

Expensive facilities are "ill-advised™ even though they are
called for by the law. PICA feels that the other legislators who
passed the law should be informed about PEMA’s decision to ignore
it. There were many permissions and licenses that were given in
Pennsylvania based on that law being carried out as it was
written. When it is decided that it’s too expensive to do that
all those permissions and licenses should be re-examined,

including the license to operate TMI Unit 1. Otherwise we just
depart from the idea of government by consent of the governed.
What we have is government by quiet cost accounting executive
decisions in the well insulated and well secured premises of
PEMA. That’s a whole different kind of government than the people

of Pennsylvania think they have




That issue aside, where are the affidavits from Torrence
State Hospital and Pike Center. When was the last time anybody
checked to make sure PEMA’s idea about the stockpiles is right?
PICA requests that an NRC inspector be dispatched without any
delay at all to go look at those stockpiles, and inventory them,
and prepare a certificate stating that they amount in location,
quantity, quality, and emergency availability to the eguivalent
of the warehouse that isn’t there. With that certificate in hand,
NRC can make a reasonable decision, weighing costs and benefits
and strict compliance with the law versus functional equivalence.
To make a decision on this point without its own due diligence
inquiry would be an abdication by the NRC of Commission Level
Basic Responsibilities. PICA’s position on what should happen if
the NRC can’t or won’t implement its commission is already of
record and won’t be repeated here.

Page 11 Response follows:

Insufficient justification is in the eye of the beholder.
PEMA‘s "response" amounts to saying "That’s the way we do things
here" or "We are right and PICA is wrong." It’s not really a
response at all. Who in the counties or the cities was asked if
they need more money for nuclear emergency preparedness? Was
Mayor Reed asked? Were any of the affected mayors in Pennsylvania
asked? Were any of the County Executives asked? Were there
accountents at PEMA that figured out that $500,000 was an
appropriate amount for all nuclear preparedness all over
Pennsylvania. Where is their study? What are their names? Let’s
see the study. Does anybody besides PEMA think that $500,000 is
the right amount of money to do the task? Whe else thinks that?
Let’s see their names.

PICA thinks the NRC has to exercise some independent
judgement here. The NRC knows the size of the task. The NRC could
do a survey to find out how people in official positions feel
about their needs and the resources available to meet them. Why
not start with Mayor Reed?

On the 10 mile EPZ concept, again PEMA says, "That’s the way
we do things here." and that is the gravamen of its "response".
The issue of whether the people of Harrisburg would evacuate, as
they did in 1979, is not discussed. The issue of whether it would
be better for their evacuation to be a planned evacuation rather
than an unplanned one is not discussed. The issue of how people
without privately owned vehicles would evacuate from a much more
populous area than the current EPZ is not addressed. PICA says
the EPZ should be 20 miles. So does the Mayor of Harrisburg. PEMA
says 10 miles is the way we do things here. The discussion is
childish. There’s no dialogue, no real responsiveness.



Page 12 Response follows:

If FEMA and NRC staff members get Congressman Gekas aside in
an ex parte meeting to which PICA is not invited, and where all
k.nds of very official people from the federal government are, it
would not surprise anybody if you could get him to see things
your way. PICA doesn’t know that he does or that he doesn‘t. PICA
) nows that it wasn’t invited to the meeting, its views weren’t
presented, the Congressman had no access to anything except the
bare fact of PICA’s Request. The use of Congressman Gekas’ name
is not appropriate unless some statement of his position
accompanies the appearance of his name. Apart from its ex parte,
and in PICA’s view unfair, quality the recitation of the meeting
with Rep. Gekas is makeweight and adds nothing to the argument
about the size of the EPZ one way or the other. If he wants to
appear on the docket with a comment, PICA would be glad to know
what he thinks, and so would his constituents in Harrisburg.

Page 13 Response follows:

PEMA believes that it is not possible to apply military
standards to a civilian system so it does unannounced drills once
every six years, the last one being in 1991. The unacceptability
of this position appears on its face. It’s almost too ludicrous
to comment on. Again, essentially the answer amounts to saying,
"That’s the way we do things here." and then FEMA chimes in with,
"Yes, that’s the way they do things there."

PICA feels that if NRC lets them do things that way there,
i* is a breach of faith with the Congress of the United States.
There would never have been nuclear power in the U.S. if the
Congress knew in 1953 that military standards were noct going to
be met. The whole nuclear program of civilian power stations was
based on witness after witness who came in and said it was all
going to be just like the nuclear Navy, shipshape, airtight,
military standards of preparedness right down the line. And now
we find it’s too expensive. Now we find we can afford to do it
once every six years. Now that the permission is out of the bag
to have an AEC and then an NRC and to build 72 reactors and
operate them, now that that’s all in place, the safety measures
are too expensive, too inconvenient -- unnecessary according %o
PEMA -~ PEMA! where were they at the creation? when the solemn
promises were made? when the covenants were drawn up with Senator
Pastore? What right do they have to mess with stuff they had no
part in making, and apparently have no appreciation for? The
consent of the People of the United States, based on hundreds of
hours of testimony presented to their representatives in Congress
assembled was based on the idea that no measures would be spared,
no safeguards overlooked, in protecting the civilian populations
of this country. Whatever experience the military had would be
applied. Imagine a nuclear aircraft carrier or submarine where
they conducted unannounced drills every six years. PICA says if
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the government backslides on its promises then the People
withdraw their consent based on those promises. If you are not
ready to give us security, then close those nukes.

Page 14 Comment follows:

The results of the May 19, 1993 TMI exercise are presented
and it is stated that no deficiencies were identified. But Ronald
Hernon told PICA on October 7, 1993 that TMI was cited in
December 1992 or February 1993, during its Annual Security Check,
based on taking too long to mobilize during a security event.
It’s easy to pick out one piece of information and then use that
to suggest that the plant is in great shape. TMI has a very poor
track record by any standard. A careful review of any substantial
portion of its record over the past 15 years will reveal this. To
cite one exercise is misleading. PICA is not misled. We don’t
think the NRC is either.

Because of the reasons stated in the comments above, PICA
respectfully requests that the NRC do its own independent
investigation of all the facts pertinent to PICA’s comments. We
think that a lot of progress has been made over the past two
years, and many issues have been laid to rest. We are satisfied
that the civilian bus companies are properly listed now. We are
satisfied that the statistics are going to be brought up to date.
We are satisfied that the RERP will be more accurate. But we are
not satisfied on the issues we’ve commented on here. We don’t
think that PEMA or FEMA is being evasive or misleading, but we
think they have refused to do a meaningful investigation in
several key areas and they have been peremptory in the content of
their answers "That’s the way we do things here".

The whole idea of the 2.206 Reguest is "We want you to think
of some new ways of doing things -~ we know how you do them and
we don’t think they’re good enough”. Such a Request can be
meaningfully answered by saying "Here, Look, we have investigated
how we do things, considered the feasibility of the alternatives
you suggest, and the way we are doing them is the best way
because x, y, and 2."

How could FEMA be ready to do such an investigation when it
had to handle a major flood in the midwest? How could Mr. LaFleur
do such an investigation when he says in point 6b of his letter
that he is frustrated to have to respond to PICA’s position with
a formal response at all? He apparently feels that PICA’s
Petition should have gone directly into the trashcan and so much
for government responsiveness, so much for the consent of the
People, so much for due process. The imperial officials wno
really don’t think they should have to respond are what makes the
whole nuclear game very dangerous. We have a small a cozy group
of privileged persons, and their ideas are what’s important, they
decide for all of us how things will be. That wasn’t part of the
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covenant either. It’s not the way the NRC has treated PICA’s
Request -~ so far.

PICA wants its comments, as here stated, integrated by the
Commissioners into their final action decisions concerning how
the 10 CFR 2.206, including subsequently submitted points, is
responded to. On the points raised in the comments, PICA requests
that NRC do its own de novo investigations, the requirements of
law giving initial jurisdiction to FEMA having been met.
Specifically we want an inquiry to DOD about using military
vehicles -~ is it possible?, what would be the response time?,
how many people could be moved?, what other services could be
provided?

Respectfully,

Robert Gary

Senior Researcher

for PICA

The Pennsylvania Institute
for Clean Air
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Mr. Robert Gary

Pennsylvania Institute for Clean Air
2211 Washington Avenue (No. 301)
Silver Spring, Maryland 20910

Dear Mr. Gary:

The purpose of this letter is to provide you, as well as other interested
parties, a copy of the report received from the Federal Emergency Management
Agency (FEMA) on December 16, 1993. The report addresses the issues raised in
your Petition filed with the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) on

July 10, 1992, under the provisions of 10 CFR 2.206.

The NRC staff is currently evaluating FEMA's report and preparing a proposed
decision by the Director, Office of Nuclear Reactor Kegulation, in response to
your Petition. | expect this decision will be made and our response prepared
and issued within the next several weeks.

Singerely,

i i

Ronald W. Hernan, Senior Project Manager
Project Directorate I-4

Division of Reactor Projects - I/I1
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Enclosure:
As stated

cc: See next page
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Mr loseph LaFluer, Director
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Michele G. Evans

enior Resident Inspector (TMI-1)
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Post Office Box 311

Middletown, Pennsyivania 17057
Regional Administrater, Region I
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
475 Allendale Road

King of Prussia, Pennsylivania 19406

Robert B. Borsum

BAW Nuclear Technologies
wuite 525

1700 Rockville Pike
Rockville, Maryliand 20852

1

William Dornsife, Acting Director

Bureau of Radiation Protection

Pennsylivania Department of
Environmental Resources

Post Office Box 2063

Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17120
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and Director - TMI-1
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clear Corporation
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. Gary Broughton, Vice President



Federal Emergency Management Agency
Washington, D.C. 20472

DEC 16 1983

Mr. Frank J. Congel, Director
Division of Radiation Safety

and Safeguards
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

Dear Mr. Congel:

This letter responds to your memorandum dated July 22, 1992,
requesting the Federal Emergency Management Agency's (FEMA)
assistance in responding to concerns expressed in the July 10,
1992, 10 CFR 2.206 petition submitted by Mr. Robert Gary of The
Pennsylvania Institute for Clear Air to the Chairman of the U.S.
Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC). Mr. Gary's petition
questioned the adequacy of offsite emergency planning and
preparedness in the Dauphin County portion of the Three Mile
Island Nuclear Station emergency planning zone (EPZ).
Specifically, Mr. Gary's petition cited a number of concerns
regarding the Dauphin County Radiological Emergency Response Plan
(RERP) which, in his opinion, render the plan "essentially
non-operational.” These concerns can be classified under the
following three major areas: ¢

3, The Dauphin County emergency operations center (EOC) failed
to maintain letters of intent for the county's
transportation providers.

- The Dauphin County RERP lists out-of-date names and
telephone numbers for the bus providers and lacks
after-hours telephone numbers for those providers.

3. The Pennsylvania Emergency Management Agency (PEMA) and the
Dauphin County RERPs fail to provide for the use of military
vehicles in the event of a radiological emergency.

Maiox Areas of Concern

Summarized below for each of the three major areas of corcern is
(1) PEMA's response to each concern as delineated in its letter
dated July 12, 1993, from Mr. Joseph L. LaFleur, Directcr, PEMA,
to Mr. Robert J. Adamcik, Chief, Natural and Techiological
Hazards Division, FEMA Region III, and (2) FEMA‘s analysis of
PEMA's response to the identified concerns and applicable
portions of the February 1993 Dauphin County plan. A copy of
PEMA's letter dated July 12, 1993, is attached.

N v W
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The Dauphin County EOC fajiled to maintain letters of intent
for the county's transportation providers.

. : PEMA has begun to place more emphasis on
such documentation and to obtain letters of inten:t, in the
form of Statements of Understanding (SOU), from its resource
providers. PEMA's letter dated July 12, 1993, states that:
"The letters of intent are valid commitments of that intent,
although they are not, ncr do they purport to be legal or
legally enforceable documents which provide a guarantee of
resources. With or without the letters of agreement, the
resources will be available as previously demonstrated in
numerous emergencies and exercises throughout the state.”

¢ : PEMA has provided FEMA with SOUs dated
September 1992 and October 1992 between Dauphin County and
the three bus transportation providers. FEMA's review of
these SOUs indicates that they meet the requirement of
demonstrating the providers' intent to respond to
emergencies. However, some refinement of these SOUs will be
necessary for them to fully satisfy the reconmendations
outlined in the FEMA Office of General Counsel's April 20,
1993, memorandum entitled "Legal Opinion on Letters of
Agreenment.”

FEMA is currently in the process of developing new policies
and guidance based on the FEMA General Counsel's
recommendations regarding thesrequired content of letters of
agreement, SOUs, etc. Subseguant to the issuance of the new
policies and guidance, it will be transmitted to the FEMA
Regions for coordination with and implementation by the
States. The adequacy of all individual State and local
governments' letters of agreement, SOUs, etc. would then be
evaluated by FEMA to determine their compliance with the
updated policy and guidance relative to the content of these
documents. Under the General Counsel's current
recommendations, future letters of agreement, SOUs, etc. at
all commercial nuclear power plant sites across the Nation
would generally need to:

e State that the transportation provider will make the
vehicles, with drivers, available for drills,
exercises, and radiological emergencies.

o Specify that drivers will be provided with appropriate
emergency response training.

o Contain information on the location of the

transportation resources and 24-hour points of contact
for notification and mobilization.
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FEMA's analysis of the Dauphin County SOUs also identified
some minor discrepancies, which PEMA intends to correct,
between the plan and the SOUs and aiso identified some
language which needs clarification. These discrepancies and
areas needing clarification are as follows:

© The names of the bus companies shown on the S0Us dc¢ not
cerrespond to the bus companies named on page E-9~5 of
the February 1993 Dauphin County plan. For example,
Capitol Trailways, one of the bus companies named in
the plan, is shown as Capitol Bus Company on the SOU.
PEMA indicates that the bus company names have changed
and that the appropriate changes will be made during
the annual plan review and update of the SOUs so that
the bus company names shown in the plan are consistent
with those shown on the SOUs.

Under FEMA GM~PR-1, Policy on NUREG-0654/FEMA~REP-1 and
44 CFR 350 Periodic Requirements, October 1, 1985,
State and local governments are required to review:
update, as necessary and appropriate; and verify
through the Annual lLetter of Certification that the
existing emergency response plans and Standard
Operating Procedures (SOP), including SOUs, are current
and reflect any plan revisions required to correct
plan-related issues and inadequacies identified by FEMA
at REP exercises and drills. FEMA will review the
updated plans and SOPe, including SOUs, as soon as they
are received to ensure that the above mentioned changes
have been made and that they are consistent.

© The SOUs do not indicate the average capacity of the
buses which would be made available to the county.
PEMA states that the S0Us will pe changed to reflect
the average capacity of the buses at the time of the
S0U's annual update in 1993. FEMA will review the
updated SOUs to verify this information.

© The SO0Us state that "transportation resources
identified™ will be updated annually under separate
cover. This statement raises two basic issues that
PEMA will need to address in the next SOU update.

(a) First, exactly what type of information is
reflected by the "transportation resources
identified” number? Does this number reflect the
total number of buses owned by the bus company or
the number of buses which would be made available
to the county to meet identified transportation
needs in the event of a radiological emergency at
Three Mile Island? Realistically, it should
reflect the latter number to facilitate the
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county's accurate determination of its unmet
needs, if any, for transportation resources. If
that is the case, then the term "transportation
resources identified" should be changed to
"transportation resources available."

(b) Second, it is not clear what is meant by the
statement that "transportation resources
identified" will be updated annually under
separate cover. The method for updating this
information needs to be clarified by PEMA.
Regardless of how the information is updated, the
information reflected in the plan should always be
consistent with what is shown in the S0Us.

FEMA will continue to work with PEMA to (a) refine the S0Us
in keeping with the recommendations of FEMA's Office of
General Counsel and any future policies and guidance and

(b) ensure, through the annual plan review and update of the
S0Us, that the information presented in the SOUs is clear
and consistent with that reflected in the current Dauphin
County plan.

The Dauphin County RERP lists out-of~date names and
telephone numbers for the bus providers and lacks
after-hours telephons numbers for those providers.

PEMA's Responge: PEMA has revised the Dauphin County RERP as
of February 1993. PEMA updated the contact names and
telephone numbers for bus providers. Since telephone
numbers are not needed or intended to be shown in the county
plan, PEMA moved this information to the SOPs for the
applicable county staff persons.

FEMA'e Analysis: Prior to the May 19, 1993, Three Mile
Island exercise, FEMA Region III telephoned the three bus
providers listed for Dauphin County and verified the contact
names and telephone numbers, including off-hours numbers.
Region III subsequently reviewed this information in the
50Ps and verified its accuracy. In addition, during the May
1993 exercise, the Dauphin County transportation staff
members were observed making actual telephone calls to the
three bus companies~-Capitol Trailways, Schlegel, and
Capitol Area Transit. The staff ascertained the number of
buses availeble from these companies and notified the
municipalities that their unmet needs would be met.
According to the plan, 56 buses would be needed to fill the
municipalities' unmet needs, in addition to the 96 buses
already available from county resources. PEMA was apprised
of the county's unmet need of 56 buses and supplied
(simulated) 56 buses from State resources--the

D. R. Fisher, Rohrer, and Manson bus companies.
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FEMA will continue to check the accuracy of this information
during its annual review of the Dauphin County plan, SOPs,
and 50Us and during the Three Mile Igland biennial REP
exercises.

The PEMA and the Dauphin County RERPs fail to provide for
the use of military vehicles in the event of a radiclogical
energency.

PEMA's Response: Pennsylvania's emergency response plans do
not rely upon military vehicles for the initial response
during an emergency, because to do so would be more
time-consuming than the process currently outlined in
existing emergency response plans. Rather, the Pennsylvania
Army National Guard (PAARNG) is used to support counties on
a contingency basis for radiological and all other
emergencies. PEMA's letter dated July 12, 1993, provides
the following detailed information regarding the State and
counties’ acquisition and utilizaticn of the PAARNG
resources in the event of an emergency:

"The Pennsylvania Army National Guard (PAARNG)
provides a battalion to assist each risk and
support county. Each county plan, available at
FEMA, has an appendix which includes the OPLAN

appropriate for that county. Dauphin County
happens to be supported by one battalion with
backup as necessary by a‘second specified
battalion. The units are directed to forward
assembly areas (to be determined at notification
plus two hours). It takes the units six hours to
assemble and be prepared to move from their
armories. Because the National Guard is not a
first response organization, more definitive
missions are not assigned, because they are
secondary support systems in case of overload and
manpower support for routine activity. Their
specific tasks will be determined when the units
become available and the needs of the county EMA
have become solidified in light of the events as
they unfold. The National Guard missions in
support of civil authority are contingency
oriented. The Guard is equipped with combat,
combat support and combat service support vehicles
and aircraft that do not lend themselves to the
safe and orderly movement of civilians. For these
reasons, the Commonwealth does not plan to use
National Guard trucks to evacuate civilians. We
have identified more than enough civilian bus
assets to accomplish that task for the portion of
the population that may not have a method of
personal transportation.
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The reasons for not using National Guard assets
for evacuation were explained in person to Mr.
Gary in an October 2, 1992 meeting with Senator
Shumaker, of the Pennsylvania General Assembly,
and Commissioner Sheaffer, Chairman of the Dauphin
County Board of Commissiconers. We further
disabused him of the idea that the Army depots in
the state had 'acres and acres of trucks'
available for use in evacuations. The facts are
that the military depots do not have assigned to
them Table of Organization and Equipment truck
companies. The depots rely primarily on
commercial haulers and, occasionally, U.S. Army
Reserve truck companies using flat bed trailers
during their annual summer training. To provide a
list of National Guard eqguipment that could
possibly be deployed in the event of an evacuation
at TMI is not necessary, because these assets
would be called up as needed and could include
very little or large porticns of the PAARNG
inventory, if they were appropriate which is
doubtful. Such guess work would not improve the
p-an, nor would it approach any definable level of
accuracy. The entire assets of state government
are available in an emergency."

FEMA's Analysis: According to PEMA, the Dauphin County RERP
and the computerized data basé maintained at the State
identify sufficient non-military sources of emergency
transportation to meet the expected evacuation
transportation needs of Dauphin County residents without
calling upon the PAARNG. The State RERP and the February
1993 Dauphin County RERP specify that the PAARNG may provide
assistance, such as emergency transportation, te the county
in the event of a radiclogical emergency on an as~needed,
mission basis. However, during the May 19, 1993, exercise,
FEMA requested the PAARNG to provide as many ambulances as
possible in response to a plan-identified Dauphin County
unmet need of 203 ambulances. The PAARNG supplied
(simulated) 60 ambulances. However, since PEMA's concept of
operations does not rely on the PAARNG as a first response
organization, the unmet ambulance need will be pursued as an
issue with PEMA.

In view of (a) PEMA's statements that the PAARNG is not a
first response organization, but rather a secondary or
contingency~oriented responder, and that the Commonwealth
does not plan to use PAARNG trucks to evacuate civilians and
(b) the fact that the current RERPs imply a more direct role
for the PAARNG, the current State and county RERPs should be
revieved and modified, as appropriate, to more clearly
define the exact role of the PAARNG. PEMA will be requested
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to address this issue during the next annual plan review to
ensure that the plans clearly and accurately reflect the
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania's concept of emergency
operations relative to the use of the PAARNG.

Additional 10 CFR 2.206 Petition Questions

In addition to the three major areas of concern raised in the
initial 10 CFR 2.206 petition, a number of questions were raised
by Mr. Gary in subsequent correspondence with the NRC dated
December 2, 1992; January 15, 1993; and February 14, 1993. This
correspondence was forwarded to FEMA Headgquarters for inclusion
in its response to Mr. Gary's 2.206 petition. 1In reviewing FEMA
Region III and PEMA's responses to Mr. Gary's additional
concerns, FEMA Headquarters consolidated these concerns inte nine
questicns. These questions are listed below. Information
regarding PEMA's response to these questions, along with FEMA's
analysis of PEMA's response and of applicable portions of the
February 1993 Dauphin County RERP, is provided helow each
question in the same format used above for the three major areas
Oof concern identified in the original 10 CFR 2.206 petition.

. 9 Why are we 50 school buses short in Dauphin County and what
doss this mean for the affected residents?

PEMA'Ss Response: The unmet needs of the county can read’ly
be supplied by assets identified from providers maintained
in the computerized data bankbk in the State EOC. To engage
in justifying the changing unmet needs with resources
available to the State would place all concerned in an
endless numbers chase. The provisions for fulfilling
current unmet needs are part of the State EOC SOPs and are
demonstrated and evaluated by FEMA during biennial REP
exerclses.

FEMA's Analvsis: The February 1993 Dauphin County plan
reflects an overall unmet county need for 56 buses. The
county plan states that unmet county needs will be reported
to PEMA. The State plan requires the Pennsylvania
Department of Transportation to develop and maintain an
inventory of statewide transportation assets for use in
evacuating the risk counties. PEMA states that information
about transportation providers is maintained in the
computerized data banks at the State EOC and that the
procedures for meeting the unmet county needs are part of
the State and county SOPs. During the May 19, 1993,
biennial REP exercise, the procedures for reporting and
meeting the unmet county transportation needs vere
exercised. During this exercise, Dauphin County submitted a
request for 56 buses to the State and the State responded to
the county's request by identifying 56 buses which were




available from three bus companies maintained in the State's
inventory of transportation assets.

What are the telephone numbers of the conmanding and/or duty
officers who would be called to activate the svacuaticn
trucks? Where in the Dauphin County RERP can this
information be found? Which military units are tasked with
supplying vehicles for evacustion? Are designated drivers
and company commanders identified by name? What type of
briefings bave these personnel received? Have epecific
trucks been designated for use in evacuating Earrisburg or
other Dauphin County jurisdictions? Nave staging ares
locations and evacuation routes for these trucks been
delineated on Dauphin County maps?

- : Since the Pennsylvania plans rely entirely
upon civilian vehicles for e\icuation in the event of a
radiclogical emergency, and military vehicles are only used
if the PAARNG has been activated and evacuation assistance
is specifically requested, it is not necessary or
appropriate for the Dauphin County plan to include the type
of information reguested above.

FEMA's Analysis: FEMA agrees with PEMA's position. As
stated above, PEMA will be requested to more clearly define
the exact role of the PAARNG in the next plan review and
update.

‘*
Has a mechanism been set up to coordinate the activation and
use of the PAARNG with local officials?

PEMA's Response: The information is in the PAARNG's SOPs for
all emergencies.

FEMA's Analysis: "wo sections of the State RERP-~"Department
of Military Affairs (DMA)"™ on pages E-21 and E-22 and
Appendix 13, "Military Support,*--also contain informaticn
on the use of the PAARNG, on an "as needed basis,” in
radiological emergencies. However, informetion pertaining
to the specific mechanisms for requesting the PAARNG's
assistance is not clearly presented in these plan sections.
Essentially, the State plan outlines two different
procedures to be followed when a county requests the
PAARNG's assistance, but fails to clearly identify the
circumstances triggering sach procedure.

In addition to the State plan's lack of clearly
differentiated procedures for processing county requests for
PAARNG assistance, the plan does not indicate, upon the
Governor's ordering of the PAARNG to State active duty,
whether (a) the PAARNG is activated for, and battalions are
deployed to, all risk counties, even if they have not
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requested PAARNG assistance, or (b) a battalion is deployed
to a risk county only after it has submitted its initial
reguest for PAARNG assistance. 1If cption (a) is correct,
then there could be a situation where a risk county's
battalion is already in place and that risk county's initial
request for assistance would be directed to the battalion
through the county's PAARNG representative, rather than to
the State through the county DMA liaison officer. This
portion of the State plan needs to be revised to Clearly
outline the procedures to be followed in activating the
PAARNG and processing county requests for PAARNG assistance.

Appendix 8 of the Dauphin county plan outlines the role of
the PAARNG in radioclogical emergencies and contains a copy
of the PAARNG plan, entitled "OPLAN 3-109 IN, Operation Nuke
II - Dauphin County." This plan describes the PAARNG's
procedures for mobilizing and executing support to Dauphin
County in the event of an incident at Three Mile Island.
However, the county plan does not indicate the procedure to
be followed by the county when requesting PAARNG assistance.
The Dauphin County plan also specifies that, after PAARNG
activation, the PAARNG will provide direct support to the
county and send liaison personnel to the county EOC.
Although the State plan, page E-22, specifies that the State
DMA Zmergency Preparedness Liaison Officer will supply a DMA
representative to the risk counties to coordinate reguests
for PAARNG assistance, the Dauphin County plan does not
specify that the State will provide a DMA representative,
describe the role of this representative, or distinguish
between the functions of the DMA representative snd the
PAARNG liaison personnel.

The county plan should be revised to specify:

-] The procedures for processing the county's initial
request for PAARNG assistance and requests for
assistance after the PAARNG has been activated.

v That DMA and PAARNG representatives will be deployed to
the county EOC, the entity responsible for their
deployment, the circumstances under which they will be
deployed, and their functions at the county EOC.

Are there any maps which indicate that the PAARNG will be
activated for evacuation purposes, rather than for
peace-keeping purposes?

PEMA's Response: The information is in the PAARNG's SOPs for
all emergencies.

FEMA's Analysis: Information concerning the missions for
which the PAARNG can be activated is also found in
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Appendix 8 of the February 1993 Dauphin County plan.
Appendix 8 states that, once the Governor has ordered the
PAARNG to State active duty, the PAARNG will provide direct
support to the county to perform a variety of radiological
enargency response nissions as a supplement to the county's
resources. Most of these missions, such as traffic control,
emergency transportation, emergency fuel on evacuation
routes, and emergency clearing of roads, are
evacuation-related, not peace-keeping missions. A specific
PAARNG battalion (jrd Battalion, 109th Infantry) and a
back~up PAARNG bat:alion are assigned to Dauphin County for
these potential missions.

What is PEMA doing to supervise the counties and to ensure
that they are in compliance with standard procedures for
emargency readiness? Is PEMA in violationm of its founding
statute (Title 35, Pennsylvania Consolidatsed Statutes,
Bection 101) which calls for PEMA to backstop the counties
and build tvo warehouses and stock them with emergency
supplies?

PEMA's Response: During an October 2, 1992, meeting attended
by Mr. Gary; Senator Shumaker of the Pennsylvania General
Assembly; Commissioner Sheaffer, Chairman of the Dauphin
County Board of Commissioners; and Mr. Joseph LaFleur,
Director, PEMA, the level of supervision by PEMA of the
counties and PEMA's actions to provide supplies and
egquipment to the counties during emergencies were discussed
with Mr. Gary. In addition, PEMA's General Counsel, in a
July 15, 1952, letter to Mr. Gary, responded to Mr. Gary's
specific earlier question as to why the two regional

wvareho. es cited in Title 35 have not been established by
stating that (a) the legislature has not allocated funds for
this purpose, even though the requirement is in the law, and
(b) such expensive facilities are ill-advised, since PEMA
has stockpiles of emergency supplies at other departmental
facilities, such as Torrence State Hospital and Pike Center.

' : FEMA agrees with PEMA's position. A copy
of the letter from PEMA's General Counsel dated July 15,
1992, is attached.

Are there deficiencies in the county plans, similar to the
failure to maintain current information on bus company
contacts and their telephone numbers, which PEMA does not
know about? If there might be such deficiencies, what steps
ere being taken to revievw these plans for adeguacy?

' : The cycle cof plan reviews and updates was
explained to Mr. Gary at the October 2, 1992, meeting. The
plans are vieved as "living documents” which are never
considered finished and are changed as the nsed arises.
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: i§: FEMA's review of the February 1993 Dauphin
County plan's provisions for emergency transportation
identified omissions and discrepancies with respect to the
plan's transportation and ambulance resource numbers. FEMA
will continue to review the annual plan revisions to
identify areas of required and recommended plan
improvements. In addition, FEMA will thoroughly review all
the Three Mile Island plans, including the Dauphin County
plan, when they are submitted by the Governor of
Pennsylvania for the formal 44 CFR 350 plan review and
approval.

Why-has PEMA not baen more aggressive in seeking resources
from the Pennsylvania General Assenbly? 1In order to assist
the counties in planning for and executing evacuation
logistics, why does PEMA not obtain more resources from the
General Assembly or the nuclear licensees and make
distributions of these resources to the counties?

' : At the October 2, 1992, meeting, Mr.
LaFleur explained to Mr. Gary that there is insufficient
justification from the counties to ask the utility rate
payers to assume the additional $5,000,000 in costs
advocated by Mr. Gary to support county radiological
emergency response activities. Pennsylvania's Senator
Shumaker strongly stated that he could not and would not
place such a burden on rate payers when Pennsylvania was in
the throes of a serious economic recession. PEMA has
requested, both through State government channels and fron
the utilities, more funds to meet the costs of the REP
Program. However, the utilities have stated that they are
reluctant to provide more stockholder or rate payer funds to
PEMA,

' : FEMA believes that PEMA has taken
reasonable steps to acquire additional resources.

Is a strictly delinsated 10-mile emergency planning sone
reasonable for Three Mile Island, considering that & highly
populated area, the capitol city of Harrisburg, is just
outside the 10~mile limit and is, therefore, excluded from
PEMA's evacuation plans?

EEMA's Response: The 10-mile EPZ concept is based upon NRC
and Environmental Protection Agency studies which indicate
that the area affected by significant radiation exposures
from a nuclear power plant accident would be limited to an
area within 10 miles of the plant. The energency response
organization within 10 miles of Three Mile Island can be
extended beyond 10 miles if conditions warrant. Also,
Pennsylvania already maintains the most conservative
evacuation policy~~360‘ of the entire 10-mile EPZ~~within
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the United States. PEMA's letter dated July 12, 1993,
states that "...unless FEMA and the NRC are willing to state
publicly for the record that the 10-mile EPZ is inadequate
and that exceptions must be made for Harrisburg and other
similar EPZs near large population centers, the PEMA will
continue to follow NRC and FEMA guidance regarding such
planning. Harrisburg believes...that they could handle
their population if there was a widespread evacuation. The
state concurs.”

' ¢ FEMA agrees with PEMA's interpretation of
the guidance governing the size of the 10-mile EPZ. It
should be noted, however, that Steven R. Reed, Mayor of
Harrisburg, indicated in a February 8, 1993, letter to
Mr. Gary that contiguous areas to the l0-mile EPZ in the
City of Harrisburg would also begin to evacuate, if the
10-mile EPZ was evacuated due to a radioclogical emergency at
Three Mile Island. The Mayor also noted in his letter that
the City of Harrisburg has identified and would be able to
mobilize sufficient resources to support the evacuation of
both Harrisburg's portion of the 10-mile EPZ and the
contiguous areas of Harrisburg to the north. 1In his January
15, 1993, memorandum to the NRC, Mr. Gary stated that he
found PEMA's position of following NRC/FEMA guidance,
instead of taking the initiative and including the entire
City of Harrisburg in the 10-mile EPZ and RERPs, to be
unacceptable. During a December 1, 1993, meeting of FEMA
and NRC staff members with Congressman George W. Gekas of
Pennsylvania's 17th District, which includes the Three Mile
Island site, Mr. Robert A. Erickson and Mr. Falk Kantor from
the NRC's Emergency Preparedness Branch discussed the
technical basis and rationale for the establishment of the
10-mile EPZ requirement in NRC regulations.

What standard doss PEMA seek to meet in its emergency
preparedness drills? Are the drills purporting to test the
equipment or the emergency responders? If the drills are to
test the responders, then they should be unannounced and
held at varioua times of the day and night and, therefore,
more closely approximate an actual emergency event.

EEMA's Response: During the Cctober 2, 1992, meeting, PEMA
explained to Mr. Gary that. due to funding limitations,
Pennsylvania relies heavily on veolunteers to staff the
county and municipal EOCs and schedules the biennial REP
exercises in the late afternocon to accommodate these
volunteers. Although the volunteers would be willing to
respond to an actual emergency at any time, they cannot
afford to leave their regularly schaduled work activities
for an exercise. Mr. Gary made it clear at the Octcber 2,
1992, meeting that he wanted to impose upon the radiological
emergency response program the same response standards as
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those maintained by active military units. PEMA believes
that it is not feasible to apply military standards tc a
civilian system which relies significantly upon volunteers.

' ¢ FEMA agrees with PEMA's position. It
should be noted that under FEMA-REP-14, Radiological
Emergency Preparedness Exercise Manual, September 1991, all
offsite response organizations (ORO) are required to
demonstrate their emergency response capabilities in an
unannounced mode (Objective 32 - Unannounced Exercise or
Drill) and in an off-hours mode (Objective 33 - Off-Hours
Exercise or Drill) once every six years through an
unannounced and off-hours exercise or drill., Off-hours
exercises or drills require OROs to demonstrate the
capability to respond between the hours of 6:00 p.m. and
4:00 a.m. on weakdays or any hours on weekends. The
unannounced and off-hours objectives were most recently
demonstrated at Three Mile Island on June 26, 1991.

Subsequent to the filing of the 10 CFR 2.206 petition, Mr. Gary
raised two additional issues during a telephone conversation with
the NRC. Although these issues are not considered by the NRC to
be a part of the original 10 CFR 2.206 petition, they were
addressed by PEMA in its overall response to the 10 CFR 2.206
petition. The two issues and PEMA's responses are presented
below:

1. The population numbers in the'Dauphin County plan do not
refiect curreat (1990 Census data) population figures.

The February 1993 Dauphin County plan contains 1990 Census
population data.

25 Evacuation time estimates have not been revised since the
early 1980s.

A new evacuation time estimate study is being prepared by
the licensee's contractor. A draft has been completed and
the final study should be completed by mid-1994. The new
evacuation time estimates will be included in the 1994
update of the Three Mile Island plans and procedures.

Recognizing that (1) RERPs are dynamic, living documents which
are always being changed and updated through the annual review
process to reflect changes in the EPZ, emergency management
poelicies, and organizational relationships and (2) PEMA is
actively engaged in the development and refinement of RERPs for
all of its sites in compliance with established FEMA/NRC planning
standards, FEMA believes that the offsite emergency planning
issues identified by Mr. Gary in the 10 CFR 2.206 petition are
being satisfactorily addressed. This assessment is based on
PEMA's response to the specific issues raised and its continuing
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efforts to refine the plans and correct plan inconsistencies and
inadequacies as well as on FEMA's review of the plans and
supporting materials. Based on the factors listed below, FEMA
concludes that the offsite radiclogical emergency response plans
and preparedness for the Three Mile Island Nuclear Station are
adequate to provide reasonable assurance that appropriate
measures can be taken offsite to protect the public health and
safety in the event of a radiological emergency at Three Mile
Island., The factors are:

I PEMA's continuing efforts in the development, revision, and
refinement of the Three Mile Island RERP.

2. FEMA's review of the concerns identified in the 10 CFR 2.206
petition and related correspondence and PEMA's response to
those concerns.

: 18 The results of the May 19, 1993, Three Mile Island exercise
as presented below:

") There were no Deficiencies identified at the exercise.

o The draft exercise report, received at Headguarters on
August 27, 1993, identified 40 Areas Requiring
Corrective Action (ARCA), six Planning Issues, and
three Areas Recommended for Improvement (ARFI). Four
ARCAs and one Planning Igsue were identified for
Dauphin County and one ARFI was identified for the
Dauphin County Mass Care, Monitoring, and
Decontamination Center. These issues did not pertain
to the concerns raised by Mr. Gary in his petition.

° Headquarters is in the process of reviewing and
providing comments on this 340-page, draft exercise
report. Headquarters' comments will identify several
additional State/Dauphin County ARCAs &nd Planning
Issues pertaining to procedures used by the State and
county to fill unmet evacuation transportation needs.
The exercise performance also indicated some areas in
which the plans and procedures for this process need
clarification. The revision of these plans and
procedures will improve the State and county's ability
to respond to, and verify the resolution of, unmet
needs.

The State has also received a copy of the draft exercise
report and has responded to the inadequacies identified in
the report. FEMA Region III will monitor the State and
local governments' correction of all exercise inadequacies.

In closing, FEMA reiterates that it will continue to closely
review the offsite plans and SOPs, including SOUs, for Three Mile



15

Island. Appropriate technical assistance will also be provided to
PEMA to ensure that the necessary revisions and updates are made
in a consistent, timely, and orderly manner.

Should you have any guestions regarding the foregoing material
and attachments or require further information, please call
Mr. Joseph A. Moreland, Director, Exercises Division, at

(202) 646-3544.
~8incerely,
/ ) ;7
/ ./-1\4(% N LWA(«

/ ‘
Dennis H. Kwiatkowski

Deputy Associate Director
Preparedness, Training, and
Exercises Directorate

Attachments

cc: Congressman George W. Gekas
FEMA Region III



PENNSYLVANIA EMERG!ONCJZMANAGEM!NT AGENCY
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HARRISBURG. PENNSYLVANIA 17105.3321

July 12, 1993

Mr. Robert J. Adameik
Chief, Natural and Technological
‘azarde Divieion
iral Emsrgency Managemen: Agency,
gion 111
Liberty Square Bullding (Second Floor)
105 Soyth Seventh Street
Fhiladeiphis, PA 19106

Dear Mr. "Lk

soe. Fesponde to your letter of April 30, 1993, regarding Mr. Cary's
i0 CFR 2.206 petition about offsite Radiological Emergency Response Flanning
issues for Threeo Mile Islend Nuclear Station.

Perhaps FEIMA headquarters could have been mors selective in reguesting
information. 7The breadth of the informstion net west far beyond the iLssues of
interest or those which have Dbeen previously eddrassed by the Pennsylvania
Energenc' “anagsaent Agency to the Federal Emergency Management Agency. Much

of Mr. 2'e April 12, 1993, memorandum does not pertain to Robert Oary's
petition _.se Federal Register Vol. $7, Ne. 157 Thursday, August 13, 1992, pgs.
J6415-36418). I will indicate wherd the Lssues rsised have already been

sddressed either to FEMA or to Mr. Gary directly. The following comments are
keyed to the paragraphs beginning on page thres of Mr. Krimm's April 12, 1993,
memoOrandum to Acting Regional Director Thomas.

is. The recapitulasion of Dalphin County traneportation rescurce
needs la found on page E-9-14 of Annex B, Radiological EZmergency
Responss Procedures to Nuolear Power Plant Incidents, Dauphin
County Emergency Operations Flan, which has beez provided to FEMA
III. These numbers change &8 the plan ie periodically updated.
The unmet needs of the county can readily be supplied by assets
identified from providers maintained in the computerized data
banks in the BState Eamergency Oparations Canter. 7o engege in
Justifying the changing unmet newds with resources availadle to
the state would place all concernsd in an endless numbers Chase.
The provisions for fllling current unmet needs are part of the
State EOC Standing Opersting Procedures and ars demonstratad
under FEMA evaluation during bieanial exercises. 7The May 1992
TMI exercise provided good demonstration of this fact. FEXA's
axarciss records for the unmet nead for asbulances is & good
exanple for the pstitionar.

ib. Not all ambulance services opsrate 24 hours per day, hence v.a
referral, they correctly have the caller talk to *9-1-1" in the
case of an emergency., The county, howaver, has the redio pager
number of the person on call for each ambulance company for
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Z4-hour recall purposss. The statement that "The significance ot
and rationale for certzain ambulance service calls being referred
to 911 should be ascertained and aeppropriate explanatory
narrative and/or meodifications incorporated into the plans. All
revised plans meteriels should be provided to FENA Reglion 11! and
Hesdquarters for ceview,” does not scknowledge the common
preactices used all over tha U.8.

Thers is nothing terribly new or esoteric about the use of pagers
Lo suzmon emergency vesponse personnel. FEMA Ls aware of many
such technologies for emergency responre.

Additionally, cthe assertion that refscral of calls for non-i4
hour szergency services to $-1-1 "L{s unscceptable” is epecious
end without merit. Peansylvania has been smbarked on & program
for seversl years to expand 9-1-l coverage throughout the
Commonwesalth, Eight million of the nearly 12 million citizens in
the state are sarved by ¥-1-1., This involves 30 counties, three
mUnNACipAlities, and one regicnal systes. Expesrience hes proven
that pagers controlled by centraliced county (9=1-1) dispatchers
provides an extremely repid alert and notificstion aystem that
represents the state of the art. The revenues from 9-1-1 line
charges currently provida 52,000,000 per year to suppert public
safety within the etate. We have no Aintention of sbandoning a
common national practice of employing modern and efficient alert
Systema. This (s not & part of the 2,206 petition.

in my November 4, 1992 letter to Regiecn III, I explained that
"Reiiance upon military'resourcss for the initial response during
An emargency would be more time consuming than the current
Gystes."” The Department of Military Affalre (DMA) provides
lislson personnel to the State LOC and the risk and support
county EMAs. The Pennsylvanis Army National Ouard (PAARNG)
Provides & battalion to ASSLst each risk and support county,
Each county plan, available et FEMA, has an appendix which
includer the OPLAN asppropriste for that county. Dauphin County
happens to bs supported by one primary battalion with backup as
necessary by e second epecified Dpattalion. The units are
directed toc forward assembly arees (t0 be deternined at
notification plus twe bours)., It takes the unite six hours to
ssssable and be prepived to move from their srmories. Because
the National Cuard is ot & first response organitation, more
definitive missions are nu asaigned, because they are secondary
SUpPpPOIT systems in case of -werlcad and manpower support for
routine activicy. Their specif.” tasks will be determined whan
the units become available and the needs of tha county EMA have
become solidified in light of the events as they unfold. The
National CGuard missions in eupport of civil authority are
contingency oriented. The Guard is equipped with combat, comest
Support and combat service support vehicles and aircraft that do
net lend themselves to the esafe and orderly movement of
civilians. Tor these ressons, the Comeonwealth does not plan to
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W8® National Guard trucks to evacuate civilians. We have
identified more than enough civilian bus esssets to accomplish
that task for the portion of the population that may not have s
mathod of personal transportation.

The reasons for not using National Guard assets for evacuation
wWere explained in person to Mr. Gary in an Octeber 2, 19%2
meeting with Senator Shumaker, of the Pennsylvania Censral
Asseably, and Commissionsr Sheaffer, Chairman of the Pauphin
County Board of Commissionersz. We furtier disabused him of the
idea that the Army depots in the state had "ecres and acres of
trucks” available for use in evecustions, 7The facts are that the
military depote do not have aseigned to them Tadbla of
Organization and Iquipment (TO&E) truck companies. The depots
Tely prizarily on commercial haulers and, occasionally, U.§, Army
Reserve truck companies using flat Dbed trailers during their
annual summer training. To provide a list of National Guard
equipmert that could possibly be deployed in the event of an
svacuation At TMI Lis not necessary, becauee these assets would be
called up as needed and could includs very little or large
portione of the PAARNG inventory, Lif they were appropriate which
ie doubtful. Such guess work would not improve the plan, nor
would Lt approsch any definable measure of accuracy. 7The entire
ase9ts ©f state government are available in an emargency.

Bocause of their purposely limited nuclsar powsr plant missios
orientation, full training schedule and turnover rate, PAARNG
soldiers need not receive “civilian radiclogical® training beyond
that provided in their Army annual training program.

Tha  substance in the letters of Lintent, statoments of
understanding or similar documants is valid. The names of the
bus companies have changed &nd will be revised in the plan as
well as the letters duziny the pericdic reviews. The correct
nemes now arer Heginse Valley Lines, Inec. (formerly Schlegal
Transportation Sarvice)) Capital Bus Company (Capital Trallways
is the corporste name); and Capital Ares Transit Bus Company
{vice Capital Area Transit).

The letters of intent do indicate the nusber of buses esch
company would make available. The letters of intant will be
changed to reflect tne average cepacity of those busses by their
annusl update.

Thers is no specific training provided for bus drivers, nor is
thers any required in NURRG-0654 FEMA-REP~1. Bus drivers
departing the EPE during an evacuation are & part of the general
public, which alec recaives no specific training., Dosimstry will
not be issued to bus drivers, because they will not be reentering
the XIFL and they are not emargency worksre. :
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The April 16, 1993, FEMA Meadquarters memorandum subject: Sanple
Letters of Agreement for Transsmittal to the Penneylivania
Imargency Managemsnt AQency (PEMA) Lo Connaotion with the
Susquenanna Stean Electric Station Offeite Radiclogical Emergency
Response Plan Review, that was transmitted to PEMA by the Region
II1 letter of May 1, 1992, contained 17 exasples of lettars of
Agreesant that were to aasist the PRMA “... ian preparing
pertinent letters of agreement for inclusion 4in the offasite
rediological emsrgency response plans, aite-specific to the
Susquehanna Steam Electric staticn (88588)." Only two of thase
exanples mads the vaguest references to training., None of them
used the language prescribed Dy the FEMA Hesdquarters April 12,
1993, memorandum to Region III to wit:

- “Reviev of tha 8O0Us indicates that thare is no refsrence to
the training of bus drivers in regerd to dealing with
sxergency response situstions.”

- “"..s the drivers should be trained and educated about the
nature of rediological amargenciss, the proper use of
dosimatry, ste.”

- “.es the SOUs should contain a statement that the company
Agraes to coopersate with the utility and State and local
governments by allowing its drivers adeguate time to
participats in pertinent radiological response training and
exercise-ralated activities required undesr
NURZG-0654/FEMA-REP~1, Revision 1, and outlined in Three
Mile Island's Ptate and Radiclogical energency response
plans.” (Nots that the BState and local plans for TMI do
not outline driver usraining as described above.)

As we have discussed on several occasions, Pennsylvania Lis
clearly baing reviewed At & higher standard than other “"nuclear
STALES" that (s unnecessary, but most Lsportant, does not apply
in the case of Dauphin County bus assets.

The letters of intent gre valld commitments of that intentc,
although they ars not, nor do tiey purpert to be lagal or legelly
enforceadbls documants which pruvide & guarantes of resources.
With or without letters of asgrevesnt, the resources will be
evailable as previcusly demonstrated in Dumercus emergencies and
exarcises throughout the state.

As described in paAregraph I¢ above, the FIMA Headquarters
prescriptive language in paragraph 2d does not appear in any of
the sanple 30Us provided to wit: “The language in the S0U should
reflect the provider's understanding that (A) adequate vehicles
and drivers are Avallable to mest the reeources enunarated Lo the
S0V and (b) drivers are fully eware of and undarstand their
individual responaibility to drive « bua, if required, to
facilitate an evacuation of Dauphin County in ths event of »
radiclogical emecgency at Three Mile Island." Again, the topic
FEMA {8 researching is not germans.
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There is neither reason nor intentien to sdd phone numbers to the
Various pages of the County Radiological Procedures. The phone
Numbers are avallable in SOPs used by the respective county stafys
perscne. In addition, e» mantioned in paragraph 1b &bove, tha
County has the ability to tone page all ambulance organizations.
This iseue was not raised in Mr. Gary's 10 CFR 2.206 petition as
descrived in the Pederal Register of Auguee 13, 1992,

The items llested in this peragraph oconstituts adainistrative
upostes that are being addressed and will be cleared Up at the

next annually required update. Again, this Lssue was net raised
in the 2.206 petition.

This will be clarified at the next plan update.

It Lls not necessary to label pages B-7-11 and B~§-3 through E~9-§
t® "... indicate clearly that the information reflected on these
PAGes pertains to Dauphin County.” Since the pages are in the
Pauphin County Plan and list specific Deuphin County unique
erganizations, to what othar county could they possibly be
referring? This is & matter of style that Surely can be left to
the county's discretien,

Your planning suggesticons, while not & part of the 2.206
petition, are apprecisted and will be consideresd &t the next pilan
update.

You cerrectly noted that these items are not & part of the 2.208
petition. For your Information, 1990 population data is
reflected in the current February 1993 Dauphin County Annex &
(for axample see E~10-2). As the 1990 census dats Lis produced by
the U.8. Census Bureau and provided to the Penn State Data
Center, the information i¢ processed and provided to the county
for inclusion. in the. subsequent update of the pian  «na
procedures. The Evacustion Time Eetimate Lis being preparsd by
the power plant contractor. The process began in July 1992 and
L8 sstimated to be completed in August 1993. The nev Jumbers
will be included in the next regularly scheduled update of the
pians and procedures as per normal practics.

Mr. Gary’'s questions are not relevant to the 2,206 petition,
Even more pertinent to the proceedings is the fact that they are
irrelevant to the current plans for the evecuation of the THI
plume exposure pathway emergency planaing sone. As stated
sariier (sas para 1c above), the Commonwsalth doss not need to
include the PAARNG in the way sought by Mr. Oary since it Lo not
germane. The questions in paragraph 5, answered above, are in
the SOPE of PAARNG for all smergencies or de not apply.

There is no red tape factor that prevents the inclusion ©f FAARNG
in PEMA's plan for' svacuation in the svent of a radiological
emergency, As explained in paragraph lo above, the use ©f Army
trucks for evacuating civilians is a poor optica, even if
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dvailable, when we can obtain more than enough civilian buses ¢o
do the job.

The PAARNG (s used to support counties on a contingencsy basis for

radiciogical and all smargencies (see paragraph 1C). We will not
ENtertain invanting such dublous missions for the National Guard
Just to keep military bases open. Mr. OGary makas suspect his
often clalmed military expartiee if hes thinks usiag Army trucks
for the unlikaly evacuation of the TMI EPX would influence any
congressiona’ action to save military basss in Pennsylvania.
There is wple rationkle relating to military operaticas to
preserve our installations if Congress is so inclined. I would
note here that it is frustrating to receive such blatastly 411
conceived schenes for a formal response when this is not pare of
the Base Realignment and Closurs Committee criteria nor would it
affact the President’'s decisions to be forwarded to Congress.

At the October 2, 1992, meeting in Senator Shumaker's office (see
paragraph lc), the level of supervision by PEMA of the counties
was discussed thorougnly. Similarly, our eactions to provide
Fupplies and equipment to the counties during emargenciss were
explained to Mr. Gary. Purther, oepecific information about
amergency supply warshouses in responss to a question posed
earlier by Mr. Cary was provided to him 4is a July 15, 1992,
letter from the PEMA Chisf Counsel (ses enclosure). As anyone
with intergovernzental relationz sxperisnce knows, each level of
government (state from federal, county from stats, ete.) likes to
“do their own thing".+ Counties often do not want the limited
oversight provided by state. Bhould this be the desire of NRC
and FI¥A, PEMA will ccmply and provide more oversight.

At the same October 2, 1992, meeting, ths cycls of plan reviews
and updates wes explained to Mr. Cary. We explained that plane
are living documents, kapt loose leaf in three ring binders and
changed as the need srises, Turther, we explained that a plan is
never coneidersd "finished”; becauss as the planning slements and
environment change, ths plan is amended to reflect :hcse changee.

The ressons for not using =military trucks for evecustion are
described in detall above.

Puring the October 2, 1991, meeting with Mr. Gary, Ssnator

Shumaker and Commissionsr Sheaffer, I explained to Mr, GQary
thet, in our current situation, there was Linsufficient
Justificacion from the counties to ask the utility rate payers to
assume the additional §$5,000,000 Mr. Gary advocated (n levied
coste through Act 147 to support county radiologicsl emergency
response activities. Senator Shusaker forcefully stated that he
could not and would net place such a burden on the rate payers
when Penneylvania was {5 the throes of & serious economio
recession. Comuiseioner Sheaffer agreed. The utilities have
stated they are reluctant to provide more etockholder or rate
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payer funds to PEMA. PEMA has requested, both through state
government chénnsls and from the utilities, more funds to meet

the incressing costs of the radiologiceal emergency preparsdness
program.

The answer to this question was provided to Mr. Cary in the PEMA
Chisf Counsel's letter of July 185, 1992, as follows:

"Federal studies indicate aignificant radiation axposures from &
nuclear power station will be limited to within 10 miles of the
facility. Jor this reason, detalled plans are in place to manage
the needed protective action ageinst exposure in thet ares. In
the event pecple need toc be protected in areas beyond 10 miles,
these actions will be extended as far as they are nesded. The
smergency response organization within 10 miles can be extendsd
&8 conditions warrant. Indeed, Pennsylvania saintaines the most
conservative evacuation policy for nuclear power plants within
the United States. Wnile other “"nuclear states” evacuate in
sectors, the policy during both the Thoraburgh and Casoy
sduinistrations requires evacuating 360 degrees of the entire
approximate 10 mile EPL.*

This enswer wes elaborated upon in persos with Nr. Gary during
the October 2, 1992, meeting. It 4is discouraging so note that
the NAC, a major player with EPA in the davelopment of the 10
mile plume exposure pathway emargency planning zone, referred
this question to the Commonwealth of Peansylvanis for an answer.

This question was also sddressed in the October 2, 1992, mesting.
It was explained to Mr. Gary that nuclear power plant bienniasl
exXercises were scheduled in the late afterncen hours =0
Accommodate the hundreds of volunteers who etaff many of the
county and sunicipasl EOC staff and emergency response positione.
These volunteers are willing to respond o & true emargency at
any tims, but they caanot afford to lsave their regular
esployment during business hours just for drills. As you know,
Pennsylvenia is heavily dependest upos veoluntsers to maks the
SHArgency managemsnt system work dus to funding limitetions. Mr.
Gary made it olearly known at this meeting that he wanted to
impose the same standerds for response a8 those maintained by
active military unite. Such standarde are not feasidble for o

Civilian systes that reliss to any eignificant degres on
volunteers,

Hayor Reed's comments on redioclogical smergency response planaing
are always considered, paragraph 1¢ above expiains state and
federal policy and plans,

Gee paragraph lc above,
Some spontaneous evacuations during nuclesar power plant disasters

must bs assused. However, unless FEMA and the NRC are willing o
ftats publicly for the record that the 10-mile EPE is inadequate
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and that exceptions must be made for Harrisburg and other similar
EPLs near large population centers, the PEMA will continue Lo
follow NRC and FEMA guidance regarding such planning. Karrieburg
believes, a8 commented, that they could handle their Population
if thers was & widespresad eveouation. The state concure.

Bd. The Fabruary 7, 1993, eecurity incident at TMI! has Deen
investigated by the NRC and confersnces were beld in Karrisburg
to describe the results of that investigation. PIMA formally
reviewad the response by tha stats and the involved countiss and
municipalitias. It i» expected that our review will be released
by the Oovernor's office sometime (n July. Copies will be made
avallable to all appropriate government agencies upon requast.

PEMA is also concerned about the Pebruery 7 security bresch at
THI. We await with interest the results of the NRC consultations
on design basis threat for nuclear powsr plants.

9. Regarding the point of disagreseaent betwesan Mr. Gary and Mayor
Reed. We agree with Mayor Reed. Full-scale bus drills are too
costly, significantly rudimentary and unnecessary. Our positions
on Mr. Gary's other points ars described in detail above.

The plans to support the response to an smergency At TMI have been and
4re® baing reviewed on & pariodic basis end are evaluated biennially. FENA {a
wall aware, and has o affirmed in svery blennial exercise, that these plane
provide reascnables essuranes for the protection of the public health and
eafaty. There will always be eaunqo!, corrections, revisicas and jsprovemants
in this ongoing process, but tha plans are essentially velld,

Mr. Gary's petition was filed 4in July 1992. Thezw i# in ths ansvers
to his questicns and the responses to his allegations nothing that can legally
er ressonably discredit the valldity of the reasonsble sssurance that is and
has besn provided over the many years 4in the planning and exercise validation
process. FEMA can affirm cthis to the NRC and, in curn, to Mr. Gary.

Director

JLLIJCI 194k
Inclosure

cer Commigsioner Russell L. ihsaffer
Dauphin County
Michael E. Wertsz, Coordinater
Dauphin County EMA
Gecrge Clangl, GPUN
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Kz. Robert Gary
P. O. Box 1637
Karriaburg, Pennesylvenia 17105+-1637

Poar Mr. Gary:

This lettar responds to the questions/concerns that you raised about

radiological emergency response plasaing in your latters of June 12, 17, and 29,
1393, Tbhe anewsts to those questions/concerns are &8 follows:

i+ Questions Why is all of center city Barzisburg not includsd in the
Ezergency Ivacustion gone?

Respocse: The Imsrgency Evacustion fone refsrred to is technically
described 3 tho Plune Exposurs Pathway Essxgency Plasaing Sone (XPR).

~ Tederal sctudies indicate significant radistice exposures from a nuclear
Powar station will be limited to within 10 miles of the faeility. Por this
resscn, detalled plans are in place to nanige the needed protective action
Ageinst sxposurs in that arsa. In the event people need to be protected in
Arses bayond 10 miles, thess actidos will be sxtended &8 far as thay are
nesded. The esergency responss organization within 10 miles can be
axtended a8 conditions warrant. Indeed, Pennsylvania meintaine the most
Conservative svacustion policy for muclesr power plant accidents in the
United States, While other "nuglesr utility states” svacuste in ssotors,
the policy during both the Thornbuzgh and Cisey administrations requires
evacuating 360 degrees of the muo‘ Approximats 10 mile EPS.

1. Questicn: Why does PEMA not malntain & file of letters of intent from
rRsource® providers? -
Responea: Letters of inteat, mutual aid agreaments, etc. are negotiated
and maintained by the risk counties where the resourcss ace to be used.
Soth the Fedezal Inmergency Managesast Agency and FEXA have recently begun
to place more emphasis on such documentation to further refine our plaas.,
This sffort will continue, slong with & suaber of other plan refinenents
well into the next fiscal year.

in this regard, it should be undsrstood thas planning for auclear power
plant off site cafety, like any other form of Smeryency operations
planning, never ends. Such plass are living documents, saintained in loose
iwaf binders, and are constantly being reflned, added to, or changed;
becauss, situstions and conditions in the savironment addresssd by the
plans change. These changes rangs from simple name asd telephooe number
Fevisions to new techniques and methods of parforming response and recovery
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oparations that have been gleaned from studies and exercises. Ia a
practical sense, one can say that no plan for aaticipated operations is
ever complete. TFurther, planning is time consuming, laber intensive wark
that requirss the cooperative participaticn of federal, state, county and
municipsl lavels of government. We Ln PDMA work very hard to maintais
continuous and effective communications with the planning Jurisdictions in
the Commonwsslth. This doss not mean that at any given time some elanents
of & plan will not need to be updated.

3. Questions Why have the two regional varehouses cited in Title 35 have not
been sstablished?

Ressponse: The short answer is that funds have not been allocatsd by ths
iegislature for this purpose, even though the requiresent is Lin the law.
This i» not unusual, particularly for capital expeadituree. Large projects
inserted (nto law often fall victim to the prioritization of finite
resources. The more thoughtful response is that such expensive facilities
are 411 advised, since PEMA has stock plles of various SRArgensy suppliss
&t other departmsntal facilitiss such as Torrance State Hospital, Pike
Cantar, and other locations.

4,  Questiont Why not use traing and aircraft to evecuats?

Response: First, as explained above, the svacuation of Harzisburg (s not
necessary. GSecondly, the fastest methods of evacuation 4in ths time
Avallable are private sutomobiles and Dusssa. REvecustion of siseable
populations by traln and aircoraft' is & far more complicated and tinme
consuming cparatien to plan and execute than ueing automobiles and busses,
to say nothing of the prohibitive costs involved, O-143 airoraft are -
Gperated only by the Alr Ferce. They are not, as your letter suggests,
Also found in the Arwy, Navy and Marine Corps. Thase planes, of lismited
number, are deployed world-wide on w-'daily basis., 70 sarshal sufficient
Slroraft to effect an evecuation would take days, not hours, and enly after
the Declaracion of Isargency by the Presidest. The poseibility of the
Departmant of Defense participating i sueh an evacuation migsesion is highly
unlikaly. Zven than, the use of Capital City Alrport would de Lmpossible:
bacauss, that Alrport, liks Harrisburg Isternatidnal, Lo within the Plume :
Exposure Pathway EPI of THI. Bven if sufficient beddows space 4t Capital
City were avallable, and it is not, facilitiss for eperating C~1dls from
this airfleld.(including langth of ruaways) are inadequate. Your
tuggestion that C-14ls could stoge out of the Earshey airport (identified
&5 Reigle airpost on alr navigation charts) woa't work. The field AR
woRfully Linadequate in all categories including its short runvay of 1800
feet. C~ld4ls require runvays well in excess of 5000 fest for safe
Operations, Suffice to say that mass population evacuations by aircrate
and trains would far exceed the evacuation time estimetes we now have tor
autamobkiles and busses.

§. Question: Why are census ttqu_nu in the plans not updated every year?
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Responss: In the past, we have used regional populetion estimates for
updating planaing figures. The 1990 census abowed thess estimates to be
very inaccurate and actually painted a false pioturs «~ usually prodicting
steady growth when in fact the populatioss hald constant or declined. Mary

importantly, they did not realistically capturs the desographic shifte
withis the Commonwealth. The 1990 census figuves are in hand and ars being
factored into all of our planning,

Question: How u'o the feas collected undar Sections 7320(¢) and (d) of the
Eaergency Management Services Cods (3§ Pa. C.8. §7101 st seq.) expendsd?

Responses  All of the fess collected undar those two sections are used by
PEMA to oarry out the many radiclogical emergancy response preparednass and
planaing functions and dutiss that are placed upon the Agenoy by Seotion
7330(b) of the Code. This includes the payment of salaries and benefits
for those PINA ssployees who are directly involved in carrying out those .

radiological ssergency response and planning activitiss.
Thank you for your eapreassed interest L{n the above discussed

radiclogical emergency reasponse plannisg issuss.

he

.‘mnly;

et edD

Mark L. Coodwir
+ Chisf Counsel

MiGidie (Taltr 717~783-8180)

Joseph L. Lar¥leur



