OMEB

May 23, 1984

Docket No. 50-255

Consumers Power Company
ATTN: Mr. R. B. DeWitt
Vice President
Nuclear Operations
212 West Michigan Avenue
Jackson, MI 49201

Gentlemen:

We have received the attached Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA)
letter dated April 26, 1984, and associated firnal exercise evaluations on

the offsite emergency preparedness exercise conducted on May 25, 1983, for

the State of Michigan, Berien, Allegan, and Van Buren Counties. This final
exercise evaluaticn lists several recommendations (which are referred to in
the FEMA letter and attachments as deficiencies) regarding the offsite
emergency response plans for the area around the Palisades Nuclear Power Plant.
However, these recommendations did not detract from the overall demonstrated
capability to protect the public in the event of a radiological emergency.

Based on the performance of the offsite agencies during the exercise, FEMA did
not identify any impediments to protecting the public in the event of an
accident at the Palisades Nuclear Power Plant. Therefore, the approval of
your offsite plans issued pursuant to 44 CFR 350 remains in effect.

We fully recognize that the recommendation to be implemented may involve
actions by other parties and political institutions which are not under your
direct control. Nonetheless, we would expect the subject of offsite prepared-
ness for the area around the Palisades Nuclear Power Station to be addressed
by you as well as others.

In accordance with 10 CFR 2.790 of the Cormission's regulations, a copy of this
letter and the enclosure will be placed .. the NRC's Public Document Room.

Sincerely,
S D ‘N £ 39
oll P af-ue é/(f“‘
8405300223 840523 C vV
PDR ADOCK 0500025% C. J. Paperiello, Chief ‘\\
i PDR Emergency Preparedness and
Radinlogical Safety Branch
Enclosure: As stated
cc w/encl.:
D. J. VandeWalle, Nuclear
STy Licensing Administrator ‘ ' ‘ ,
orrcth, . Com/Docambet. Contrel bask. (R1os)... | RILL/ORtS?  [Ruir  lapnp _.«._;a..léz.
wwschy  Ronald Callen, Michigan ~ Pattersop/nf | Phillips — Wright \  Pape id]
sy Public Service Commissfon ——" V{5 fer A5
NAC FORM 318 (10.80) Nnan 0240 O AL R DORD COF



Federal Emergency Management Agency
Washington, D.C. 20472

APR 26 1984

MEMORANDUM FOR: Edward L. Jordan
Director, Division of Emergency Preparedness
and Engineering Response
Office of Inspection and Enforcement

U. §4fNUCIe;é;;222:atory Commission
FROM:

Asust‘ant Associate (Mtector
ffice of Natural and Technological
Hazards Programs

SUBJECT: Final Exercise Report for the Palisades Nuclear Power
Plant Offsite Radiological Emergency Preparedness
Exercise Conducted on May 25, 1983

Attached is the final exercise report for the joint offsite radiological
emergency preparedness exercise conducted on May 25, 1983, at the
Palisades Nuclear Power Plant. This was a small participation exercise
for the State of Michigan and Berrien County, and a full participation
exercise for Allegan and Van Buren Counties. This report cites that the
State of Michigan and the Counties of Allegan, Berrien and Van Buren
dzmonstrated the capability to protect the public in the event of a
radiological emergency at the Palisades Nuclear Power Plant.

Although there were deficiencies observed at the exercise, the attached
response submitted by the State of Michigan adequately addresses the
deficiencies. Based on the exercise and the State's schedule of corrective
actions, we cannot identify any impediments to protecting the public in

the event of an accident at the Palisades Nuclear Power Plant. Therefore,
the approval under the Federal Emergency Management Agency Rule 44 CFR 350
will remain in effect.

If you have any questions, please contact Mr. Robert Wilkerson, Chief,
Technological Hazards Division at 287-0200.

Attachment
As Stated

—/—-
J Y



Federal Emergency Management Agéncy

Region V 300 South Wacker, 24th Floor, Chicago, 1L 60606 (312) 353-1500

yan 30 1984

. Peter R. Basolo, Captain
Deputy State Director
Emergency Management Division
Michigan Department of State Police
111 South Capitol Avenu?
Lansing, Michigan 48913

Dear Captain Basolo:

FEMA Region V Technological Hazards Branch staff have reviewed your letter
of February 6, 1984, that further explains the State of Michigan's schedule
of corrective actions to the May 25, 1983, Palisades Radiological Emergency
Preparedness exercise. This further explanation was requested in FEMA
Region V's letter of December 14, 1983. FEMA Region V's review comments
are reflected below:

I. SIGNIFICANT DEFICIENCIES

A. State of Michigan

1. E-6 The State response concerning corrective action
to the delay in the 15 minute Prompt Alert and
Notification {dentified in the May 25, 1983,
exercise is acceptable. This criteria item
remains open pending FEMA's formal certification.

2. N.l.b. FEMA Region V takes exception to the State of
Michigan's statement that FEMA Region V has not
provided guidance to the State concerning REP
objectives and scenario development. Numerous
discussions and meetings have been held over
the past several months.

The State's remark that FEMA approved the
scenario prior to the exercise is incorrect.
Enclosed is FEMA Region V's letter of May &,
1983, where FEMA Region V found the scenario to
be inadequate. In this letter several recom=-
mendations were, again, made for State and
utility writer consideration. FEMA Region V
also requested a revised scenario be provided
to FEMA Region V addressing FEMA Region V's
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recommendations by May 13, 1983. The revised
Palisades exercise scenario was not provided
by the deadline requested. Most of tHe recom-
mendations were not incorporated into the
actual exercise scenario. Consequently Allegan
County had minimal {nvolvement in the exercise
and actually terminated their involvement 15
minutes prior to State exercise terminationm.

FEMA Region V is cognizant of 44 CFR, Part 351.
20(J). In the absence of its implementationm,
the responsibility has fallen on the State and
utility exercise planners.

Meetings between FEMA Region V and the State and
utility scenario writers were held approximately
90-100 days prior to the Palisades exercise.
Similar meetings were held within the same time
frame for consequent exercises for the Big Rock
Point and Donald C. Cook exercises. FEMA Region V
is pleased the State plans to continue these pre-
exercise meetings since improvement in exercise
scenario development has been noted in the

Donald C. Cook exercise scenario.

Given the State's comments in its February 6,
1984, letter outlining its schedule of corrective
actions and given the actual improvement in the
preparation of exercise scenarios since the
Palisades exercise, FEMA Region V concludes the
State of Michigan's corrective actions are
acceptable.

B. Allegan County

1. J.10.4 State corrective actions are acceptable.
2. J.10.b State corrective actions are acceptable.

3. E.1, This is & good exemple of | ow the objectives
E.2, previously written by the itate were confusing
F.l.a, when applied during the exercise evaluation.
F.l.e, FEMA Region V was impressed by the State's
and corrective action demonstrated in the develop~-
H.4 ment of objectives and the scenario and the

demonstration of them at the Donald C. Cook

- -
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exercise. As a result, the Sfate's corrective
action on these criteria items is acceptable.

4. M.1. This was an exercise objective that ua‘ not
fully demonstrated during the exercise. FEMA
Region V accepts your suggestion that it be an
objective during the next Palisades exercise.
Scate corrective action is acceptable.

C. Berrien County

No schedule of corrective actions required.

D. Van Buren County

1. E.7. State corrective action is acceptable. FEMA
Region V does encourage, though, the full
activation of the Prompt Alert and Notification
System to include EBS at some future exercise
80 the system effectiveness can be demonstrated.

2. J.10.c State corrective action is acceptable.

3. J.10.d State corrective action described irn their
October 18, 1983, letter and their explanation
of criteria item E.7. in their February 6,
1984, letter is acceptable.

State corrective actions are acceptable. See
comments above for Allegan County.

MmmMmm
B0 N e
- L

-

II. MINOR DEFICIENCIES

FEMA Regiou V did not require the State of Michigan to provide a
schedule of corrective actions to minor deficiencies. Since a
schedule of corrective actions was submitted by Michigan, FEMA
Region V has conducted an evaluation and found the schedule of
corrective actions to be adequate, as reflected below.

A. State of Michigan

1. G.4.a State corrective action is acceptable.

- M. State corrective action is acceptable.
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3.

J.10.a

State corrective action is acceptable.

Allegan County

1.
2.

3.‘

4,

D.4
K.3.b
A4

r.l.d

G.3.a

State corrective lctioﬁ is acceptable.
State corrective action is acceptable.
State corrective action is acceptable.
State corrective action is acceptable as
described in the State's October 18, 1983,
letter.

State corrective action as described in the

State's October 18, 19L3, letter is
acceptauv.ie.

Berrien County

No corrective actions were required.

Van Buren County

1.

5.

A.l.a

J.10.b

J.10.f

K.3.b

J.10.J

State corrective actionsas described in the
State's October 18, 1983, letter of
corrective actions are acceptable.

State corrective action described in their
February 6, 1984, letter of corrective
actions is acceptable.

State corrective action described in their
February 6, 1984, letter (schedule of
corrective actions) is acceptable.

State corrective actions described in the
letters of October 18, 1983, and February 6,
1984, (schedule of corrective actions) are
acceptable.

State corrective actions described in their
letter of February 6, 1984, (schedule of
corrective actions) are acceptable. FEMA
Region V notes this was demonstrated rather
than simulated in the Donald C. Cook
exercise by Berrien County.

State schedule of corrective actions described
in their lettem of October 18, 1983, and
February 6, 1984, are acceptable.
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7. F.l.b State schedule of corrective actions as
described in their letter of October 18,
1984, are acceptable. :

8. K.3.a State schedule of corrective actions ll.
described in their letter of October 18,

1984, are acceptable.

Sincerely,

Do bemnd ™

Wallace Weaver, Chairman
Regional Assistance Committee

Enclosures
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Captain Peter R. Basclo

Energancy Management Division

Michigan State Police, ATIN: Lt. Tyler
111 South Capitol Avenue

Lansing, Michigan 482902

Dear Captain Basolo:

The Bcenario for the Palisades Nuclear Power Plant offsite exercise has
been revieved and found inadequate. At the scenario meeting of Mareh 10,
1983, attended by YEMA a recommendation vas made to have the wind going
to & North or Northwesterly direction in order to invoke a full response
in Allegan County as well as Van Buren County. The scenario as presanted

does not meat this goal.

The scenario does not provide for the opeaning of the Joint Public Informa-
tion Centear (JPIC).

The scenario does pot provide for any supplementary incidents to those
generated by the utility that could be impediments to theamovement of the
population frow the risk area and ethervise luvolve the EOC staff.

While the scenario outlines a series of activities that should be considered
during Recovery and Re-entry it does not present any problems to be
considered and acted upon by the EOC staffs.

In order for this exercise to be conducted as scheduled, pleass provide the
Techoological BHazards Branch, Battle Creek, with a revised scenaric that
addresses these daficiencies by May 13, 1983,

/St,ecn.ly.
-/’-r"'f o p
[/'..'.'.‘ . ,/éj ﬂ"" -

Dan Ssment

@  Acting Chief
Technological Bazards Branch

cc: RD
Ch/NTR

(@ &
R.S/Tlillgthonylnlﬁonls-b-u



' : STATE OF MICHIGAN .;

X
@ ¢ EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT DIVIZION
LOwE® LEvEy

JAMES J. BLANCHARD, GOVERNOR J'..'.:J.:f :'.2:':.':..“.::,
DEPARTMENT OF sTATE PoLlcE PHONE: 917 3730817 )
COL. GERALD L. HOUGH, DIRECTORN
February 6, 1984 g

Mr. Wallace Weaver, Chairman
Regional Assistance Committee
Federal Emergency Management Agency
Region V - Chicago

300 S. Wacker Drive, 24th Floor
Chicago, Illinois 60606

Dear Mr. Weaver:

Attached is the Emergency Management Division's response to the December 14,
1983, letter from Frank Finch regarding the Palisades 1983 radiological
emergency preparedness exercise.

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact this office.

Sincerely,

(x Leosd

PETER R. BASOLO, CAPTAIN
Deputy State Director of
Emergency Services
PRB:DMS:cmh

Attachment

ce: Vﬁ::’;ement. F.E.M.A. - Battle Creek

0 il 98 g |



2-1-84

Revision f1 to the Emergency Management Division response tc the Palisades
radiological emergency preparedness 1983 exercise.

I. SIGNIFICANT DEFICIENCIES

A. State

1.

E.6.: The original FEMA critique comment was that it took
longer than 15 minutes for the state to demoanstrate prompt
alert and notification and that the initial message from the
facility was incomplete and confusing. The state response
(10-18-83) was that the delay was analyzed by the state and
the utility and that changes had been initiated as of the

Big Rock Point full-scale exercise (July 26, 1983). Therefore,
in regards to the 15 minutes notification, the deficiency
should be considered resolved.

A second issue is raised in this latest set of comments from
FEMA. The response is that resolution of this deficiency

is dependent on FEMA's formal review of the prompt alert
notification system; therefore, the issue is not closed and
is dependent on FEMA's review and evaluation of the system.

N.1l.b.: The original FEMA comment was that the scenario was

inadequate. The state response was that FEMA approved the
scenario prior to the exercise. There is no guidance available
from FEMA on the development or content of scenarios beyond
element N.3. of NUREG-0654. All items listed in element N.3.
of NUREG-0654 were provided to FEMA prior to the exercise.
State requests for written guidance from FEMA on scenarios

has not been answered.

Therefore, the state response was that this was not a deficiency
and no correction action was necessary from the state. Rather,
FEMA needs to provide writien guidance to the state on scenario
development and content. Also, FEMA's suggestion on page 62

of the critique for a meeting 90 to 100 days prior to the
exercise to discuss exercice objectives and scenarios was
implemented for the D.C. Cook radioclogical emergency preparedness
exercise.

In 44 CFR, Part 351, 351.20(j), FEMA is charged with developing
"representative scenario's from which . . . state and local govern-
ments may select for use in testing and exercising radiological
emergency plans.” In the absence of such scenarios or guidance,
the state will continue to attempt to address FEMA's request for
information on scenarios, and operate on the time table set forth
in FEMA Guidance Memo 17 until new guidance is provided.



Allegan County

1. J.10.4i.: The Allegan County Plan {page F8) establishes road
blocks on both routes I-196 and A-2. More care will be taken
during drills and exercise to ensure that all access control
points that are manned are marked on status boards. These items
will be covered in the offsite training program prior to the next
exercise (August 1984).

2. J.10.b.: 1980 population figures will be incorporated into the
next update of the Allegan County Emergency Operations Plan prior
to the next exercise (August 1984).

Je E.l., E.2., F.l.a., F.l.e., H.4.: 1In its initial critique, FEMA
listed these elements as "Significant Deficiencies,” as "exercise
objectives," as "specified in the exercise objectives," etc.

As has been repeatedly stated to FEMA, these were not exercise
objectives nor were they implied objectives. Therefore, in
terms of the exercise and scenario approved by FEMA, these

are not deficiencies. No corrective actions are necessary.

In this latest Jetter, FEMA states that "each criteria was cited
to focus attention on our recommendation that this capability
should be demonstrated during the next exercise." If FEMA
would like to see these elements demonstrated, FEMA should make
this recommendation during the 90 day meeting prior to the next
Palisades exercise. In addition, many of these items are being
addressed in the D.C. Cook exercise on January 25, 1984.

Based on the original FEMA critique, the state does not feel
that there was a deficiency because these elements were not
exercise objectives.

4. M.l.: 1If FEMA would like to see this element demonstrated during
the August 1984 exercise, the state would agree. However, this
would preclude notification and activation of EOCs because of time

constraints.

Berrien County

No deficiencies listed.

Van Buren County

1. E.7.: Transmission of data to JPIC and EBS would be via phone from
the Van Buren County EOC. Calls to EBS are simulated as is the
prompt alert notification system (sirens) so as to avoid any
possible confusion. EBS is used for non-radiological emergencies
frequently enough to allow familiarization for users and to detect
problem3 and have them corrected. In addition, the siren control
board was demonstrated to the evaluators up to the point of actually
sounding the sirens.



2,
3.

J.10.c.: The state's response is, again, to see above comment.

J.10.d.: No additional rclpons; necessary.

E.1., E.2., E.1.a., F.l.e., H.4.: No additional response is
necessary for these elements. See Allegan County comments.

II. MINOR DEFICIENCIES

A.

1.

2.

3.

State

G.4.a.: The state has additional personnel at the JPIC in
support of the state spokesman as demonstrated at the Big
Rock Point full-scale exercise.

H.3.: The status board will be placed in a more visible position
as of the January 25, 1984 Cook Exercise.

J.10.a.: Radiological Health is currently updating their
field sampling monitoring points. These will be provided to
the Emergency Management Division as they are completed.

Allegan County

1.

‘o
5.

D.4.: Correction, the latest update of the Allegan County EOP
has been provided to FEMA as of 10-17-83. This was for the
purpose of maintaining controlled distribution of current
plans.

K.3.b.: Correction date - during annual training program -
Ju1y7Au;uot. 1984.

A.4.: Correction date - next exercise ~ August 1984,
F.1l.d.: No correction needed.

G.3.a.: No correction needed.

Berrien County

No response required.

Van Buren County

1.
2.

A.l.a.: No additional response necessary.

J.10.b.: As soon as data is available from NRC, FEMA, or the
utility, the maps will be updated to show the population
distribution in the 5-10 zones.



4.

5.

6.
7.
8.

J.10.£.: This issue will be resolved by the next exercise in
August 1984.

K.3.b.: As stated in the state response, the dosimepters will be
removed from the County EOC since they are inappropriate and were
placed there originally based on FEMA's recommendation. The plans
and procedures will be revised if necessary by the next exercise
(August 1984) to reflect this change.

J.10.4.: The state does not believe it is necessary to move
vehicles during an exercise. 1f, however, FEMA will not accept
state policy, an attempt will be made to resolve this issue
during the August 1984 exercise if the problems of time, cost,
and liability can be resolved with the involved counties.

A.4.: Correction date August 1984 exercise.

F.1.b.: No response necessary.

K.3.a.: No response necessary.

111. COMMENTS ON FEMA'S CRITIQUE

FEMA did not address the state's comments on its critique. The statement
"the critique system has changed as a result of the new 44 CFR 350," does
not address all of the issues raised in the comments. There still seems

to be confusion on the issue of whether alert, notification, and mobilization
wvas an objective or not for the Palisades exercise. FEMA did not address

th“ -

The new exercise critique module still contains subjective evaluations

though it is an improvement. Issues raised in I1IB of the state response
vere not answered by FEMA.



FEB.29 ’84 20:55 FEMA REGION V BATTLE CPEEK 1 =3
STATEOF MICHIGAN

&
@ EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT o
LOwWRm Levy,

L 1w eavivaL ay
JAMES J BLANCHARD, GOVERNOR CANSING, chmogn.:::u

DEPARTMENT OF STATE POLICE PHONE! 1) 3rgeanry

COL.OERALD L. HOUGH. DingCTOR

February 6, 1984

Mr. Wallace Weaver, Chairman
Regional Assistance Committee
Federal Emergency Maragement Agency
Region V - Chicago

300 S. Wacker Drive, 24th Floor
Chicago, Illinois 60606

Dear Mr. Weavar:
Attached is the Ezergency Managezent Division's response to the December 14,

1983, letter from Frank Finch regarding the Palisades 1983 radiological
emergency preparedness exercise,

If you have any questions, Please feel free to contact this office.

Sincerely,

p
téé, ﬁ(
PETER R, BASOLO, CAPTAIN

Deputy State Director of
Ezergency Services

PRB:DMS:e¢mh

Attachment

Py

€c: i Dan Bement, F,E,M.A, - Battle Creek

*0til

X
X
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Revision #1 to the Exergency Management Division response to the Palisades
radiological emergency preparedness 1983 exercise.

I. SIGNIFICANT DEFICIENCIES

A. State

1.

E.6.: The originsl FEMA critique comment was that it took
onger than 15 minutes for the state to demonstrate pPrompt
alert and notification and that the initial message from the
facility was incomplete and confusing. The state response
(10-18-83) was that the delay was analyzed by the state and
the utility and that changes had been initiated as of the

Big Rock Point full-scale exercise (July 26, 1983). Therefors,
in regards to the 15 minutes notification, the deficiency
should be considered resclved,

A second issue is raised in this latest set of cozments from
FEMA. The response is that resolution of this deficiency

is dependent on FEMA's formal review of the prompt alert
notification system; therefore, the issue is not closed and
is dependent on FEMA's review and evaluation of the system.

N.1.b.: The original FEMA comment was that the scenario vas
inadequate. The state response was that FEMA approved the
scenario prior to the exercise. There is no guidance available
from FEMA on the development or content of scenarios beyond
element N.3. of NUREG-0654. All items listed in element N.3.
of NUREG-0654 were provided to FEMA prior to the exercise.
State requests for written guidance from FEMA on scenarios

has not been ansvered.

Therefore, the state response was that this was not a deficiency
and no correction action was necessary from the state. Rather,
FEMA needs to provide written guidance to the state on scenario
development and content. Also, FEMA's suggestion on page 62

of the critique for a meeting 90 to 100 days prior to the
exercise to discuss exercise objectives and scenarios vas
implezented for the D.C. Cook rsdiological emergency preparedness
exercise.

In 44 CFR, Part 351, 351.20(3), FDMA is charged with developing
"representative scenaric's from which . . . state and local govern=-
ments may select for use in testing and exercising radiological
emergency plans.” 1In the absence of such scenarios or guidance,
the state will continue to attempt to address FEMA's request for
information on scenarics, and operate on the time teble set forth
in FEMA Guidance Memo 17 until new guidance is provided.

"L
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B. Allegan County

1. J.10.4.: The Allegan County Plan (page F8) establishes road
blocks on both routes I-196 and A-2, More care will be taken
during drills and exercise to ensure that all access control
points that are manned are marked on status boards. These items

. will be covered in the offsite training program prior to the next
exercise (August 1984).

2, J.10.b.: 1%80 population figures will be incorporated into the
next update of the Allegan County Emergency Operations Plan prior
to the next exercise (August 1984).

3. E.l., E.2., F.l.a., F.l.e., H.4.: 1In its initial eritique, FEMA
l1isted these elements as "Significant Deficiencies,” as "exercise
objectives," as "specified in the exercise objectives," etc.

As has been repeatedly stated to FEMA, these were not exercise
objectives nor were they implied objectives. Therefore, in
terus of the exercise and scenario approved hy FEMA, these
are not deficiencies. No corrective actions are necessary,

In this latest letter, FEMA states that "each criteria was cited
to focus attention on our recommendation that this capabilicy
should be demonstrated during the next exercise." If FDMA
would lilke to see these elezents demonstrated, FEMA should make
this recommendation during the 90 day meeting prior to the next
Palisades exercise. 1In addition, many of these items sre being
addressed in the D.C. Cook exercise on January 25, 1984,

Based on the original FEMA critique, the state does not feel
that there was a deficiency because these elaments were not
exercise objectives,

4o M.1.: If FEMA would like to see this element demonstrated during
the August 1984 exercise, the state would agree. Hovever, this
would preclude notification and activation of EOCs because of time
constraints.

c. Berrien County

No deficiencies listed.

D. Ven Buren County

1. E.7.: Transoission of data to JPIC and EBS would be vis phone from
the Van Buren County EOC. Calls to EBS are simulated as is the
prozpt alert notification system (sirens) #0 as to aveid any
possible confusion. EBS {s used for non-radiological emergencies
frequently enough to allow familiarization for users and to detest
problems and have them corrected. In addition, the siren control
Soard was demonstrated to the evaluators up to the point of actually

sounding the sirens.
b
A
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2. J.10.¢.: The state's response is, again, to see above comment,

3. J.10.d.: No additional response necessary.

é E.1., E.2., B.1.a. F.l.e., H.b4.: No additional responge ig
necessary for these elements, See Allegan County comnents,

I1. MINOR DEFICIENCIES

A, St!tl

1. G.4.a.: The state has additional personnel at the JPIC in

Support of the state spokesman 48 denonstrated at the Big
Rock Point full-gcale exercise,

3.t The status board will be placed in a more visidble position
as of the January 25, 1934 Cook Exercise.

3. J.10.a.: Radiological Health 1s currently updating their
field sanmpling monitoring points. These will be provided to
the Ewergency Managezent Division as they are completed,

B. Allo.gn County

1. D.4.: Correction, the latest update of the Allegan County EOP
has been provided to FEMA as of 10-17-83. This vas for the
purpose of maintaining controlled distribution of current
plans.

2. K.3.,b.: Correction date - during annual training program -

July/Auguet, 1984,
3. A.4.: Correction date - next exercise ~ August 1984,
6. F.1.d4.: No correction needed.
5. G.3.a.: No correction needed,

[ le;;gon COgntx

No response required.
D. Van Buren County
1. A.l.a.: No additional response necessary,

2. J.10.b.: As soon as dats is #vailable from NRC, FEMA, or the
utility, the maps will be updated to show the population

distribution in the $-10 zones,
4;4
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3, J.i0.f.: This issue will be resolved by the next exercise in
August 1984.

4, K.3.b.: As stated in the state response, the dosimenters will be
resoved from the County EOC since they are inappropriate and were
3 placed there originally based on FEMA's recommendation. The plans
and procedures will be revised if necessary by the next exercise
(August 1984) to reflect this change.

5. J.10.4.:t The state does not believe it is necessary to move
vehicles during ao exercise. If, however, FEMA will not accept
state policy, an attempt will be made to resolve this issue
during the August 1984 exercise if the problems of time, cost,
and liability can be resolved with the involved counties.

6. A.4.: Correction date August 19584 exercise.

7. F.1.b.: No response necessary.

8. K.3.s.: No response necessary.

111. COMMENTS ON FEMA'S CRITTQUE

FEMA did not address the state's comzents on its critique. The statement
"the critique system has changed as a result of the new 44 CFR 350," does

not address all of the issues raised in the comnents. There still seems

to be confusion on the issue of whether alert, notification, and mobilization
was an objective or not for the Palisades exercise., FEMA did not address
this. The new exercise critique module still contains subjective evaluations
though it 4s an improvement. Issues raised in IIIB of the state response
vere not answered by FEMA.

1
4



Federal Emergency Management Agency

Region V 300 South Wacker, 24th Floor, Chicago, IL 60606 (312) 3£3-1500

SEP 14 1983

MEMORANDUM FOR: Assistant Associate Director, Office of Natural
and Technological Hazards

Attention: Megs Hepler
FROM: Chairman, Regional Assistance Committee
SUBJECT: Palisades Exercise Final Report

Attached is the Final Report for the Palisades Exercise, conducted
May 25, 1983. This report indicates the State of Michigan and the
Counties of Allegan, Berrien, and Van Buren have demonstrated a
capability to protect the health and safety of the citizens and
the property in the area at risk.

In view of the fact that this report had been developed prior to
receiving the new guidance, and in order not to expend more staff

time redoing the report in the new format, we are submitting this
under the old procedures.

A schedule of corrections of deficiencies noted in Part IV has been
requested from the State of Michigan by October 28, 1983.

gzﬂ buomind”

Frank Finch

Attachment



PART 1

FINAL REPORT

Palisades Nuclear Powcr\Plnnt
Exercise

May 25, 1983

Exercise Participants

State of Michigan (Small-Scale)
Allegan County (Full-Scale)
Berrien County (Small-Scale)
Van Buren County (Full-Scale)

Roving Exercise Evaluator

Palisades Nuclear Power Plant

Involved States Not Participating: None

Involved Localities Not Participating: None

Prepareda by the:

Technological Hazards Branch
Federal Center
Battle Creek, Michigan 49016

Number of Evaluators

3 Federal/l Contract
1 Federal/l Contract
1 Contract

2 Federal/l Contract

1 Federal

Evaluated by NRC

Federal Emergency Management Agency, Region V
Natural and Technological Hazards Division



PART II

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report contains the findings of an 11 member evaluation team who observed
and evaluated the emergency response capability to a simulated radiological

emergency at the Palisades Nuclear Power Plant, South Haven, Michigan, May 25,
1983. The exercise participants included the State of Michigan (small-scale),
Berrien County (small-scale), Allegan County (full-scale), Van Buren County

(full-scale), and Consumers Power Company, the parent company of the Palisades
Nuclear Power Plant. The Nuclear Regulatory Commission evaluated the licensee's
‘emergency response on-site at the Palisades Nuclear Power Plant.

The Federal Emergency Manageuent Agen y Region V evaluators were positioned at
the principal emergency response centers.

Based on the evaluations of the four teaus, it appears that the State of
Michigan and the Counties of Allegan, Berrien and Van Buren did an adequate job
demonstrating a capability to protect the population of the political juris-
dictions concerned.

Revised plans for the Counties of Allegan and Van Buren were used by the EOC
staff. At the time of the exercise, these revised plans had not been submitted
to FEMA Region V for review. These plans should be forwarded as soon as possible
for RAC review.

The following reflects the appraisal of the Federal evaluators, summarized in the
ten functional areas.

SUMMARY I Emergency Operations Facilities and Resources
(Space, Internal Comm., Displays, Security

STATE

The EOC was a well-lighted, well-ventilated room and was
adequate for the exercise. The comm.iications with local
EOCs, EOF and JPIC was by HOTLINE and LEIN (Law Enforce-
ment Information Network) with radio backup. The internal
communications, displays and equipment were adequate, how-
ever, it is suggested the status board be placed so it can
be observed by all participants in the EOC. During a full-
scale exercise or actual emergency, over-crowding could

be a problem.

ALLEGAN COUNTY
The EOC was spacious, well-lighted, and well arranged.
Staff working space was convenient. Map displays were
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adequate except the population distribution map was not
available. Population data shown in the County plan

should be updated as it reflected 1970 Census figures.

A backup communication link between the EOF and Allegan
County EOC is not currently in place and would be advisable.

BERRIEN COUNTY

Multiple communications systems link Berriem County with
the State EOC and with Van Buren and Allegan Counties.
Communications were successfully demonstrated during ‘the
exercise; when one system temporarily broke down, another
was available as backup. Message content was examined and
calls were made for clarification of unclear messages.

VAN BUREN COUNTY

Emargency operations facilities in the Van Buren County
EOC are good. The communications system is adequate
with telephone and Law Enforcement Information Network
(LEIN) as the primary systems and Utility Hot Line, radio,
and NAWAS as backup. The EOC has adequate amenities.
Security was good. Displays and maps were outstanding
except for the population map. Incremental divisions of
population should be completed through ten miles. Con-
sideration should also be given to remoting the Sheriff's
communications to an area closer to the operations room.

Alerting and Mobilization of Officials and Staff (Staffing,
24-Hour Capability, Alerting Timeliness)

STATE

The scenario did not call for alerting and mobilization of
staff at the State EOC. Alerting can be accomplished by
the State Police network which is manned 24-hours per day.

ALLEGAN COUNTY

The Allegan County communications center is operated daily
on a 24~hour basis. Alerting and mobilization of the EOC
staff was not demonstrated, although it was an exercise
objective. Call lists were current and procedures appeared
adequate. A shift change demonstrated 24-hour staffing
capability for the EOC, but the County Board Chairman and
P10 remained on duty through the exercise.

BERRIEN COUNTY
Not observed

VAN BUREN COUNTY

Alerting and mobilization was one of the objectives of

this exercise. It was not demonstrated. A complete shift
change was not demonstrated. Both of these func-ions should
be demonstrated during the next exercise.
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Emergency Operations Management (Organization, Control,
Leadership, Support by Officials, Decision Making)

STATE

The EOC staff demonstrated a good capability to manage
the operations of the EOC. Control, leadership and the
ability to make decisions were clearly demonstraced
throughout the exercise.

ALLEGAN COUNTY

Elected officials in Allegan County demonstrated excellent
support by participating in the exercise. County agency
directors and assistanc directors performed their [unctions
as EOC staff in a highly professional manner. All partici-
pants displayed knowledge of the situation and the.~
assigned responsibilities.

BERRIEN COUNTY

The ability to direct and control operations was well
demonstrated at Berrien County. The ECC Director moitored
communications and kept the EOC staff advised of the flow
of events.

VAN BUREN COUNTY

Adequate emergency operations management, to include plans
and procedures and support by elected cfficials, was demon-
strated. Periodic briefings and staff updates were con-
ducted. More staff updates and less frequent message
announcements would be desirable. Rosters and some other
areas of the plan are outdated. These plan deficiencies
should be corrected premptly and revised plans and procedures
forwarded for State and Federal evaluation as promised prior
to the exercise.

Public Alerting and Notification (Means of Notification -
Sirens, Vehicles, or Other Systems)

STATE

The State did not demonstrate prompt alert and notifica-
tion within the required 15 minute period as stated in
NUREG-0654. It took approximately 42 minutes from wken
the State received the initial message until the sirens
were sounded (simulated). The initial mescage content
from the facility was incomplete and confusing regarding
the emergency and the protective actioas that should t~
recommended.

ALLEGAN COUNTY
The four sirens in the Allegan County part of the EPZ would

be activated by Van Buren County. This was not ouserved.
Although the PIO had listings of EBS (radio and TV stations)
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and newspapers in the area with phone numbers, the media
contact would be through the JPIC.

BERRIEN COUNTY
Not observed

VAN BUREN COUNTY
The siren system was not demonstrated during this exercise.

The system was tested May 14, 1983 and a copy of the test
report is included in this report. This system has not

been certified by FEMA.

ALL JURISDICTION

(Ref. E.6.) The criteria to provide notification and prompt
{nstruction to the public in the plume exposure pathway (EPZ)
is placed in this section not because the State or County
has failed, but because a test of this system has not been
observed by FEMA. It is recognized that a system consisting
of 84 voice capable sirens has been installed within the
10-mile EPZ and that there are 3 separate locations capable
of activating the system, but until guidance on observing
and testing siren systems has been developed, it wil) remain
in this section of the report.

Public and Media Relations (Publications, Press Facilities

Media Briefings, Release Coordination)

STATE
The media facilities at the JPIC are considered first class

and adequate for handling a large number of reportevs.

It was not always clear who was in charge at the JPIC.

The briefings were held on a timely basis. However, the
people who conducted the briefings during the early hours
of the exercise did not fully explain the conditions at

the plant. There should have been more information given
out from the start. The technical representative vas weak
in his ansvers to inquiries. A suggestion would be to have
two persons on hand, in case one could not handle the
questions, or one person with more expertise.

The State and local media spokespersons coordinated the
news releases in a professional manner.

The rumor control phone was operational with the phone
number announced to the media during the first briefing.

ALLEGAN COUNTY
The Allegan County representative appeared to perform his

function adequately. Although he did not interact with
the media in any way, he was present on the platform for
all briefings, but made no statement or comments.
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SUMMARY VII

It was evident that the representative was in direct
contact with County officials on a regular basis.

It is recommended that future representatives provide status
reports to the media regarding the situation in the County.

BERRIEN COUNTY

The Berrien County Public Information Officers performed
their job well. Information was well coordinated and
questions from reporters were addressed promptly and fully.

VAN BUREN COUNTY

Van Buren County public information representatives performed
their duties very well. Information was well coordinated
and questions from reporters were addressed. The JPIC 1is
located at Lake Michigan Community College. Facilities are
excellent in all aspects. Background materials are excellent
and included video tapes available as footage for news

media stories.

Accident Assessment (Staff & Field Operations, Monitoriug,
Equipment, Technical Calculations, Use of PAGs)

STATE

Because cf the small scale exercise participation by the
State in a supportive role, responding to the County EOCs,
JPIC and the EOF, the Rad Health representative demon-
strated an excellent capability to do calculations based
on data received from the utility and to recommend PAGs
from these calculations.

ALLEGAN COUNTY
This is a State function. Not observed in Allegan County.

BERRIEN COUNTY
This is a State function. Not observed in Berrien County.

VAN BUREN COUNTY
This is a State function. Not observed in Van Buren County.

Actions to Protect the Public (Sheltering, Evacuation,
Reception & Care, Ttnnlgortattonz

STATE
All dairy farmers in affected area were notified to put
cows on stored feed and to shelter them. Milk must be

monitored for contamination.

The two relocation centers are both 20 miles from the
facility. The resources of the relocation centers could
not be observed from the State EOC.



SUMMARY VIII

ALLEGAN COUNTY

There was an adequate deucnstratiom of capability to protect
the public through reception and care as demonstrated at the
Fennville Middle and High :ichools in Allegan County at
Fennville, Michigan. This was accomplished through the
opening and staffing of primary relocation and decontami-
nation centers at the aforementioned schools. The staffing
was accomplished through the combived efforts of the
Fennville Public School system, the Allegan County Health,
Mental Health, and Social Servires Departments, the American
Red Cross, and County police.

BERRIEN COUNTY
Not observed

VAN BUREN COUNTY

In Van Buren County, there was an adequate denmonstration
of reception and care of evacuees. The affected sectors
and mileage descriptions of the evacuation/shelter areas
were quickly convercted to easily recognizable physical
features for dissemination to the public.

Staffing for reception centers and shelters outside the

20 mile radius were altered tn become operational. At the
reception center at Paw Paw High School, ten Senior Citizens
from a South Haven Senior Citizens Home were monitored for
possible radiological contamination, processed through
registration, checked for illness and transported to a
shelter at the United Methodist Church. This transpired
through the combjined efforts of local governmental officials
at the EOC, public school authorities; State and County
employees of the Health and Social Services Departments;

the American Red Cross; and the Black River Amateur Radio
Club.

Health, Hodicll, and Exposure Control Measures (Access
Control, Adequacy of Eouipment, Use of KI)

A
33&33-. this was 4 small scale exercise for the State, the
response of many activities was not demonstrated.

In the course of the exercise a discrepancy was noted in
the policies of the State and Van Buren County about dis-
pensing KI to the general population. The State plan states
that KI is to be given out upon a decision to do so by the
State Division of Radiological Health. The County plan
states that the responsibility lies with the County Health
Department. This discrepancy must be corrected.



ALLEGAN COUNTY

The EOC staff did not control access to evacuated areas

on all roads southbound through Allegan County, which is