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February 15, 1994

Docket No. 50-289

LICENSEE: GPU Nuclear Corporation

FACILITY: Three Mile Island Nuclear Station, Unit 1 (THI-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. Nuciear
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 allow Mr.
Gary to provide any final information to the NRC staff regarding his petition,
filed under 10 CFR 2.206, to " power down" the THI-I nuclear power plant
because of alleged deficiencies in the Dauphin County (Pennsylvania)
Radiological Emergency Response Plan (RERP). Enclosure 1 is the list 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 insofar as offsite emergency planning and
preparedness surrounding the THI-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 THI-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-1
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.
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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. 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
than 2% of full power)

Following the question and answer period, Mr. Gary presented some closing
remarks and the meeting was then adjourned.

Original signed by A. Dromerick
for

Ronald W. liernan, Senior Project Manager
Project Directorate I-4
Division of Reactor Projects - I/II
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation- 't

i

!
t Attendees

2. Documents distributed
by Mr. Gary

3. Transcript

cc w/ enclosures:
See next page

Distribution w/ enclosures 1.2. & 3: Distribution w/ enclosure 1 only:
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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. 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
than 2% of full power).

Following the question and answer period, Mr. Gary presented some closing
remarks and the meeting was then adjourned.

.

Af
Ron d W. H rnan, Senior Project Manag /
Project Directorate I-4
Division of Reactor Projects - I/II
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Enclosures:
1. List of Attendees
2. Documents distributed

by Mr. Gary
3. Transcript

cc w/ enclosures:
See next page
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Three Mile Island Nuclear Station,
Unit I

cc w/ enclosures:

Michael Ross Michele G. Evans
0&M Director, THI-l Senior Resident Inspector-(TMI-1)
GPU Nuclear Corporation U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Post Office Box 480 Post Office Box 311
Middletown, Pennsylvania 17057 Middletown, Pennsylvania 17057

Michael Laggart Regional Administrator, Region I
Manager, Licensing U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
GPU Nuclear Corporation 475 Allendale Road
100 Interpace Parkway King of Prussia, Pennsylvania 19406
Parsippany, New Jersey 07054

Robert B. Borsum
Jack S. Wetmore B&W Nuclear Technologies
TMI Licensing Manager Suite 525
GPU Nuclear Corporation 1700 Rockville Pike
Post Office Box 480 Rockville, Maryland 20852
Middletown, Pennsylvania 17057

Ernest L. Blake, Jr., Esquire William Dornsife, Acting Director
Shaw, Pittman, Potts & Trowbridge Bureau of Radiation Protection
2300 N Street, NW. Pennsylvania Department of
Washington, DC 20037 Environmental Resources

Post Office Box 2063
Chairman Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17120
Board of County Commissioners

of Dauphin County
.

Mr. T. Gary Broughton, Vice President
Dauphin County Courthouse and Director - TMI-l
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17120 GPU Nuclear Corporation

Post Office Box 480
Chairman Middletown, Pennsylvania 17057
Board of Supervisors
of Londonderry Township Robert Gary

R.D. #1, Geyers Church Road Pennsylvania Institute
Middletown, Pennsylv mia 17057 for Clean Air

2211 Washington Avenue (#301)
Mr. Joseph LaFluer, Director Silver Spring,'MD 20910
Pennsylvania Emergency Management Agency
Transportation & Safety Building, Rm. B151
Post Office Box 3321
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17105-3321

-
.
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ENCLOSURE I

LIST OF ATTENDEES
FEBRUARY 2, 1994 MEETING WITH ROBERT GARY

REGARDING A 2.206 PETITION TO SHUT TMI-1 DOWN

__

TITLE AFFILIATION TITLE

Ronald W. Hernan NRC/NRR/PDI-4 Senior Project Manager

Robert Gary PICA Senior Researcher

Ralph DeSantis GPUN Public Affairs Manager

Jeffery Grisewood GPUN THI Lead Offsite Emergency
Planner

Dennis V. Hassler GPUN THI 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 III RAC Chairman

Megs Hepler FEMA Headquarters Director, Exercises Division

Stan Wentz FEMA Headquarters Team Leader, Exercises
Division-

Elaine I. Chan FEMA /0GC Legal Counsel, Program Law

John Price FEMA-Region III REP, Tech. Hazards Program

Jerry Lambert PEMA TMI Offsite Planner

Robert Pollard UCS Nuclear Safety Engineer

Mark Goodwin PEMA Legal Counsel

John Kopeck NRC Public Affairs

John F. Stolz NRC/NRR/DRPE Director, PD I-4

Michael Blood Associated Press Reporter
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% ,,,,,+ January 25, 1994

Docket No. 50-289

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

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

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

DATE & TIME: Wednesday, February 2,1994
1:30 pm - 3:?n pm

LOCATION: U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission .

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

PURPOSEi 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 I because of deficiencies in the Dauphin County, PA
emergency plan. This meeting is being held at Mr. Gary's
request.

PARTICIPANTS *: EG PICA

Ronald Hernan, NRR Robert Gary
Falk Kantor, NRR

!Rich Esch, NRR EIM t

Scott Boynton, NRR
Giovanna Longo Megs Hepler

,

Stan Wentz ;

Y h W -

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

Division of Reactor Projects - I/II |

Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation i
cc: See next page

Hr n, NRR bMM '

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 Reoister 28058,6/28/78.
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Three Mile Island Nuclear Station,
Unit No. I

1

cc:

Michael Ross Michele G. Evans
OLM Director, TMI Division Senior Resident Inspector (THI-1)
GPU Nuclear Corporation U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Post Office Box 480 Post Office Box 311
Middletown, Pennsylvania 17057 Middletown, Pennsylvania 17057

Michael Laggart Regional Administrator, Region I |
Manager, Licensing U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission ;

'

GPU Nuclear Corporation 475 Allendale Road
100 Interpace Parkway King of Prussia, Pennsylvania 19406
Parsippany, New Jersey 07054 .

-

Robert B. Borsum i

#

Jack S. Wetmore B&W Nuclear Technologies
TMI Licensing Manager Suite 525
GPU Nuclear Corporation 1700 Rockville Pike
Post Office Box 480 Rockville, Maryland 20852
Middletown, Pennsylvania 17057

Ernest L. Blake, Jr., Esquire William Dornsife, Acting Director
Shaw, Pittman, Potts & Trowbridge Bureau of Radiation Protection
2300 N Street, NW. Pennsylvania Department of

| Washington, DC 20037 Environmental Resources
| Post Office Box 2063
l Chairman Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17120

Board of County Commissioners
of Dauphin County T. Gary Broughton, Vice President I

'

Dauphin County Courthouse and Director - TMI
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17120 GPU Nuclear Corporation

Post Office Box 480 |

Chairman Middletown, Pennsylvania 17057
Board of Supervisors
of Londonderry Township Robert Gary

.

R.D. #1, Geyers Church Road 2211 Washington Avenue (#301) !
Middletown, Pennsylvania 17057 Silver Spring, MD 20910

.

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

,

Comments at NRC Public Heating, 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 i
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-

1

impossible. In an emergency, there is no time to extend the~EPZ. 1
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 'i
short. The reason that PEMA has enough buses is because they are :

'dealing with the toy problem of the EPZ which only includes 10% ofa

Harrisburg. If we agree that emergency preparedness means making -s

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.<

,

)
'

_ _ _ _ ___ -__ _ __ _ _
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If there's serious radiation within the EPZ, Harrisburg will
evacuate. The issue is whether PEMA, or the Military will be
there with a plan, with trucks, with tents, with kitchens, first
aid stations and field commanders. In California, after the
recent earthquake, 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 i

!military response. Without a plan people will have to evacuate
without the assistance of the military, and they will do so, as
best they can, as they did in 1979.

The delay in evacuating people in 1979, caused 50 deaths in
the exposed population according to the testimony of this Senior
Researcher in the U.S. Congress 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 tables 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 PEKA's idea
j 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 EKA have been
solidified in light of events as they unfold." In other words,
PEKA will administer the emergency response on a 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 to be mistakes.

|

|

_ _ - - _ - _ - _ _ _ _ _ - _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ - _ _ _ - - _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . . _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - . _ - _ _ _ . --.
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Now as we turn to the second main topic, the use of military
trucks, we can stay in that same paragraph 1c 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 techniques that would
permit one person to help another in this evolution. Similarly,
if 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 (lc), 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.

2

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 public 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 Schumaker, 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 is headed up by the Lieutenant Governor of
the State who has been personally aware of PICA's concerns since
October of 1992. >
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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 secon4 but before turning away from
Mr. LaFleur's letter there's a point that needs to be addressed.
In paragraph Sc the suggestion is made that, "Harrisburg believes
that they could handle their population if there was a widespread
evacuation." This is totally false. It would take a five minute
call to 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-cooperation of FEMA and the
NRC in extending the EPZ, Harrisburg has identified sufficient
resources to accomplish an evacuation but Harrisburg's plan is
not officially recognized by the County or the State or the
Federal Government.

Under these circumstances it 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.

|

.-__-_-_-___-_____ - -_ - -__ ______-.____.-_ -. --__-__-_ _
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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. khen its time to declare an official evacuation of
Harrisbucg, you wil' have something to work with, you won't be
making it up n 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 could 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 additiond
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 ids 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
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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 unti_1 they
are full and then go to a tent city somewhere beyond the plume.
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 tru n 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.

|
t

!

!
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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 .j
is structurally and politically unprepared to take any step that i
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 dealt with by federal mandate. J

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 i

of safety funding or a broader federalization'of nuclear
regulation in Pennsylvania. Shifting the time burden would cause t

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 19, ;

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 tb perform its role as a guarantor of .;

public safety.

,

I
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OFFICE OF THE MAYOR '

:i
REVEREND DR. MARTIN LUTiiER KING, JR.

,

. CTIY GOVERNMENT CENTER - !

HARRISBURG, PENNSYLVANIA 17101 1678 ;
snTHEN R. REED :

June 24,1992m oa.
,i
i

,

Mr. Robert Gary, Esquim !
'

PO Box 1837
Harrisburg, PA 17106-1637 .

Dear Mr. Gary:
:

This is to acknowledge your three items of recent correspannt==am.- As.you_ >

now know, I have fauowed-up on ery offer to neednate you to the Governor's '~
Offies for appointment as a non-voting meenbar d ths. Pennsylvania Bunorgency
Managessent Counsel. I am hopeful that the Governor would see fit to fossemHy -

make your appointment as I believe you would bring an M61. perspective.
and objective analysis to the affabis of the Pennsylvania Emmergency Management
Agency. |,

'
We appreciate your having provided the three copies'af your treatise on

cost-effective ways to comply with the new Clean Air Act. I have' given these :
copies to our three amniar city som- 1 ndPlalaim with direct respannihnity -!
for the operation of our weste-te wg feallities. Since your writings ,

anar-p=== the very latest in technological hformation, this is timely and useful :
data for our use. ,

Your comments regnasting the Dauphin County Emergency Management Plan 1

are won taken, particularly annaarting the point that the innginary ten-ndio |y
redina Hus, passing through the southern partica of the City of Barrisburg, a

would hardly save the'evaan=*in= cf atty residents and busin===== in partions' of ,

the city north of this radius.- This' issue has been purened seveeml tisses with 1

the Federal and Pennsylvania Emergency Menegament Agencias and more specific ..
.

any, with the. Nuclear Regulatory hamin=. The NRC position is that the .i
ten-mDe radius is sufPlatant and that for essergency management pisaning i
purposes, no plan is legsuy required to enhuman.en eveaustion process ce plan 1
involving residents outalde of the ten-mDe indius of .Three Mlle Island.- )i
obviornly, any announcement for the ev=anatin= cf atty.nesidents in tho' !
southern part of Harrisburg would trigger en inevitable and inmediate :

spontaneous evacuatica of residenta in nearby neighborhoods.:tL@t the. .

city, as wou as in neighborhoods of other an===nniti== dissected try the radius q
Ham.- We are quite aware that the public transportation systeun and evacuation - '-

routes would be used by persons in addition to the resddeuts of the affected'

ten-adle theit area. Our own pisaning has included this contingency even ;

thn==h we have been advised that such is not nacaseary and is essentially |
um1moognized as a urt of Harrisburg's plan. .It is clear to us that no formal i

effort, plan or expenditure, including the asemenbly of sufPin4=nt av=i1=hla !

.i

+

4 .
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Mr. Robert Gary, Esquire
June 24,1992
Page Two -

resources, wul occur for any evacuation activities beyond the ten-mus radius
area of TMI unimma and untu the NRC adjusts their evacuation boundary to a
radius bonnday beyond tan adles.

As for your suggestion that the rauway system be utilined for mass evacua-
tion.out of the City, this suggestion has not only been an==id-ed but is
included in mams of our own contingency plans. The '==1*y that arises is '
that run trafBc is an entirely translant enterprise and there is no certainty as
to.what number of passenger cars adght be av=hble at any given.thms an any.
given day. Nothing short of a 'gubernatarini declaration or amargency would
anow the marshauing of resources from AMTRAK ar other rau providers suffi-
cient to move their cars to.Harrisburg for evacuation use. This is beyond the -
authority of the City of Harrisburg even during a declared emergency.-

Your obvious interest in the matter of emergency management is' very much'
appreciated. I am hopeful that the Governor w!B see fit to make your appoint-
ment to the Pennsylvania Emergency Management Counsel which is where your
good ideas and effectivanaam will undoubtedly do the most good for the general
public, including this city.

We wish you continued success in your good work.-

With warmest personal regards, I am

Yours minaansly,

Stephen R. Reed
Mayor

SRR:kb ~
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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

July 20,1992

-|
Mr. Robert Gary
Pennsylvania Institute for Clean Air
P. O. Box 1637
Harrisburg, PA 17106-1637

!

Dear Mr. Gary:
I

This is to acknawledge' and thank you for your correspanelanr= reonived
on July 17, 1992 which m=analed that the City of Harrisburg sanka direct
arrangemeents with various Federal udlitary installations in the area for the use
of their trucks and other tr===pa-tation v=hicaan as a part af our long-range

L
evacuation planning. The City of Harrisburg has no objection to doing'so and,

I. if the --- = t--g amaavs of these various facDities are ao willing, this would
<w=mintavehty mahanam and expand the avannwnity of transportation resources for! 4

our use in the event of any unass evacuation of this ' city.-

Therefore, the City of Harrisburg*s Emmergency Managemeent Director is
being instructed to make_ contact with the commmanding nelamm of the Defense
Distribution-Depots in New Cumberland and umah==inahng to elicit their
approval of our use of trucks _ and other transportation v=hiala= in the event of .
a declared' state cf sumergency that would naa===ftste a mass avacuation for
which sumadavit other resources wouki mot be i==arle=*aly av=n=hna.

Of course, if we add such vahician to our Emmergency Management Plan,
such an addition must be approved by the county and stata_ emergency
ammagemaant ag=maE==. Rinan they have not sande arrangemusats for these
vahlenas for their separate.use, I do not believe that they beve a basis for
rejection.

It is our hope that the Federal installations 'wS1.be receptive to our
i request.

'

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

_ _ _ _ _ _
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~ Mr. : Robert Gary
July 20,' 1992
Page Two . ,

,

:

-- With warsnest personal regards, I am

Yours sincerely,

S
-

.;

-SRR:kw
:
:

cc: Donald H. Konkle ;
-:
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OFFICE OF THE MAYOR 3

REVEREND DR. MARTIN LUTHER KING, JR.
CITY GOVERNMENT CENTER ,

HARRISBURG, PENNSYLVANIA 17101 1678 ,

mFHEN R. REED
myon Septasiber 23, 1992 q

+

Mr. Robert Gary |
Pennsylvania Institute for Clean Air '

PO Bar 1637-
Harrisburg, PA 17105-1637 ;

:

Dear Mr. Gary: ,

!

This is to meknnwiedge and thank you for your correspondence, ;

received several weeks agog which included a copy of the response to
you fmn the Nuclear Regulatory Mania =. .

As you know fromi earlier correspandanan froma this nNhm, the
~

'

City of Harrisburg agrees that there are a nuamber of dariniansdam in
Dauphin County's Radiologiant Emergency Response Plan relative' to-
several of the itamms which you have raised with 'dne NRC. You have

_

additionaDy and accurately pointed'out inferimation contained in the |
Dauphin County Plan that is-no longer valid ce needs to be updated. '

Clearly, und-r Federal rules, the IhnpMn County Plan needs to be
laspmved, par +4cnhW in the area of identifying currently avuushis

.

'transportation resources. We ' support your view that udittery v=Mehm, -
of which there are plenty.in the i====dinte tlashburg arum, be 'a part

:of the Denphin County Plan. - We know that to: secure such v= Man == it
. !would be nocommary for the Dauphin County Emergency Management

Agency to request their use through the Pamusyle da Bmergency s

Manag===nnt Agency. ~ Nonetha>==, they =hanM be listed es.an avannhl.

]1. source.

'I have little doubt that the NRC wiR not grant.your request to ,

order Ttuwe MDe Imhnd to cease ,the generation of electriosi power
untR the DenpMn County Radiologion1 Reargency Responso Plan is '
updated... It is our hope and expectation, though, that the NRC wlR 1
direct the state and county.to umake'the corrections and additions
without delay.

.I suspect that somme bureaucrats wiu Mkaty not apprecista the
.

rather det=Had nature of your review of such amatters.. Nonethah==,-

we certainly know fremt past experience that if a radiciogion1

-
>

: t

h

i

.

- _ - _ _ _ _ , - _ _ - . . .- . .. _ .
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Mr. Robert Gary 1

September 23, 1992
Page 1wo

;

emergency actually occurred, there wD1 be 'no tiene.svaDahle to redo $
or add to existing plans. You am correct in your belief that the |
Dauphin County Plan should be such that the county and the municipal ,

entities are paised' to act without delay in.the event of a radiciogical ,

emergency.
t

With warmest personal agards, I am

Yours : -- Jy, '

Stephen R. Reed
Mayor

SRR:kb

cc: Chief Donald H. Konkle
.
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OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
REVEREND DR. MARTIN LUTHER KING, JR.

C11Y GOVERNMENT CENTER-
HARRISBURG, PENNSYLVANIA 17101 1678

'

STEPHEN R. AEED December 28, 1992MAYOm

Mr. Robert Gary, Esquin
clo Jerry Caplan .
705 Woodside Parkway
Silver Spring, MD 20910

Dear Mr. Gary:

This is to acknowledge and thank you for your recent correspondence.

The requested letter of endorsement and support is andanad.. With the
original, I have included ten photocopies, all for your use in any nuann== that
may advance your eNort to secure. Federal anynoyneent. Your pursuit of a .
position at the Enviran=antal Protecdon Agency is'ane which cRers prospec-
tively the best use of your annandamble talents and skins. If such employment - .i

does not na== to fruition, you may also want to an==ld== the Federal Baergency )
Management Agency, a Federal agency in nood of some serious kn====danning.- ;j

You would be the man for_ the job, I feel. ;'

The latest %g =- 7 you have had from the= United States Govaramentt ;"

mlative to arranging for the use of udlitary vahida= in the event of a mass |
evacuation in Dauphin County has been fuBy noted.. Dauptdn County's Emergency H

|Management Plan was not caly darinnant, in that it did not have updated _

transportation data and plans in place,. but did- not recognise nor include ths' ;

use of udtitary vahid==. With the plethora af udittery ins *=n=*iana in 'this ; ;

ama and the rather substantial vehicular flest. owned and operated by_ such~ |

facDities, their avan hnity would obviously be crition1 to the mass movemnant .)
of thon===da of persons in the event of a significant radiological ce other
event.

,1

Harrisburg Fire Cidsf Donald H. KanMa, who is also the city's Baergency
!Management Director, is being instructed to write to each of the an==anding '

nerla==s. of the several udtttery ins *=n=*ians in this area to make direct
arrangements and commmitaments for the use of such v=hidam, at least by the ;
city of Harrisburg,; an' a part of the etty's Emergency Management Plan. L If ' .-
Dauphin Cousty secums the same commmitmenta fress the same adtitary facDities,
than'any actual use by us of these v=hid== would.have to be enordinated ~and
directed thmugh the Dauptdn County Emergency Manag===nt Of5ce. Once _ such -
arrangnaments are in place, a asajoe 'a-immian in the county's t _-,, y Management |
Plan wH1 have been rectified, all as a dimet asult of your review and eNort..

-

_ _ _ . -- ______________ ___ _ _ -__ -
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Mr. Robert Gary,' Esquire '

December . 28,1992 |
Page Two !

l

. !

We wish you continued sunna== in all of youp professional and other
pursuits.

!

. With warmest personal regards, I am
:

Yours minnswely, - !

'

4 '

Stephen R. Reed
- Mayor. !

:t
>

.y

.;

SRR:kb i

cc: Chief Donald H. Konkla ;
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OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
REVEREND DR. MARTIN LUTHER KING, JR.

CITY COVERNMENT CENTER
HARRISBURG, PENNSYLVANIA 17101 1678 I

STEPHEN R. REED
uwon February 8, 1993

:

Robert 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, 1M 3, which included the various >

'

items related to the Emergency Management Plan for Dauphin County
and TMI's response to the same.

As' earlier expressed, the City of Harrisburg remains of the
strong view that the Dauphin County Emergency Management Plan
must 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 Canter, 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
so 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, Esq.
*

February 8, 1993
Page 2

area where senior city officials 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 require emplacement of resources for evacuation
activity beyond the 10-mile radius. For Harrisburg, therefore,
we would expect to mobilize resources sufficient to evacuato 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 about significant damage to the plant
and risk to the public. This is 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.

With warmest regards, I am

Yo sincerel ,
jr 1

St en R Reed
Mayor

cc: Chief Donald H. Konkle

!

i

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ___
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Office of the Mayor
The City of Harrisburg

City Government Center
Harrisbuq;, PA 17101-1678

Stephen R. Reed
Mayor

January 19, 1994 .

.

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 1

'

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 Comminnion should be requestad..to address these issues-by . ... . . -.

- .::-~ conducting its.own independent de novo-investigation. .. -. " r- n . T cu et r--

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, I am

'You sincerely,

Stephen R. Reed
Mayor

SRR/psr-j
g: Mr. Robert Gary
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Office of the Mayor; :
1

The City of Harrisburg j
City Government Center

Harrisburg, PA 17101-1678 g

Stephen R. Reed
Mayor ;

January 19, 1994 3

i

i

Mr. Robert Gary
Senior Researcher for PICA i

Pennsylvania Institute for Clean Air ;

2211 Washington Avenue'(No. 301)
Silver Spring, MD ~ 20910 !

i
,

Dear Mr. Gary:

This is to acknowledge and thank you for your correspondence, which
was. received on January 10, 1994. Under separate cover, the City of - 'j
Harrisburg has requested United States Senator Harris Wofford to ask the f

United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission to conduct its own independent de ;

novo investigation of the matters contained in the. earlier submitted petition to j
-

FEMA.

I am advised that these matters, specific to the area around Three Mile ;
'

Island,. are insufficient to trigger a Congressional investigation by the. Senate
Committee on Environment and Public Works. If, however, the result of an
NRC investigation would indicate that emereacy management pinnning in many
or most of the regions.where nuclear power plants are located is currently i

d'eficient, or if it -cant be proven that the.NRC's attention to such. matters is -
&

J< ,

deficient, then I think there is a stronger case to be made for such a -

Congressional investigation.

Should I receive any direct response from the Senator or others on this :
matter, I will send you a copy. -|

With warmest regards, I am j' '

!

, since y, ;

I I
;

i'
n .R

. / .. .
Mayor- - ;

|
'' ~ ^~

SER/psr-j -
- - - -
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Mr. Robert Gary
PO Box 1637
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17105

Dear Mr. Gary: ;

!

iThank you for providing me with suggestions for better cooperation
between civilian and military sectors in preparedness issues. I'am more

than happy to pass this idea on to the Secretary of Defense on your behalf. .

!
1Please continue to stay in touch on this or any other matter of mutual-

|.
interest before the federal government. It was good to hear from you.

|

l Very truly yours, ;

A-$ ,.

i
GEORGE W. GEKAS

! Member of Congress |
|

GWG:gj

_ _ _ _ _ - _ _
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COMMONWE ALTH OF PE NNSYLVANia

LIEUTENANT GOVERNOR'S OFFICE
MA R RIS B URG 17420-0002

MARKS SINGEL 7 7 787-3300

LIEUTEN ANT GovE# Nom

October 22, 1992

Mr. Robert Gary

i Senior Research
| The Pennsylvania Institute for Clean Air
! P. O. Box 1637

Harrisburg, PA 17105-1637

j Dear Mr. Gary:
1

I have received your recent letter and a copy of the material you sent i

to Senator John Shumaker concerning our radiologic preparedness in Pennsylvania
and our collection and distribution of Act 147 funds.

As always, I appreciate your viewpoints.
i

Sincerely, j

I

|

|
MARK S. SINGEL i

| Lieutenant Governor !
!

|

MSS /jeb I

cc: Joseph L. LaFleur |

!

_ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ - -
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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 question of whether section
502 {c) of the Radiation Protection Act means adequate for
radiological protection, or simply adetaate to meet the federal
requirements 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 look 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.
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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 rising 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 preparedneas).

December 16, 1993 Mr. Dennis Kwjatkowski 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 plans 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 issre. 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 g'o. According to FEMA this
constitutes " reasonable steps.' 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.

|

-. -_ _ ___ __ _ __ _ _ _ _
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9 PENNSYLVANIA EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY

.

-

P.O. BOK 3321
HARMSSURG, PENNSYLVAleA mE3321 , , ,

DATE : August 2, 1990'
.

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

.

TO The Honorable Robert P. Casey -

Governor

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

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

Honorable Robert C. Jubelirer '
President Pro Tempore ft Se-

\ |

FROM : Joseph L. LaF /
Director

.

This report, covering 1989-90 activity and 1990-91 proposals, is
submitted in accordance with Section 503. 'c) of the Radiation Protection
Act 147-1984. 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-RFBralt (Tel: 3-8150)

Enclosure i
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Adequacy of Fees

Section 502(c) 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 unmet needsof their risk municipalities, school districts and volunteer agencies.
Upon investigation, the Agency did not receive data to support thesepositions.

No such requests or documents were received in the past year.
Federal exercise reports have not identified any major deficiencies which

'

cannot be remedied with the funds available as known at this time.
;

>;

an improved radiological training program over the next decade.The new federal plans on high 3evel vasta shipment will require,

These
matters are being studied carefully. If and when changes are justified,appropriate proposals will be offered.

As previously reported, federal requirements related to potential-
high level vaste 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 are unw,illing to allocatefunds in advance.

The aforementioned balance continues to exist primarilyfor these reasons. Therefore, the Agency is drafting proposed rules and
regulations to afford greater flexibility in this regard and to facilitate
developasnt of the required capability for the significantly increasingshipments anticipated later this decade.

.

I
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PENNSYLVANIA EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY .

P 4. 90X 3321
MARMSSURG PENNEYLVANLA 17106 3321

i
.

DATE : August 26, 1991

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

To : The Honorable Robert P. Casey
Governor -

The Honorable Mark S. Singel
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 Pro Tempore of the Senate

.

FROM : Joseph L. LaFlo r
Director 9 g., /t C (( '-.

This report, covering 1990h91 activity and 1991-92 proposals, is-

submitted in accordance with section 503. (c) of the Raditt. ion Protection
Act 1984-147. The regurations 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/RFB/vbd Tel: (717) 783-8190

Enclosure
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.)operational PEMARS capability for county EMA staff in work / field use
vehicles, and emergency power-capabilities at risk municipality emergency- |
operations centers.

Adequacy of Fees

section 502(c) 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- 7--
sufficient funds under the current fee assessments to cover the unset needs ' '''

+ .

of their risk . municipalities, school districts and volunteer' agencies.
Although Federal exercise reports have. not identified any ' ' major j
deficiencies which cannot be remedied with the funds available as known at !

this time, some other operational concerns exist.. 1

;

As in nearly every sector of .the American economy, the cost of '!

''doing business for-Pennsylvania counties, municipalities, school districts
and emergency support volunteer organizations has increased. Since
inception _ of the Radiation' Emergency Response Fund 'in 1984, costs have t

risen for the original regulatory requirements,. plus new requirements such
as radiological training for hospitals and ambulance crews.. The consumer -

Price Index has increased 26.8% since 1984, and during . that - time the - ;

utilities operating nuclear power facilities have obtained 21 increases in ~ |
residential electricity . rates. There has been no increase in Act 147 i
funding. '!

Based on the above, the - Agency is considering forwarding a 1.

recommendation that the amount of funds available for some countias 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 i

Response Fund fee levels require adjustment and reorientation.-
,
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Mark Goodwin, Esq. 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 busses being the extent of the shortfall are technically
accurate. But does this make sense? If the 10 mile circle nicks a
major metropolitan 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 THI 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?

!.

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ -
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Ltr to Mark Goodwin, Esq. dtd. June 17, 1992, Page 2. |
!

Another point on a slightly different topic is also of interest. I

The March 1992 Budget and Finance Committee Performance Audit of I

PEMA states that Dauphin County is supposed to have 40
radiological response teams but only has 13, and it is supposed
to have 132 radiological monitors but only has 35. Now these
deficiencies 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 you 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 looks 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 above? If so, when can I come in? ,

1

As always, I appreciate your cooperation.

Sincerely,

h/
Robert Gary, Esq.

,

b
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Mark Goodwin, Esq. June 29, 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, here are some additional questions.
Let's assume that through sound argument, words fitly spoken, and
sweet reason, I succeed in having all of center city Harrisburg
included in the Dauphin County evacuation plan. Or that PEMA, for
other 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.

Under these circumstances, the issue for the evacuation of
Harrisburg, would come down to staging areas and transportation
vehicles. Now, let us assume that it is determined that the
school bus plan is unsatisfactory because:

(a) There aren't enough busses to evacuation the
population that must be planned for.

(b) The busses that do exist are not all stored
centrally overnight. Many of them are taken home by their
drivers. For these busses to report.to their designated staging
areas in an emergency would be impracticable in many cases
because they would be moving countercurrent down streets loaded
with traffic moving the other way.

(c) Relying on a single mode of transport for people
without their own transport is not sound emergency planning.
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Ltr. to Mark Goodwin, Esq. dtd. 29 June 92, Page 2. j

(d) In the fourteen years that PEMA has been tasked
with the responsibility of doing so, it has made virtually no
advance arrangements with other sources of busses (such as CAT) !

|or with other 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
followina staaina 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 Caoitol City Airoort, 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 Enola Freicht 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 Hershev 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 1

'

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 question in this letter contains requests for
information and a request to examine documents. I understand from
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 (c). 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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Ltr. to Mark Goodwin, dtd. 29 June 1992, Page 3.

per year from the nuclear industry which is to pay for the
radiation emergency response program in 33 counties. This
$500,000 is for the training and equipping of state and local
emergency response personnel, including procurement of
specialized supplies and equipment. The program shall include but
not be' limited to those things mentioned above. I would like to

'

see copies of all representations made to the Governor or to the
General Assembly by PEMA that are germane to the analysis of the
adequacy of the fees established pursuant to section 402 (c). I
would like to know if the current administration at PENA 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,

N
Robert Gary,Esq.

.

1 1

|
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BOX 3321
HARRISBURG. PENNSYLVANIA 17105-3321

,

August 28. 1992

i

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 S. Singel ;
Lieutenant 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 Pro Tempore of the Senate

FROM Joseph L. L leu
Director <

This report, covering 19.91-92 activity and,1992-93 proposals, is
sutanitted 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/csG/cs (Tel 717-787-1410)
,

Enclosure

.
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and one of the most highly identified areas of continuing conestrn byfederal evaluators. The Council continued the requirement that each year's
grant proposal provide for appropriate and locally relevant training,
including projected -costs of participation in drills and exercises
described in enough detail to convey to the Emergency Management Council a
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 wecontinue to move our Act 147 program emphasis from acquisition of goods to
. -training of volunteers, staff and responders, it is important that all

county coordinators fulfill their overall responsibility for such programs.
Even in counties where the utility or its consultants perform the majority

-

of the training tasks, county coordinators are nevertheless responsible to
monitor and ensure that needs and standards are met.
Adequacy of Fees

Section 502(c) of the Radiation Protection Act requires that thisAgency 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
state that they are not ~ receiving sufficient funds under the current fee
assessments to cover the unmet needs of.their risk municipalities, schooldistricts 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 concerneexist which require fiscal address. -

The increased costs of training, maintenance and services for
Pennsylvania counties, municipalities, school districts and emergency
support volunteer organizations reflects other sectors of the American ,

economy.
Since inception of the Radiation Emergency 7tesponse Fund in 1984,costs have risen for the original regulatory requirements, plus new

requirements such as radiological training for hospitals and ambulancecrews.
The consumer Price Index has increased 34.9% since 1984, and duringthat time the four utilities operating nuclear power facilities have

obtained '12 base rate increases in residential electricity base rates.
There has been no corresponding increase in Act 147 funding.

.

To maintain some semblance of pace with the cost of doing
business and supporting the population at risk, the Agency is considering
forwarding a recommendation that a review of the Act 147 nuclear levy per

..

,

power plant be initiated. Pennsylvania utilities have indicated' a '

willingness to participate in a review of the levy. '

Analysis of Federal requirements related to current and potential
.

'#high level waste shipments plus the increased emphasis of the Hazardous ,
,

Materials Uniform Transportation safety Act have resulted in a
:

determination that Radiation Transportation Emergency Response Fund fee ~

levels also require adjustment and reorientation. The Agency substitted
-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. ;

!
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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 bustes and much more reliably. It
makes no difference to PICA whether it is the Army National Guard
(PAARNG) or any other part of the uilitary. 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.

1
.
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A certificate from Admiral Bobby Inman would be appropriate
evidence to indicate that DOD 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
how 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.

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."
PICA knots 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 in
how things are done. PEMA says "No! no changes." FEMA says "O.k.

just make sure the plan accurately states PAARNG's role" -- which
is 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 might
know. NRC should take up the issue before making a final ruling
on PICA's 2.206 Petition.

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

Page 10 Comment 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 TNI 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.

2

|
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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 equivalent
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? Who 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

i
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 i
says 10 miles is the way we do things here. The discussion is 1

childish. There's no dialogue, no real responsiveness.

3
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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
kinds of very official people from the federal government are, it ;

would not surprise anybody if you could get him to see things j
your way. PICA doesn't know that he does or that he doesn't. PICA 1

knows 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 chines in with,
"Yes, that's the way they do things there."

PICA feels that if NRC lets them do things that way there,
it 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 not 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

i once every six years. Now that the permission is out of the bag
L 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 to
PEMA -- PEMA1 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

4
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the governnent backslides on its promises then the People
withdraw their consent based on those promises. If you are not i

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 i

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 satisficd 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 Request 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 z."
How could FEMA be ready to do such an investigation when it

had to handle a major flood in the midwsst? How could Mr. LaFleur
do such an investigation when he says in point 6b of his letter. 1

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 who ;

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

5 ,
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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, j
'

'

a,=_
* -

s

Robert Gary '

Senior Researcher
for PICA
The Pennsylvania Institute
for Clean Air

-|

,
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-) -. j .,j NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
* * WASHINGTON, D.C. 2056f4001

'

' ' ' . . . . . * January.4,_1994

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 1

decision' by the Director, Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation, in response to
your Petition. I expect this decision will be made and our response prepared ,

and issued within the next several weeks.
'

Si erely,

&.,
,

Ronald W. Hernan, Senior Project Manager .

'

Project Directorate I-4
Division of Reactor Projects I/II !

Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation-
,

v

Enclosure:
As stated

.i

!cc: See next page
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~ Mr. Robert Gary -

cc w/ enclosure: ,

Michael Ross Michele G. Evans
0&M Director, THI-l Senior Resident Inspector (TMI-1)
GPU Nuclear Corporation U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Post Office Box 480 Post Offica Box 311-
Middletown, Pennsylvania 17057 Middletown, Pennsylvania 17057

Michael Laggart Regional Administrator, Region I
Manager, Licensing U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
GPU Nuclear Corporation 475 Allendale Road .
100 Interpace Parkway King of Prussia, Pennsylvania 19406
Parsippany, New Jersey 07054

Robert B. Borsum I
'

Adam Miller B&W Nuclear Technologies
Acting TMI Licensing Manager Suite 525
GPU Nuclear Corporation 1700 Rockville Pike
Post Office Box 480 Rockville, Maryland 20852
Middletown, Pennsylvania 17057

Ernest L. Blake, Jr., Esquire William Dornsife, Acting Director
Shaw, Pittman, Potts & Trowbridge Bureau of Radiation Protection
2300 N Street, NW. Pennsylvania Department of
Washington, DC 20037 Environmental Resources

Post Office Box 2063
Chairman Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17120
Board of County Commissioners

of Dauphin County Mr. T. Gary Broughton, Vice President
Dauphin County Courthouse and Director - THI-l
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17120 GPU Nuclear Corporation

Post Office Box 480
Chairman Middletown, Pennsylvania 17057
Board of Supervisors
of Londonderry Township

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

Mr. Joseph LaFluer, Director
Pennsylvania Emergency Management Agency
Transportation & Safety Building, Rm. B151

| Post Office Box 3321
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17105-3321

..

|
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kn Federal Emergency Management Agency
.

$ %q ! Washington, D.C. 20472

DEC 1 6 1993

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: *

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

2. The Dauphin County RERP lists out-of-data names and j
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.

Maior Areas of Concern
,

Summarized below for each of the three major areas of concern is
i

(1) PEMA's response to each concern as delineated in its letter ~

dated July 12, 1993, from Mr. Joseph L. LaFleur, Director, PEMA,
to Mr. Robert J. Adancik, Chief, Natural and Technological
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.

O d h t h/~ A 9 V I;;a> wv"
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1. The Dauphin' County-BOC failed to maintain letters of intent |
for the. county's transportation providers. ]

!

PEMA's ResDonse: _PEMA has begun to place more emphasis on i
such documentation and to obtain letters of intent, in the !
form of Statements of Understanding (SOU), from its resource :

providers.- PENA's letter dated July 12, 1993,. states that:- '!
~

"The letters of intent are valid commitments of that intent, I_

although they areinot, nor do they purport to bellegal or 1
legally enforceable documents which provide a guarantee of- 1

resources. With or without the letters of agreement, the
resources will be available as previously. demonstrated in- i

numerous emergencies and exercises throughout'the. state."

FEMA's Analysis: PENA has provided' FEMA with SOUs datedI !

September 1992.and October.1992 between Dauphin County and |
the three bus transportation providers. FEMA's review of |1

these SOUs-indicates that they meet the requirement of .i
demonstrating the providers' intent ~to respond to |

| emergencies. However, some refinement of these'SOUs will be '

| necessary for them to fully satisfy the recossendations ;
outlined in the FEMA-Office.of General-Counsel's April 30, ;

1993, memorandum entitled "Iagal Opinion on Intters of ~j
Agreement."

and guidance' based on the FEMA General Counsel's-
'

.!FEMA is currently in the process of developingLnew policies
!

recommendations regarding the$ required content of letters of i

agreement, SOUs, etc. Subsequent to: the issuance of the new -
1

:

policies and guidance, it will be transmitted to the FEMA
Regions for coordination with and implementation by the 1

States. The adequacy of~all individual State and local
.

!
, governments' letters of agreement,-SOUs,.etc. would then be |
p evaluated by FEMA to determine their, compliance with the: |

updated policy and guidance relativa to_the' content-of these ir

documents. Under the General Counsel's-current :

recommendations, future letters of agreement, SOUs,;etc. at- ]
-all' commercial nuclear power. plant sites across the Nation

' j
.||' would generally-need to: . . '

o State that the transportation provids.r will make'the |
4

' vehicles, with drivers, available;for drills'- :

exercises, and radiological onergencies.
'

i

i

Specify.that driver's will be provided with appropriate l
~

o
emergency response training. _ .j

IE
.. ,

o contain-information on-the location of the i
transportation resources and 24-hour points of contact- |
for' notification and mobilization.

'

i

1
|

d
;

|
f

$

i
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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 also identified some
language which needs clarification. These discrepancies and
areas needing clarification are as follows:

o The names of the bus companies ' 7wn on the SOUs do not
correspond to the bus compani 'ed on page E-9-5 of.

the February 1993 Dauphin Count. .an. For example,
capitol Trailways, one of the bus companies named in j
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 'Us so that
the bus company names shown in the plan 'onsistent
with those shown on the SOUs.i

I 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 Letter of Certification that the '

t existing emergency response plans and Standard
} Operating Procedures (SOP), including T 3, are current'

and reflect any plan revisions requiret s correct j
plan-related issues and inadequacies identified by PEMA
at REP exercises and drills. FEMA will review the
updated plans and SOPS, including SOUs, as soon as they
are received to ensure that the above mentioned changes
have been made and that they are consistent.

j

|The SOUs do not indicate the average capacity of theo i

buses which would be made available to the county.
PEMA states that the SOUs will be changed to reflect |

I

! the average capacity of the buses at the time of the !
! SOU's annual update in 1993. FEMA will review the
.

updated SOUs to verify this information. !
i

The SOUs state that " transportation resources |
o

identified" will be updated annually under separate i
cover. This statement raises two basic iscues that
PEMA vill 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,

j 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,

f 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 unset'
needs, if any, for transportation resources. If
that is the case, then.the term " transportation j

resources identified".should be changed to i
" transportation resources available."' ;

;

(b) Second, it is not clear what.is meant'by the !
statement that " transportation resources j
identified" will'be. updated annually under '].

separate cover. The method:for updating this ;

information needs to be clarified by'PEMA. 1

Regardless of how-the information-is updated, the !
information reflected in,the plan:should always;be j

consistent with what is shown-in the SOUs. '|
!

FEMA will continue to work with PEMA to (a)' refine the SOUs |!
in keeping with the recommendations of FEMA's Office of 1

General Counsel and any futura policies and guidance-and,
.

l

+

(b) ensure, through the' annual plan review and update of'the
SOUs, that the infornation presented in.the SOUs'is clear .;

and. consistent with that. reflected.in the, current Dauphin 1

County plan. :
i

2. The Dauphin county RERP lists out-of-dats names and !
telephone numbers for the bus' providers and lacks !
after-hours. telephone numbers for those^ providers. '

l
PEMA's Response: PEMA'has revised the Dauphin County RERP as. j
of February.1993.- PEMA updated the contact names and: ;

telephone numbers for bus providers. Since; telephone
.

numbers are not needed or intended'to be shownJin the county .!
1plan, PEMA moved this information to the SOPS'for the t

applicable county staff persons. ~|
-

:

FEMA's Analysis: Prior to.the May 19, 1993,! Three Mile- -- I
Island exercise, FEMA Region III telephoned the three bus i
providers-listed for Dauphin County and-. verified the contact l

names and telephone numbers, including off-hours numbers. j
Region.III subsequentlyLreviewed this information in.the 't

L SOPS.and; verified its accuracy. In:, addition,:during the May-
j!

,

L 1993 exercise, the Dauphin County transportation staff
.

.iL members were observed-making: actual telephone callsito the

L-" three bus companies--Capitol Trailways,;Schlegel,. and 1
Capitol Area Transit. . The' staff' ascertained the: number of- i
buses available from these: companies: and notified the q
municipalities that their unset needs would,be net.
According to the plan,'56 buses would be needed to fill the
municipalities' unset needs,Jin addition to the 96 buseso ,

b already available.from county. resources. PEMA was apprised. .i

of the county's unset need of 56 buses'and supplied j

(simulated) 56 buses fron State resources--the ;

D. R. Fisher, Rohrer, and Manson bus companies. :(
>

L

. _. ___ _
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FEMA will continue to. check the accuracy of this information !
during its. annual review of the Dauphin County plan, SOPS, .1

and SOUs'and during the Three Mile Island biennial REP [
exercises. :

!
- 3. The PEMA and the Dauphin County:RERPs fail to provide'for 1

the use of military vehicles in-the event of a rs'iological |
emergency. j

PEMA's Response: Pennsylvania's emergency response plans do' l
not. rely upon. military vehicles for the initial response j
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 i
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

1

counties' acquisition'and utilization of the PAARNG j

resources in the event;of an. emergency: 1
~I

"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- 1
assemble'and be prepared to move fron,their ;

armories. Becausaithe National Guard is not a )

first response organization,;nore. definitive' a
missions are not assigned, because they.are -!
secondary support systems in case of overload'and 1
manpower support for routine activity. Their. |
specific tasks will be determined when.the units- 1

become. available - and the. needs . of .the ~ county: ENA j

have become. solidified-in light of-theLeventstas. l
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 i

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.

I

U
.4& __ _ _- - - __ _ . - , ,
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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 Sheaffar, Chairman of the' Dauphin |
County Board.of Commissioners. We further idisabused 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. TheLdepots: rely primarily on'. 'j
commercial haulers and, occasionally, U.S.' Army !

-

Reserve truck companies using flat bed trailers 1
during their annual summer t: mining. To provide a-
list ~of National-Guard equipment that.could

-

possibly be deployed in'the event of an evacuation j
at TMI'is not necessary, because these assets !
vould be: called up as needed and could include
very little or large portions of the-PAARNG
inventory, if they were appropriate which'is 1
doubtful. Such guess: work would not improve the !

plan, 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 1
and the computerized data bast maintained at the state i
identify sufficient non-military sources of emergency .r
transportation to meet'the expected evacuation 'l

transportation'needs_of Dauphin. County residents without 'I
calling upon the PAARNG. The State RERP'-and the February i
1993 Dauphin. County RERP'specify that the PAARNG may provide' !
assistance, such as emergency transportation, to the county :
in the event of a radiological. emergency'on an as-needed,-

5|!
mission basis.- However, during the May-19, 1993,-exercise',
PEMA requested the PAARNG to provide as many ambulances:as~

-possible.in. response to a plan-identified Dauphin County. 1'

iunset need'of:203. ambulances.: The PAARNG. supplied.
'(simulated) 60 ambulances.. However, sinos: PENA's concept of 4 q
operations does not rely on the PAARNG'as'a first response. :
organisation, the unset ambulance need will;be-pursued as an' -!
issue-with PENA. d

. . 1'

In view of (a) PENA's-statements that.the PAARNG is not a j
.

first response" organization, but rather a secondary _or- =!
.

contingency-oriented responder, Land that the Commonwealth- Ji
does not plan to.use_PAARNG trucks to evacuate civilians and ti
(b) the-fact that the current RERPs implyca more direct role- |for.the-PAARNG, the current ~ State and county RERPs should be
reviewed and modified, as appropriate, to more clearly

.. ',

define the exact role of'the PAARNG. PENA 1will'be requested
_|

j

.!
l

a
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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 emergencyoperations relative to the use of the PAARNG.

Additional 10 CFR 2.206 Petition duestions

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. Thiscorrespondence was forwarded to FEMA Headquarters for inclusion
in its response to Mr. Gary's 2.206 petition. In reviewing FEMARegion III and PEMA's responses to Mr. Gary's additional
concerns, FEMA Headquarters consolidated these concerns into nine
questions. 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 below each
question in the same format used above for the three major areas
of concern identified in the original 10 CFR 2.206 petition.
1. Why are we 50 school buses short in Dauphin County and what

does this mean for the affected residents?

PEMA's Resoonse: The unmet needs of the county can readily
be supplied by assets identified from providers maintained
in the computerized data bankk in the State EOC. To engagein 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
exercises.

FEMA's Analysis: 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 informationabout transportation providers is maintained in the
computerized data banks.at the State EOC and that the
procedures for meetinT the unmet county needs are part of
the State and county b7Ps. During the May 19, 1993,
biennial REP exercise, the procedures for reporting and
meeting the unmet county transportation needs were
exercised. During this ext *cise, 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

-__ --. _ - - _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ - _
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available from three bus companies maintained in the State's-
|

_

. inventory of transportation assets. ~

:

2. What are.the telephone numbers of the commanding and/or duty ;i
officers who would be called to activate the evacuation - i
trucks? Where in.the Dauphia County RERP can.this !

information be found?__ Which' military units are tasked.with
supplying vehicles:for evacuation?,'Are. designated drivers j
and companycoomaanders--Identified by name? What type'of
briefings have these personnel received?. Eave specific - j

'

trucks been designated for use in evacuating'Barrisburg or ;

other Dauphia County jurisdictions? Eave staging area ;

locations and evacuation routes for these trucks been-
delineated on Dauphin County maps? ,

a

.PEMA's ResDonse:.Since the Pennsylvania plans. rely entirely.
upon civilian vehicles for evacuation in the event of a ~ i

radiological 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 requested above.

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

update.
.

3. Mas a' mechanism baan set up to coordinate the activation and
,

use of the PAARNG with local officials? -

~

q

PEMA's Response: The information is in the PAARNG's~ SOPS'for~
!

i

all emergencies.
I

FEMA's Analysis: Two sections of the State RERP- " Department- I

of: Military Affairs (DNA)" on pages E-21 and~ E-22: and
.

-

R
Appendix 13, " Military support,"--also:contain information - i
on the use of the.PAARNG,;on an-"as needed_ basis',.":in-

.

'

,

'
radiological emergencies. _However,zinformation pertaining ;

_

to the specific mechanisms for.. requesting the PAARNG's1, )
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~failssto| clearly _ identify the ;j
circumstances triggering each: procedure. !

. . . .!
In addition.to the'. state: plan's lack of. clearly

.
j

-

differentiated procedures for' processing county requests for J

PAARNG assistance, the plan does not: indicate,.upon the' 1i

Governor's ordering..of the PAARNG to State' active duty,
.

:

whether (a) the PAARNG.is' activated for, and-battalions.are l
deployed to, all risk counties, even if they have not_' J

;

7

-
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requested PAARNG assistance, or (b) a battalion is deployed
to a risk county only after it has submitted its initial
request for PAARNG assistance. If option (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 radiological 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 requests
for PAARNG assistance, the Dauphin County plan does not
specify that the State will 9tovide a DMA representative,
describe the role of this representative, or distinguish
between the functions of the DMA representative and the
PAARNG liaison personnel.

.

The county plan should be revised to specify:

o The procedures for processing the county's initial t

request for PAARNG assistance and requests for
assistance after the PAARNG has been activated.

o 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.

,

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

PEMA's Response: The information is in the PAARNG's SOPS for' E

all emergencies. ;

FEMA's Analysis: Information concerning the missions for
which the PAARNG can be activated is also found in j

i
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, Appendix 8 of.the February 1993 Dauphin County' plan.
L 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 ]emergency response missions as a: supplement to the county's

|: resources. Most~of these missions, such as traffic control',

j emerge .:y transportation, emergency. fuel on evacuation -
routes, and emergency. clearing of roads, are|

evacuation-related, not peace-keeping missions A specific.
PAARNG battalion (3rd Battalion, 109th Infantry) and a
back-up PAARNG battalion are assigned to Dauphin Countyifor 1

[ these potential missions. )
5. What is PEMA doing to supervise the counties and to ensure

that they are in' compliance with standard procedures for
emergency readiness? .Is PEMk in violation of its founding. .I
statute (Title 35, Pennsylvania Consolidated Statutes,
section 101) which calls for PEMh' to backstop the counties
mad build two warehouses and stock them with emergency.
supplies?

PEMA's Resoonse: During an October 2, 1992,. nesting 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,L .

Director, PEMA, the-level of supervision'by PENA of the
counties and PEMA's. actions'to provide supplies and _
equipment to the counties during.energencies were discussed
with Mr. Gary, In addition, PENA's. General Counsel, in'aI

July 15, 1992, letter to Mr. Gary, responded _to Mr. Gary's!-

specific: earlier question as to why tho'two regional-
warehot::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 PENA'

has stockpiles of energency supplies at'other departmental
facilities; such as-Torrence State Hospital and Pike Center'.

FEMA's Analysis FEMA' agrees with PEMA's position. A copyf
of the letter:.fron. PENA's General Counsel dated July 15,
1992, is' attached.

6. Are there deficiencies in the oounty plans, similar to.the.
failure to maintain current information on bus company.
contacts and their telephone anabers, which PEMA.does:act

'

know about? If there might-be such-deficiencies, what' steps.
'

are being taken-to review these: plans-for-adequacy?

PEMA's Response: The cycle'of plan reviews ~and updates was
explained to Mr. Gary at the october 2, 1992,1aceting. The
plans are viewed as "living documents" which are never
considered finished and are changed as the need arises.-

....- . ~ .
_ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ , .___ _ ___ _______
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FEMA's Analysis: FEMA's review of the February 1993 Dauphin
county plan's provisions fcr emergency transportation
identified omissions and discrepancies with respect to the
plan's transportation and ambulance resource numbers. FEMA
vill 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.

7. Why-bas PEMA not been more aggressive in seeking resources
from the Pennsylvania General Assembly? In order to assist
the counties in planning for and executing evacuation
logistics, why does PEXA not obtain more resources from the
General Assembly or the nuclear licensees and make
distributions of these resources to the counties?
PEMA's Response: 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 from
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's Analysis: FEMA believes that PEMA has taken
reasonable steps to acquire additional resources. ,

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

PEMA'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 emergency 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, 1

states'that "...unless' FEMA and the NRC-are willing to state
publicly for.the-recoud that'the 10-mile EPZ is inadequate
and that exceptions must be made.for Harrisburg and other: l
similar EPZs near-large population centers,.the PENA will '

continue to follow NRC and FEMA. guidance regarding such r

planning., Harrisburg believes...that they could handle
<

their population if-there was a widespread. evacuation. The j
state concurs." ,

FEMA's Analysis: FEMA agrees with PENA's interpretation of ,

the guidance governing the size of the 10-mile EPE.- It ishould be noted, however, that Steven R.-Reed, Mayor of' <

Harrisburg, indicated in a february 8, 1993,: letter to y
Mr. Gary that contiguous areas to the 10-mile.EPE in-the i

~

City of Harrisburg would also begfn'to: evacuate, if the
|10-milt EPZ was evacuated due to a radiologicalsenergency at :

Three Mile Island. The Mayor also noted in his letter that. "

the City of Harrisburg has identified and would
!mobilize sufficient resources'to support the eva|be able tocuation of~ l

both Harrisburg's portion of the 10-mile EPE and the ;

contiguous areas of Harrisburg to the north. II. his January i
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 EPE and RERPs, to be :
unacceptable. During a December 1, 1993, meeting of FEMA l
and NRC staff members with Congressman _ George W.--Gekas of 1
Pennsylvania's 17th District, which includes the Three Mile j
Island site, Mr. Robert A. Erickson and Mr. Falk Kantor from i

the'NRC's Emergency Preparedness Branch discussed the- ;

technical basis and rationale for the establishment of the l
10-mile EPZ requirement in NRC regulations 7 <!

!9. What-standard does PENA seek to lacet.in its' emergency .
jpreparedness drills? Are the~ drills' purporting to test the

equipment or the emergency responders? ,If the-drills are to- .J
test the responders, them they should be unannounced and j
held at various times of the day ~and'might:and,atherefore, j3 -

more closely approximate an actual emergency event. -

PEMA's Response: During the October 2, 1992,_. meeting, PEMA |
explained to Mr. Gary that,'due_to funding limitations, j
Pennsylvaniairelies heavily.on-volunteers toLataff the ,|
county and municipal'EOCs and schedules the. biennial REP- !j
exercises in the late afternoon'to. accommodate these- 1
volunteers.- Although the volunteers would'be willing.to |
respond'to an actual energency at any time, they;cannot |
afford to leave their' regularly scheduled work activities

,

for an exercise. .Mr. Gary made it clear at the October 2| !

1992, meeting that he wanted to impose upon the radiological .|
emergency response program the same response standards as. j

q

!,

;

G
i
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those maintained'by: active military units. -PEMA believes' ,

that it.is'not: feasible to-apply military standards to a- I

civilian system which relies significantly upon volunteers. )

FEMA's Analysis: . FEMA ~ agrees with PEMA's position. lit |should be noted thattunder FEMA-REP-14,. Radiological. t

Emergency Preparedness Exercise Manual,. September 1991,;all' ]offsite response ' organizations'_ (ORO) are required to i

demonstrate their emergency responseLcapabilitiesJin"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 Ldemonstrate the- .

capability to respond between the hoursLof 6:00 p.m. and- ,

4:00 a.m. on'veekdays or any hours on weekends. -The ,

unannounced and off-hours, objectives were most'recently
demonstrated at Three Mile'Islandjon June.26, 1991. J

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. j

be a part of the original 10 CFR 2.206 petition;-they were a

addressed by PEMA in-its overall response to the 10 CFR 2.206 4

petition. The two issues and PEMA's responses: are presented |
below: >

C

1. The' population numbers in the'Dauphia county' plan do not l
reflect current (1990 census data)~ population figures. |

q
The February.1993. Dauphin County plan:contains 1990 Census

,

population data.
7

2. Evacuation time estimates have not been revised since the !
early 1980s. '

.!

A new evacuation time estimate study is being prepared by .i-

the licensee's contractor.- A. draft-has_been completed.and: <

the final. study'should be' completed by mid-1994. The new n-

evacuation time estimates will be included-in ther1994 A

update-of.the Three Mile Island plans?and procedures. .

Recognizing that (1) RERPs are dynamic,; living documents which 1
are always being changed and. updated through the_ annual" review j
process'to-reflect changes-in;the EPE, emergency management ,

policies, and organizational, relationships'and_(2) PENA is j
actively engaged in the development and' refinement of RERPs-for -

all of'its sites'in compliance.with established. FEMA /NRC planning j.

standards; FEMA believesLthat'the offaite emergency planning-
issues identified by Mr. Gary in the 10'CFR 2.206 petition are -

.

being satisfactorily addressed. .This assesszent is based.on !
PEMA's. response to the specific issues raised and its continuing :

_

.}
'

q
;
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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 radiological 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:

1. 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.

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

o There were no Deficiencies identified at the exercise.

o The draft exercise report, received at Headquarters 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 i

Dauphin County Mass Care, Monitoring, and
Decontamination Center. These issues did not pertain
to the concerns raised by Mr. Gary in his petition.

o 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 and 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

- _ _ . _ - _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - _ - - - - _ _ _ - - _ _ _ - _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ - . .
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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 questions regarding the foregoing material
and attachments or require further information, please call
Mr. Joseph A. Moreland, Director, Exercises Division, at
(202) 646-3544.

Sincerely, <

.w/
p g. r&l& <.<

Dennis H. Kw atkowski
Deputy Asso inte Director
Preparedness, Training, and

Exercises Directorate
Attachments

cc: Congressman George W. Gekas
FEMA Region III

$
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July 12, 1993 |
|
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i
;

|.

Mr. Robert J. Adamsik ,

Chief, Natural and Technological
~

I

Masards Division t

Federal Emergency Management Agency, |
Region III
Liberty square suilding (second Floor) |

105 south seventh street. !
Philadelphia.'PA 19106 "

!
Dear Mr. Adancikt i

n
. ')-This responds to your letter of April' 30, 1993, regarding Mr. cary's- i

10 CFR 2.206 petition about offsite Radiological amargency Response Planning |
1ssues for Three Mile Island Nuclear station.- !

Perhaps TEMA headquarters could have been more selective in requesting !
information. The breadth of the information not went far beyond the issues of j
interest or those ! which have been previously addressed by the Pennsylvania !

~

Emergency Management Agency to the Federal Emergency Management Agoney. . Much.
,

df Mr. Krimm's April 12, 1993, memorandum does not pertain to Robert Gary's' |
,

Petition (see Federal Register Vol. 57, No.157 Thursday, August '13,1992, pgs. ' '

36415-36416). I will indicate wherb the Lissues raised have already been !,

addressed either to TEMA or to Mr. Gary directly. ~ The following comments 'are j
keyed to the paragraphs beginning on page three of Mr. Krima's April 12, 1993, |
memorandum to Acting Regional Director h s. -|,

!
*

1a. The recapitulation of f Daisphia County' transportation - resource.
~

needs is iound_on page E-9-14 of Annes-E, Radiological Emergency j

Response ~ Procedures to Neelear Pouer. piaat ; Zacidents, Dauphin. .|
County Emergency operations Flaa, which haa_been provided'to FEMk '{
III. These .nuators change as the plaa is periodically- updated. |~

The unset needs of -the county oaa readily:be esppited _by assets _i
identified from. providers maintained in -'the _ esoputerised (data' =i

banks in the state Emergency operations center. To' engages in _|
justifying the. changing unmot needs with resources .' available to 1
the state would place all conseraed in an endisse numbers chase.> I

The previsions ' for? filling ~ eurrent manos neede_are part of:the i
state soc standing operating . Procedures and ' are demonstratedL !

undst FEMA evaluation during , bioanial eseroises. - The May ' 1993_ j
TMZ exercise' provided good demonstration of- this feet. FEMA's j

emereise records : for the unset need for ambulances "is a good j<

example for the petittener. ;

q;'

lb. Not all ~ ambulance services operate 34 hours per day, hence via
a97 -1" in the areferral, they correctly have the caller talk to 1

case of an emergency. The county. however, has the radio pager 'l
nummer ' of ' the person on - call for . each ambulance company f cr. =I

q

).

1
4

4 - - n - - . - , , , , w ,<,,w -,v
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24-hour recall purposes. The statement'that "The significance of ,

and rationale for certain ambulance service calls being referred
to 911 should be ascertained and appropriate explanatory
narrative and/or modifications -incorporated into the plane. hil- ;

revised plans awterials should he provided to FEMk Region III and i

Headquarters for review," does : not noknowledge .the - common
practices used all over the U.S.

There is nothing terribly new or esoteric:about the use of pagers i
to susumon emergency. response personnel. FINN is aware of . many ' -|
such technologies for smergency response.

Additionally, the assertion that referral of . calls for non-24 1
hour emergency services to 9-1-1 "is unacceptable" is specious -

and without merit. Pennsylvania has .been embarked ~ on a program |
for -several years to expand 9-1-1 coverage throughout the |
commonwealth.- Eight million of the nearly.12 million citisensiin ;

the state are served by 9-1-1. This involves 30 counties, three q
municipalities, and one ' regional system. . Emperience has proven j
that pagers controlled by centralised county (9-1-1) dispatchers *

provides an extremely rapid alert and notification system that ..

represents the state of. the art. The revenues from 9-1-1 line . !
charges currently provida $52,000,000 per year to support public 1

safety within the. state. We have no inteattaa of : abandonias a - !

~

common national practice of empirying modern and officient alert '
4

systems. This is not a part of the 2.206 petition. j
2c. In my November 4, 1992 letter - to Region 212, .I explained that .

,|" Reliance upon military * resources for the initial response during.
an emergency would be' more time consuming thaa. the current
system." The Department of Military Affairs (Duk) :provides
liaison personnel to the state Ecc and the risk: and support ;

county ENAs. The Pennsylvania ~ Army National Guard - (FAANIG), :i
provides a . battalion: to assist each : risk and support comaty. ;

Each county, plan, available 'at. FENh, has an - appeedia - which .'
'

includes the CFLAN appropriate : for that sounty. Dauphin County
happens to be supported by one primary battalion with backup.as:
necessary. by .a second speettied battalion. The units are
directed to forward acosably areas (te ibe determined at ,

notification plus two hours).- . It takes - the units sim - hours Jto
assemble and be prepared to move from their _armeries.' secause j
the National- cuard is . not a first response orgaatsstion, more j
definitive missions are not assigned, because they are. secondary |
support systems. in' case of overload and manpower support for j
routine . activitya Their specifis taske .will be determined; wasa ;

'

the. units become available ' and the' needs .of the county sNa have .i'beoose solidified in light of. the events as they .. unfold. The.
. National Guard missions in support of civii authority are .- ;

contingency oriented. The Guard . is . equipped with ' essmat, : ceasst !

eupport and combat service support vehicles and aircraft that do
not land themselves to the safe end orderly ~ movement. of
civilians. For these reasons, the Commonwealth does not plan to ,

:
e

!
!

.
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'u se National cuard trucks ~ to evacuate eivilians. 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. ;

.The reasons .for not using National ouard assets for evacuation-
.

_

~

were explained in person to Mr. Gary La : an Ostaber 2, ' 1992 i

meeting with senator shumaker, of the peansylvania. Ceneral-
Assembly, and Commissioner 'sheaffer, Chairmaa of the pasphia- e

'county Board of1 Commissioners. We further disabused him of: the;
idea that the Army depots in the state had'"astes - and acres of: ,

trucks" available for use-in evacuations. The facts are that thei
military - depots de not have. assigned to them Table- of
organisation- and Equipment (TOGE) track companies.. The . depots -
rely primarily on caemercial haulers and, osessionally, U.S. Army
Reserve truck companies using flat bed trailers ' during - their;

-

'
annual . summer training. To provide a list . of National . Guard

equipment that could possibly_ be deployed in. the event ofL an ;
~

evacuation-at'TNI.is not necessary, beesuse these assets would be?
called up as 'noeded and .could include - very little or large'

,

portions of the FAAmus inventory,;if they were appropriate which ' .

is doubtful. Such guess work would not' improve ths plan, nor- '

would it approach -any definable measure of accuracy. ' The entire.

assets of state government are available in an emergency.
~

.

~ ' 'secause ' of ' their purposely limited mustear power plant . mission.

orientation, full training sobedule and turnover rate, PAAANG- ;

soldiers need not rossive " civilian-radiological".traintag beyond: .!
that provided in-their Army annual training program.- ,

. - -!
2a. The substance in the letters- of intest, . statements of|

understanding or.'similar documenta is valid. . The names- of the r

bus companies _ have changoit and will be revised in the plan. as : |,

well as the letters . duria$ the periodio reviews. - The correct
names now arel Negins Valley -- Lines, ISte - (fermerly schlegal
Transportation service)p Capital _ Sus Company (Capital Trailways
is the corporate name); and capital Area Transit; sus company - ,

!(vice capital' Area Transit).n
:

2b. The letters of intent do indicate the number - of buses' each ;.

- company - would make available. - The _ letters of - intent will; bez ,

-changed to reflect the average capacity of these busses. by their. !

annual update.- -

:
. . . - s . .)

2c. There is - no specific training provided for bus drivers,< ner is :

there _any required in NUREG-0654 FEMk-rep =1.. Sus _ drivers- !
- departing the EPS during an evacuation are _ a part 'of the. general j

publici which also receives no specific training. Desimetry will- |
*

not be issued to bus drivers, because they will not,be reentering |

the EPI and they are not emergency workers. .

.|
I

.

!
|
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rio 3,r11 1 1, . rinn neadquarters .s randum .uh3e.t. -.e.,1e ,
' -

Letters of Agreement for Transmittal' to' the Pennsylvania-
^

~

Emergency . Management . - Agency - (psun)- in connsosion with .the
suequehanna steam'slectrie station offsite Radiological Eastgency ..

Response: Plan Review, that was transmitted to p5NE by the Region |

III letter of May 1, - 1992, contained 17 esemples of letters of
'

agreement. that: were .to aosist the PENk " . . :La preparing:.

pertinent letters of agreement for3 inclusion ; la the - offsite ,

radiological. emergency response plans,. site-sposifis 'to the- !

susquehanna steam Electric- statica < (8858)." Only two of 'these - d.

examples made the vaguest roieroness to training. None of them '
used the language prescribed by the FEME Beadquarters Aprilt 12,-
1993, memorandum to Region III to wits:

'

:
.

" Review of the SOUs indicates that there is ao reference to-

the training of .Dus.-drivers la regard to, dealing. with 1

emergency response situations.a
... the drivers - should be trained ' and educated 'about . the ;"-

nature of radiological emergencies, the proper 'use'''of . ;

dosimetry, etc.".
_

>

... the sous should contain a statement that the company"-

agrees to' cooperate with ' the -utility and state and local'
'

governments by allowing . its drivers adequate . time to -
participate in pertiment radiological response . training .and :

exercise-related- activities required under -t

NUREG-0654/FENh-REP-1, : Revision ' 1,- and outlined in Three
..!

'

Mile Island's state . and.. namatogical emergency response
plans.a (Note that the state _and local plans .for TMI do
not outline driver traintag as' described above.). ;

As we have discussed on seversi. ossasions, Pennsylvania is.
clearly being reviewed ' at a . higher standard than other " nuclear |
states" that is unnecessaafy,. but most tapertant, does. pot apply j

tin the' case of Dauphia county bus assets.

letters of . intent afre valid commitments of that - intent,2d. The ,

although they are not, nor de they purport to be legal or legally. j,

enforceable documents which provide's guarantee. of resources. :;
With or without letters of agreement,- the resources will he 1
available as previously demonstrated La aumerous' emergencies - and I

'

exercises throughout the state.-
' - |

_

As described in' paragraph as above, the TEMb Needquarters; .

prescriptive _ language . in paragraph. 2d deoe not' appear :in any of.
the sample sous provided to wits "The language:La the sou should ;

,

i reflect the provider?s- understeading that (A) adequate vehicles ,

L and drivers are available to meet the resources enumerated La the |
500 and (b) drivers are fully aware of and understand their

~

individuali responsibility to drive a bus, if required. .to
a if acilitate an evacuation ~ of Dauphia Comaty. La the' event : of

radiological emergency at. Three Mile Island." Again, the topic' iI

FEMA is researching is not germano. . -|
.j

| 1

i
>

4 '

;
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Ja. There is neither reason nor intention to add phone numbers to the
various pages of the county Radiological: procedures. The phone |numbers are available in sors used by the respective county staff t

persens. In addition,' . as mentioned in paragraph ab above, the '

county has the ability to tone page ali andntianoe organisatiene.
|

'

This issue was not raised' La Mr. Gary's 10 ' cPR 2.204 petition as ';
described in the Federal Register of August 13, 1992. -|

'(3b. - The items . listed in this paragraph oenstitute administrative j,

updates that are being addressed and will De cleared up at 'the
:next annually required update. Again, this issue was not raisodi ;

in the 2.206 petition. *

Jc. This will be clarified at the next plan update.

3d. It is not necessary to label pages E-7-11 and E-9-3 through E-9-5
to a... indicate clearly-that the information reflected on these
pages pertains to Dauphin county." sinoe the pa9es are in the '

Dauphin county . Plan and list specific Dauphin county unique
organisations, to what .other county. could they possibly be ;

referringr This is a matter of style that surely can be left.to; (the county's discretion.
_

i

3e. Your planning suggestions, while not a part of' the '2.206,

petition, are appreciated and will be considered at the next plan |
update.

i

4. You ccrrectly noted that these items are not. a part of the 2.206' '

petition. For- your information, 1990 population _ data is
reflected in the current February 1992 Dauphin County Annes E ;

(for example see E-10-2). As. the 1990 conses data is produced by- ;
the U.S. Census Bureau. and provided to the pena State Data 0
center, the information is processed and provided to the county |

,

for- inclusion. La the..skbsequent update of the- plan: and t

procedures. The Evacuation" flas Estiaste is = being. prepared by '

the power _ plant contractor. The. presses began' La July 1992 and.
]
;

is - estimated to be er.2pleted in August 1993.. The new numbers
will be included in the next regularly scheduled. update- of the
plans and procedures as per normal practime.

q
5. Mr. Gary's . questions are not relevant .- te - the . 2.206 petition. j

Even more pertinent to tho' proceedings is the fast that; they are
,

irrelevant to the current pleas ' for. the evacuation of the L nti -
;

- plume exposure .pathuay emergency planalag sene. As 1 stated j
aarlier (see para 1c above),' the . r"a==aaaaaMth does not - need to +

include the FAARNO .in the way sought by Ble. Gary since it is not .

germane. The questions in paragraph .5, assuered above, are in |
the sops of FAARNO for all emergencies or de not apply.- |,

t

6a. There is no red tape factor that prevents the-inclusion'of FAAANG :

in' PEMA's plan for* evacuation in the event of a radiological- ~!
Iemergency. As _ explained in paragraph to above, the use ~of Army .

trucks - for ' evacuating civilians is a poor option, even :1f y
;

.

h

a

-

-
'
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available, when we can obtain more than enough civilian buses to
do the job.

6b. The FAasuto is used to support countion on a contingemey basis for'
radiological and all amargenotes (see paragraph la). . we will not
entertain inventing such dubious missions for;the National Guard
|3ust to ^ keep military bases. open.. Mr. Gary makes suspect his
often claimed military emportise,-if he thinks ustag Army ' trucks Li
for ' the unlikely evacu. tion of the TM1 EPs _ would influence any- '

congressional action to _ save military bases in j peansylvania.
There is ample rationale relating to ~ military - operations _ to- -j
preserve our installations . If congrees is. se -inclined; . I would= -1
note here that ' it is frustrattag to receive such blatantly 111 !

conceived' schemes for a formal response when_this'is not part af I
the sase Realignment and closure committee criteria nor would it. |
affect the Frasident's decisions to be forwarded to' congress.- .:

1,
7a At the October 2,1992, meeting in senator Shumaker's office (see ;
&b.- paragraph ic), the level of supervision-by PENA of:the counties ;

was discussed thorougaly. Similarly, our_ actions to. - provide :

supplies and equipmeat to the counties during. emergencies were ' i
explained to 'Mr. Gary. Further, . specific inforastica-'about !

emergency supply warehouses La response to a , question ' posed -

earlier by ' Mr. cary was provided to him in a July .15, 1992,< l
letter free the FENE Chief Counsei (see onclosure).

-

As c nyone-a i

with intergovernmental relations experience knows, each level of~ :
government (state from federale county from state, sta.) likes to: |
"do their own thing". * counties often do not _ want ,the- limited - !
oversight provided by state. . Should this be the desire of NRC !
and FEMA, FEMk will comply and provide more . oversight. -

7c. At the same October 2, .1992, aceting, the cycle of plan reviews ~!
_

and updates was - explained * to Mr. cary. we esplained~that pleas- |
are 'living documents, kept Joose leaf La three: ring binders and

:

changed as the need arises, Further, we esplained that a plan is. 'f
'

never considered'" finished"; besasse as the planning elements' and
environment change, the plan is ' amended to refloot those changes.

. _;

-(
7d. The reasons for - not - using ' military trucks for; evacuation ' are j

described in detail above. '

,

~7e' During the_ october 2,1992, meettag with Mr. Gary, senator' |

sf. sh===har and commissioner sheaffer, I explained . to Mr. Gary .|
that, ~in our- current situation, there was . insufficient. '!
justification.from the cometies to ask the utility rate _ payere to? j~

assume the additional $5,000,000 Mr. - Sary advocated in levied ' 1

costs throughi Act 141 to support sounty- radiological energemey' :

response activities. - senator shamaker foroefully stated that. he .- ;

could not and would not place such a burden on - the rate ' payers ' I
when Pennsylvania was in the throes of a serious economic
recession. casumissioner sheafter agrood. The utilities have
stated they are reluctant to provide more stockholder.. or rate

I
,

. - ;

!
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|
payer funds to PEMA. FEMA has requested, both through state '|government _ channels and from the utilities, more funds to meet

.

i

the increasing costs of the radiological emergency preparedness |
Program. i

,

79 . The answer to this question was provided to Mr. Gary in the PENA -|
chief counsel's letter of July 15, 1992, as fellows: *

" Federal studies indicate significant radiation awposures |from a :
o

nuclear power station will be limited to within 10 miles of the

facility._ For this reason,.-detailed plans are la place.to manage ;

the needed protootive action against exposure in that area. In i

the event people need to be protected in areas beyond 10 miles,- i
'

these actions will be estended . as f at as they are needed.- The
emergency response organisation within 10 miles can be satended
as conditions warrant. 2ndeed,- Pennsylvania maintalas- the most
conservative evacuation policy for nuclear power plants -within j
the United states. While other " nuclear states" evacuate in i
sectors, the policy during both the' Thornburgh and casey-
administrations requires eveouattag 360 degrees of the entire.
approximate 10. mile EFE." '

,

This answer was elaborated. upon in person with Mr. Gary during
the October 2, 1992, meettag. It is discouraging to note . that . ;'

the Nac, a major player with EPA in the development of the 10 -,

mile plume exposure pathway emergency plaantag sone, referred.

'this question to the commonwealth of Pennsylvania for an answer.

7h. This question was ' aise .shdressed in the october 2, ' 1992, meeting'. . ..

It was explained te Mr. Gary. that nuclear power plant biennial' l
exercises- were scheduled La the late afternoon hours- to
accommodate the hundrede of volunteers who etaff - many of the' ;
county and municipal' soc staff and emergency response positions.

~

;
* These volunteers are wi11Ing to respond. to a true emergency at :!

any time, but they osanos afford .to. leave |their regular
employment during business hours $sst for drills. As' . you know, -

'

Pennsylvania is heavilyL sependent spee' volunteers to make ' the'
emergency management system work due to inading limitations. Mr. ;
Cary made it staarly known at this meeting that he wanted te
layese the same ~ standards for response as those ' maintained by ,

active military units. such standards are _ not feasible . f or " a |
civilian system that relies - to any significant degree .on- _|
volunteers. i

sa.
. -. !..

^

Mayor. Reed's-commente on radiological emergency response planning !

are always considered, . paragraph ic above explaims state ~and ~j

federal policy and plans. 1

8b. See paragraph is above.
i

Sc. Some spontaneous evacuations during nuclear power plant disasters !
must be assumed. However, unless FEMb and the NRC are willing to |
state publicly for the record that the 10-mile Ett is insdoquate j

f

i

~ _ . _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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and that exceptions must be made for Rairrisburg and other similar . 1

~ EPts near large . population-. centers, the PEMk will continue to
follow NRC and FEMA guidance regarding'such planning.. Marrisburg
believes,~as-commented, that they could ~ handla .their population I

if there was a widespread eveoustion. The state.eencurs.- -

8d. The February 7, 1993,. scourity. incident. at SM1 has been
investigated by the; NRC and : confereness were held 'in Earrisburg
to describe .the results of that . investigation. FEMk formally.

-
'

reviewed the-response by the state and the involved counties and. j-

municipalities. It is espooted that our. review'will be released
a

by the Governor's office sometime;in'. July. ' copies will: be made .
.

,

available to all appropriate goversment agencies upon request. j
;

PENA is also concerned . about the . February . 7. security. breach ' at:
TNI. We await with2 interest the results of the NRC consultations. -!
on design basis threat for nuclear power plants. j

- - |
'9. Regarding - the point of disagreement between Mr. _ Gary and Mayor

Reed. We agree with Mayor Reed.- Full-scale bus drills are too -
costly, significantly. rudimentary.and manecessary.' cur positions i
on Mr. Gary's other points are described in detail above.

.i;
;

The plans to support the response to' an emergency at EMI have been and .
are being reviewed on a periodic basis and are evaluated biennially. FEMk isi
well aware, and has so affirmed _ in every biennial esercise, that these plana '
provide reasonable assurance for . the protection of the public health and ;

safety. There will always be changeg, corrections,-revisions and' improvements j

in this ongoing process. but the plans are essentially valid.- l
*

.
,

^t

Mr. Gary's petition was filed in July '1992. ThereLis in the: answers i
to his questions and the responses to his allegations nothing thatican legally' 1

or reasonatly discredit the validity of the roastaable assurance that is and
has been provided over tha many years En.the planning and esereise. validation >

process. rtMA can affirm this to the NRC and, in turn, to Mr. Gary.:
,

.

Si rely, !) >

|

4 .

tJosepa'L. leur - :|
Dirootor

-jn
,

!.
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Enclosure 1

cce commissioner Russell L. Sheaffer i

Dauphin County !

Michael E. Werts, Coordinator !

Dauphin County ENA |
George Giangi, GPUN !

.

y-
.
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July 15, 1992

!
-!

h
y

Mr. Ambert Gary -

P. 0. Boz 1637
Marrisburg, Pennsylvania 17105-1637

|
'

Dear Mr. Garys i

This letter responds to the questions / concerns that you, raised about l
radiological eoergency response p1*==* =; in your letters of June 12,17, and 29,- 'l
1992. The answe'es to those questions /somosens are as follows:

1. Questions Why is all of center city Barrisburg not included la the
.|'Emergency Fracuation se, net

Responses The Emergency Rescuation Sone ~ referred to.is technically
. , desaribed es thF Flume suposure pathway Energeasy planning Seas (373).-
' Federal studies indicate significant radiattaa exposures from a asetear s

power station will be limited to withia 10 miles of the facility. For this,
,

reason, detailed plans are in place to manage the-needed protective action ;
against exposure in that area. Za the event people need to be protected La >

areas beyond 10 sites, these acti&as will be autanded as far as they. are
needed. The eastgency response organisation withis is ailes saa be
extended as conditions warrant. . Zadeed, peansylvesta maintains the meet'- ;- conservative evacuation policy far auslaar power plant assidents in the

!United states. While other 'assinar stility. states * evacuate la sectors,
J

the peliey auring both the charaturgh.,and.casey administratians requirse i
-

evacuating 360 degrees.of the estige apprestante 10 mile EPS. ]
*

!l I

2. _ uestion: Why does Pagh not asistain' a file of letters of intent fromQ,

resource providerst
,

. .;

Responses . Letters of intest, motsal aid agreements,|sts.: are nogetisted.,.
_

L and asiatained by the risk counties where the resserees are to be used..
L Seth the Fedesal Energency Nanagement Agency and pagL have recently begua
L to place more emphasis on such desumentattaa to forther refine out. plaas. .

.,

This effort will continue, aloeg with a member of other plan refinemoste. .1

well lato the next fiscal year. -j,

.

1"

Za this regard, it-should be. understood that planning for mastear power j
plant off site safety, itka any other form of emergener operations ;

~

m
" planning, never ends. such plans are livtag docusests, matatained La lesse j
L leaf binders, and are constantly being refined, added to, or changods '

because, situations and conditions.in the environment addressed by the
plans change. yhese changes range from simple name'and telephose number
revisions to new techniques and methods of performing response and rooovery

.

.

%

-!
o
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- operations that have been gisaned from studies- and eneroises. In a .
practical sense, one can say that no plan for naticipated operatione is |

*

.ever complete. Further, planning is time' consuming, labor Latensive week l
that requires the cooperative participattee of federa1, state, oeuaty and-

!. municipal levels of governmost. . We la FEIOL work weay hard to maintsia
i

,

continuous and effective cosmanisations with the plaaming jurisdictionsfia' !
,

the cassonwealth. .This does not asaa that at any gives time some cleasets Iof a plan will not need to be updated.- 1
-

|
3. Question: Why have the two regional warehouses cited La Title 35 have not'

Lfbeen establishedt
3,

Response: The short answer is that funds have met been allocated by the ,;legislature for this purpose, even though the requirement is in the law. ;

-This is not unusual,jparticularly for s it*e1 espeeditures. 21.arge pre $eets !

inserted into law often fall vistia to the priori *i=a'daa .of flaits-
. ;

resources. The more thoughtful response is that sunk empensive facilities' :
are ill advised, since PENh has stock piles of various emergeasy supplias )at other departasatal facilities such as terrance atate Respitai, pike- ]Center, and other locations.

.-
,

a
4.j guesten Why not use trains and aircraft to evacuater j

Response First, as explained above, the evacuaties of Narrisburg is act
necessary. secondly, the fastest methods of evaamation'in the time ;
available are private automobiles and busses. Evaeustina of sissable- ;

populations by train and aircraft'is a far.nore complicated and tiam ;
consuming operation to plan and onesute than using automobiles and busses, j
to say nothing of the prohibitive oests Lavelved. 0-141 aircraft are -

i
-

operated only by the Air Feroe. 'They are'est, as your letter suggests, .
~l

j
also found La the Army, Navy and Natias Carps. These plaaes, of: limited.
number, are deployed world-wide on utdaily basis. . o marshal sufficient. .(g
aircraft to effect an evaeusties wesid take days," met hoursitand'enly after j'the Declaration of Energeasy by thd President. The passibility of the

''

- -

;;
Departmar.t of Defense participating && eusk an eveemetism mission is highly
unlikaly. Even them, the use of Capital City Airport would be tapessiblea,

because, that Airport, like Narrisburg Eaternattimal, is within the Plume
.

Exposure pathway EFf of TNI. Evea if Deffistemt haddown spass at Capital
' city were available, and it is set, facilities.for operattag e-141s from

this airiis14.(including length of runways) ars' inadequate. Your-
. ..

suggestica that C-141s could stage out of the Nereber airport (identified
as Reigle airport en air navigation sharts) won't'werk. The field is'
woefully inadequate is alt.eategories Laeluding its short runway of 1900
feet. c-141s require runways well is essess of 5000 feet for safe
operations. . suffice to say that mass population evacuattens_by aircratt
and tratas would far exceed the evacuatica time estimates we now have for

.

autooebiles and busses.
,

.i

' _ .. !8. Question Why are census figures in the plans not updated every yeart.,

lt

!

l
j

i
i
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Responses , In the past, we have used regional population estimates for '

updating. planning figures. . The 1990 census showed these estianates to be i

very insecurate and actually patated a false picture - usually predicting. )
steady growth when in fast the populations amid seastsat er.deoLined, teore !

Importantly, they did act reeltatically empture the demographie shifts i.

within the commonwealth. The atra esasus figures are in hand and are.betag ~
~

fastered tate a11 of our planning. . j

s. guestion noe are the toes oo11eeted under seettans 7320(e) and (d) of the i
Emergency Management services code (as pa. c.s. 37101 g p,og.) empendent :

1

Responses All of the fees sellected under these two oeotiano are. uses by |
PENE to carry out the many radielegical emergency respease preparedness and !

p1===4=c functions and duties that are placed.upon the Agency by section '

732c(b) of the code. This includes the payumet of salaries and besatits ;
for these PEME employees who are directly Lavelved is carrying out thesie.
radiological emergency reopease and planaiag activities.

'

.;

|

Thank you for your espressed interest la the above dicoussed
radiological energency response planning issues. '

.

ar. sincerely, ;

&f W.bz. .

Mark'L. Goodwin
, chief counsei q

MLcedja (Tals 717-783-8150)
. j

ces Joseph L. Lafleur |
-
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