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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
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and Licensing Roard

In the Matter of

LONG ISLAND LIGHTING COMPANY
PDocket No. 50-322-0L-3
(Shoreham Nuclear Power Station, (Emergency Planning)
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SUPPLFMENTAI TESTIMONY OF DEPUTY INSPECTOR PETER
F. COSGROVE AND LIEUTENANT JOHN L. FAKLER ON
REHALF OF SUFFOLK COUNTY REGARDING CONTENTIONS
39, 40, 41, 44, 98, 99 AND 100 « TRAINING OF

OFFSITE EMERCFNCY RESPONSE WORKERS

Q. Please state your names and occupations.

A My name is Peter F. Cosgrove. 1 am a Deputy
Inspector in the Suffolk County Police Department and hold the
pasition of Executive Officer of the Third Precinect. Until
January 15 of this year, 1 was the Conmanding Officer of the
Suffolk County Police Academy.

My name is John L. Fakler. I am a Lieutenant in the
Suffolk County Police Department and hold the position of
Commanding Officer of Media Services.
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tur professional qualifications are contained :in our

previously filed testimony on Contentions 39, 40, 41, 44, 98,

99 and 100,

Q. Since your testimony was filed on April 2, 1984, have
you received additional information which bears upon the issues

raised in Contentions 39, 40, 41, 44, 98, 99 and 1007

A Yes. It is our understanding that, subsequent to the
filing of our testimony on April 2, 1984, LILCO was ordered by
the Licensing Board to produce copies of critique and evalua-
tion forms that had been completed by controllers and observers
of four LERO drills and/or exercises. We have been informed
that these controller/observer comments were produced by LILCO
on or about June 1, 1984, and that such comments represent the
only Arill/exercise comments by LILCO controllers and/or ob=
servers that have been retained by LILCO or its training con-
sultants., Based upon our review of the Jocuments produced, (it
appears that we have been provided with comments from a
training dArill held in November, 1983 and another training
Adril)l held in January, 1984, We have also been provided
comments from two exercises held in February, 1984. We have
reviewed these documents and, in our opinion, they raise sig-
nificant concerns about the adequacy of the LILCO drill and

exercise program,



I -

Q. What are these concarns?

A, First, we are concerned about the lack of briefings
and the adequacy of the briefings that have been held both
prior tc and during LILCO's dril.s and exercises. Such
briefinas, durinag an actual emerjency at Shoreham, would be of
crucial importance and would, for example, provide a way of
keepina LERO personnel informed about such matters as the
status of the emergency, radiolojical and meterological
contitions, and the general progress of the emergency response.
Therefore, it is important that during training drills and ex-
ercises, briefings be held and that such briefings be realistic
and adeauate in scope. Numerous comment sheets, however, noted
that briefings were not held and that those which were held

were frequently inadequate.

Q. Is it your opinion that emergency workers must be
constantly kept advised as to all de-ails of the emergency and

the actions taken in resaponse to the smergency?

A No. However, emergency workesrs should be kept ap-
prised of the overall status of the emergency and the plant
conditions, and they should be knowledgeable about the general
progress of the emergency response. In addition, it is

essential that emergency workers be kept fully informed about



all emergency conditions that bear upon their particular
emergency jobs. For example, radiological monitoring personnel
would need to be aware of wind direction and other me-
terological conditions, just as LILCO's traffic guides would

need to be kept advised about traffic conditions.

The importance of timely and adequate briefings of emer-
gency response persounel is emphasized by the LILCO Plan. For
example, the LILCO Plan specifies that it is the responsibility
of the Staaing Area Coordinators to establish and maintain
functional staging areas. (See OPIP 2.1.1). It is not possi-
ble, however, for the staging areas to function adequately if
the emergency workers assigned to the staging areas do not have
prompt and accurate information. Such information is provided
by briefings: (f such briefings are acequate, emergency workers
will be better able to perform their tasks effectively and in
the manner envisioned by the LILCO trairing program. For this
reason, it is important that training drills and exercises
include realistic and adeaguate briefings of trainees. Without
such briefings, Arill and exercise participants are precluded
from having an opportunity elither to interact with other emer-
gency workers or to Arill their job skille in a meaningful

manner.



From our review of the Adril)l/exercise comments
produced by LILCO, it appears that problems in briefing emer-
gency personnel/trainees occurred at every drill and exercise.
For example, during the November, 1983 drill, Arill control-
lers/observers commented that “periodic updates were not
parformed.” One observer indicated that traininag personnel
“generally performed below expectations,” and that "[t)here
were deficiencies of a significant nature.”" This same observer
commented simply as follows: “"Not the right infolrmation) at
the right time." Similarly, during the January drill, observ=-
ers noted that some briefings were “slow, late, [and) inaccu-
rate,” and also "lacked details.” It was also noted that the
bus Ariver Aispatcher briefing "did4 not address current plant

status/radiological status."

Briefings continued to be a problem during the two
February exercises for which we were provided comments by
LILCO, T™e first exercise, held on February 8, was character~
ized by numerous comments from observers about the lack of
briefings. For example, observers wrote that there was "no
gqeneral emergency briefing at [the Port Jefferson staging
areal”, and "[n)o general plant briefings for LERO fie'd
workers."” In addition, there were comments that “[nlo radio~

logical information was given to people going out to the




field." It was also observed that "people [were] not informed
[of the] potential plume path and radiation levels at all." 1In
fact, of the 14 completed critique/evaluation forms commenting
on the performance of participants assigned to the LILCO
staging areas during the February B8 exercise, seven indicated
that personnel going into the field were not properly briefed
as to the potential plume path and radiation levels. In
addition, six of these forms also noted that field personnel
were not properly briefed as to protective action recommenda-
tions. Only two of the forms indicated that field personnel

had been properly briefed in both areas.

This pattern of problems with briefings continued
during the second February exercise, which was held on February
15. As before, observers commented primarily on the lack of
briefings. For example, one observer noted that there were
"[n]o briefings relative to plant status or radiological
conditions," while another observer commented that "ls]taging
area personnel (dosimetry) were not briefed regarding emergency
status, protective actions, plume travel -- other than status
board posting. This is not enough."” 1In addition, it was noted
that "lblriefings as to radiological conditions [werel poor."
In fact, the briefings were so poor that one observer noted the

following: "Traffic guides were given what meteorvlogical



fand] plant status data . . . displayed on status board . . .
but road crews, [route) spotters [and route] alert drivers

[were] not given this data in briefings. This is a

deficiency." (Emphasis in original.)

From the foregoing, it is clear that problems with
briefinags have persisted in every drill and exercise held by
LILCO. The comments aquoted and the critique/evaluation forms
from which these comments were taken are appended to this tes-
timony as Attachment 1. 1In our opinion, it is likely that the
consistent failure of LILCO's briefings to provide drill and
exercise participants with adeguate and accurate information
will significantly and adversely effect the ability of LILCO's
emergency response personnel to develop an accurate understand-
ing of LILCO's overall emergency response effort. In addition,
in our opinion it is likely that the inadequate nature of
LILCO's briefings have foreclosed LERO trainees from having an
adequate opportunity to practice the particular jobs required
of them under the LILCO Plan. This is a serious deficiency of

the LILCO training program.



Q. Have the drill/exercise comments reviewed by you re-

vealed any other problems with LILCO's training program?

A. Yes. There are comments and critiques from each of
the drills and exercises noting significant problems with radio
users being unfamiliar with proper radio language, radio proto-
col and general communications techniques. These areas are ob-
viously important, since a good command of radio protocal, lan-
gquage and communications technigues would be necessary for
there to be adeguate communications among emergency response
personnel during a Shoreham emergency. In our opinion, the
persistent pattern of problems in these areas is therefore of
eignificant concern. A sampling of the procblems revealed in
the training documents we have reviewed is set forth below and

is appended to this testimony as Attachment 2.

During the November 1983 drill, for example, observ-
ers noted a "real need for radio training for communicators."
One observer, in critiquing two communicators, commented as
follows: "poor radio technique in 1 case, fair in the other."
Some observers noted that LILCO's communicators were "unfamil-
iar with radio jargon" and one observer noted that "communica-

tors had varying degrees of expertise with radios . . . more

and better radio training [needed]." Similarly, during the




January drill, it was noted that LILCO's "traffic guides
need[ed] more exposure” to radios to learn appropriate communi-
cation technigues and that the "communicators need[ed] to

review [radio] jargon."

These problems continued during the February exer-
cises. Tor example, during the February 8 exercise, some oOb-
servers noted that "[bletter radio protocol practices [were]
needed" and that "[gleneral radio protocol training is needed."
In addition, when asked whether radio communications were easi-
1y understood, an observer commented as follows: "Not easily.
A lot of walkover, some static. Poor radio etiquette."”

(Emphasis in original.) Radio language, or "jargon," was also
a problem in the February 8 exercise. For example, in one case
a traffic guide and traffic controller had a simulated
"problem" to solve and radioced in for instructions. There were
no further communications, and 30 minutes later both the traf-
fi. guide aud the controller were instructed to come in from
the field. After arrival, the traffic controller learned for
the first time that the radio room had been trying to reach
them in the field with instructions on solving their problem.

The controller concluded that this mishap was caused in part by

the fact that "no uniform [radio] language [was] being used."”



Durina the February 15 exercise, problems with the
use of radios persisted. "Poor radio protocol and etiquette"
were observed again, as were examples of exercise participants
"joking and laughing around." (This problem had also been
noted in the February 8 exercise). For example, one observer
commented as follows: "Too many traffic guides were calling
the base in rapid succession without waiting for the base to
respond to the first caller. This is either lack of courtesy
on the air (or fooling around by the drivers) or lack of
knowledge in the use of the airways. Perhaps better training

in the use of radios is reqluired]l."

In our opinion, the problems noted above are symptomatic
problems which underscore the inadequate training given to LERO
workers in the area of radio communications and usage. As a
result, it is likely that the emergency response personnel
relied upon by LILCO have not been properly trained to communi-
cate effectively via radios, and therefore cannot be expected
to respond to an emergency at Shoreham in the coordinated
manner necessary to ensure an adequate and effective emergency

response.



Q. Have the training documents reviawed by you revealed
any other concerns regarding the communications training pro-

vided by LILCO?

A. Yes. In January and February there were pidoblems with
the radio equipment used in the training drills and exercises.
For example, field personnel were not always provided with the
appropriate radio eguipment, and in many cases they wore not
given radios at all. Most of LILCO's emergency perscnnel do
not use radio equipmert in their daily jobs, and evern those
that do use such equipment do not use it under emerg=zncy
conditions on a day-to-day basis. Therefore, it is important
for the LILCO drill and exercise porticipants to be given some
"hands on" experience with the equipment they will be expected
to use in an actual emergency at the Shoreham plant. Without
such experience, it is unrealistic to expert LILCO's emergency
workers to be able to perform adegnately during an actual emer-
gency. A sampling of those comments concerning problems with
LILCO's radio eaquipment (including the unavailability of such
equipment) is provided below and is appended to this testimony

as Attachment 3.

During the January drill, for example, it was noted

that LILCO road crews were dispatched from the Riverhead



staging area with "Channel 3 radios, but [Riverhead] can only
monitor Channel 10." 1In addition, observers noted a "lack of
radios by field personnel" and a need for "radios for road

crews."

During the February 8 exercise, an observer in

LILCO's communications room commented that there was "not
enough communications equipment in [the] communications room to
handle [al] real emergency." Another observer noted that there
was probably "not enough radios for the purpose of this exer-
cise." During the February 15 exercise, problems with an in-
sufficient number of radios continued. For example, ~ne ob-

server noted that "road crews [were] supposed to have

multi-band radios, which were not available."

Based on the foregoing, it is apparent that segments
of the LFRO organization have not been provided an opportunity
to use and practice with the radio equipment they would be ex-
pected to use during an emergency at the Shoreham plant. In
our opinion, this is a serious deficiency of the LILCO training

program.



Q. Have you discovered any other problems with the LILCO
training program from your review of the drill/exercise

comments provided by LILCO?

A. Yes. One area of particular concern was revealed by
our review of critique/evaluation forms prepared by observers
assigned to LILCO's Emeraency Worker Decontamination Facility
("EWDF"). The EWDF was activated during the January and
February drills and exercises and, during all three training
opportunities, there was evidence of "sloppy performance" by
the LILCO personnel given responsibility for performing
monitoring and decontamination duties under the LILCO Plan.
This "sloppy performance" by LILCO's monitoring and
decontamination workers is not surprising, since monitoring and
decontamination skills are not the kind of job skills performed
by LILCO workers on a day-to-day basis. Therefore, LILCO's
training program must be of sufficient quality to provide
individuals unfamiliar with the tasks of monitoring and
decontaminating personnel (and vehicles) with the ability to
per form adecquately. Based on our review of the training
documents provided by LILCC, however, it must be concluded that
the training given to LILCO's monitoring and decontamination
personnel has failed to teach such personnel their jobs. A

sampling of the critique/evaluation comments which lead to this



conclusion is set forth below and appended to this testimony as

Attachment 4.

During the January drill, for example, it was noted
that "[tlhe monitoring personnel were scanning people a little
too rapidly and they sometimes neglected to monitor the
person's feet . . ." It was not until after a number of
persons had been monitored that the monitoring personnel at the
EWDF fell into a pattern and scanned more properly "although
still a little too rapidly." Even then, however, they "ne-
glected to fully question [a contaminated] person to find out
his/her (field] location. Also thev neqlected to tell the peo-
ple ajacent [sic)] to them that they had a contamination

problem."

During the February B exercise, it was noted that
"ld)osimetry people were acting confused about what to do."
The controller therefore had to instruct such persons to read
the apprropriate sections of LILCO's procedures. In gddition.
as had hapr=-c<4 during the January drill, it was again noted
that monitcri.y «.d decontomination personnel "monitored too
fast." It was also noted that they "rushed the thyroid count.”
In one instance, an observer commented that the decontamination

worker "held the probe too far away:;" in another instance, it

was noted that "some items were touched but not monitored."



During the February 15 exercise, problems with
LILCO's monitoring and decontamination personnel persisted.
*or example, some observers commented that "monitors were slop-
py" and that there was some "sloppy per formances." In
addition, one observer noted that "[dlecon[tamination] monitors
need more training. They were monitoring poorly." This same
ohserver noted that, in one instance, "the Decon[tamination]
Coordflinator] sent a person to the hospital . . . without doing

deconltamination]."”

In our opinion, this pattern of problems is very signifi-
cant and raises serious concerns about the adequacy of the
LILCO training program. As noted by one observer. "there was
the possibility for cross-contamination the way [EWDF workers]
were handling monitoring." Taken together, the problems noted
during the January and February drills and exercises indicated
a significant failure on the part of the LILCO training program
to teach adecuately the LERO monitoring and decontamination

personncl how to perform their emergency jobs.

Q. Have the critique/evaluation comments reviewed by you
also indicated problems with drill/exercise participants not
checking their personal dosimetry equipment during the drills

and exercises?



A. Yes. During the February exercises, many of the
participants did not check their dosimetry equipment. Checking
dosimetry readings is of obvious importance during a radio-
logical emergency and must be practiced during training drills
and exercises so that it becomes "second nature" to each LERO

worker's routine.

Notwithstanding the importance of dosimetry checking,
there were numerous comments from both the February 2 and the
February 15 exercises in which dosimetry checks were not taken
by the exercise participants. For example, one observer at the
February 8 exercise noted that the participants "did not check
their Aosimetry." The same observer also commented that he
"4id see one [participant] check his dosimetry once. The
others I did not see check at all during the 2 1/2 hrs [I was]
out Fat] the transfer point.” Another observer at the February
2 exercise noted that "the transfer control point coordinator I
was with never checked is dosimeter readings." Similarly,
during *he February 15 exercise, traffic guides and a transfer
point coordinator were observed not to take periodic checks of
their dosimetry equipment. At this exercise, another observer
noted that "in the fieldl{,] personnel exposures were not

checked. This is a habit that should be broken."



The above examples, which are appended to this testimony
as Attachment 5, indicate a problem that could have serious
consequences for individual workers during an actual emergency
involving an offsite release. LILCO must therefore emphasize,
during training, the importance of checking dosimeters, so that
this practice becomes part of each worker's emergency job rou-
tine. Based on the comments reviewed, it must be concluded
that LILCO has placed insufficient emphasis and importance on

this aspect of each worker's emergency response function.

Q. have the drill/exercise comments reviewed by you dis-

closed any other problems with LILCO's training program?

A. Yes. Although there are many other problems that
could be discussed, we will conclude this testimony by
expressing our concerns about the fact that many of LILCO's own
observers/controllers (including those supplied to LILCO by its
training consultants) apparently believe that they have not
been adeqguately prepared to be observers/controllers. Obvi-
ously, if training drills and exercises are to provide a way to
assess the adequacy of a training program (as LILCO claims), it
is extremely important that there be enough observers and that
they be properly briefed so that they can properly determine if

the activity they are observing is peing done correctly. In



this regard, LILCO's training program has not met with success.
Our opinion with respect to the inadequacy of
briefings/preparation of LILCO's observers/controllers are il-
lustrated by the following sampling of comments. These

comments are appended to this testimony as Attachment 6.

During the January drill, for example, one observer noted

the following:

For future drills, controllers will need to

be better briefed. To prevent the

miscommunications which occurred early at

the EOC. It is unacceptable to brief

fellow ~ontrollers at different locations

on how events are to occur 15 minutes on

the day before the drill. This unfamil-

iarity caused confusion amongst the partic-

ipants and also created inconsistencies in

procedural useage 'sicl.
Similarly, during one of the February exercises, an observer
commented that "Impel observers (were) not briefed or knowl-
edgeable enough on procedures,” while another observer noted

that there were "not sufficient observers."”

With inadequate briefings and insufficient staffing of ob-
servers, it is impossible to determine whether or not all
problems with the LILCO training program have been identified.
For example, it is possible that observers who were not ade-

quately briefed d4id not comment on significant problems because



they were not fully cognizant of the procedures and the
drill/exercise scenarios. Nevertheles:t the problems which we
have discovered by reviewing the critigu /evaluation comments
provided by LILCO give rise to serious concerns regarding the
adequacy of the LILCO training program and, for this reason, we

have prepared this supplemental testimony.
0. Please summarize your conclusions.

A. The documents provided by LILCO regarding the LILCO
Arills and exercises conducted to date (and for which LILCO has
retained documentation) lead to the following conclusions.
Pirst, numerous comments from all drills and exercises demon-
strate that there has been a lack of briefings and that
briefings that have been held have often been inadequate.
Second, there have been significant problems with LILCO's
training with respect to radio communications. These problems
have included problems in the areas of radio language, eti-
quette and general radio technique. In addition, not all
trainees have had the appropriate radio egquipment to practice
with during the LILCO drills and exercises. Third, LILCO's
EWDF workers have not received sufficient training to perform
adequately their monitoring and decontamination

responsibilities under the LILCO P.an. Fourth, LILCO's
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personnel have not been trained adequately to check their
dosimetry equipment. Finally, LILCO's own observ-
ers/controllers (including those supplied to LILCO by its
training consultants) have not always been adequately prepared
to judge the conduct and performance of the trainees under

their observation and supervision.

Individually, it could be argued that these concerns may
be correctable; similarly, in some cases, it could be asserted
that the problems are not that significant. Taken as a whole,
however, the concerns and problems discussed in this testimony
indicate significant problems with LILCO's training program.
While one might expect such problems during early drills, we
believe that, by this time, steps should have been taken to
correct and remedy them. This has not been the case, however,
leadina us to conclude that the LILCO training program has
failed to recognize and deal adequately with problems. Indeed,
in some cases, problems have actually become worse. Drills and
exercises should be learning experiences both for the
trainees/participants and for those in charge of the training
program. It is apparent that, in LILCO's case, those in charge
have not learned from their experiences, and, as a result,
LILCO has failed to adapt its training program to correct

problems either when they first occur, or even over time.
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Arga Evaluated

Monitors Rating

11/33
. Access Control
1. Kas 2n 2ppropriate access con rol 5 CZ:)3 2 1 KO,
posture established? ‘
2. Kas there an {dentifiable system imple- 5 (;) 3 2 1 N\.0O. __':;
mented that effectively identified . ‘ e
authroized personnel within the facility? . i,

. Describe any problems noted by the area being eva?uated
Provide a cdescripticn.of the preblem, its cutcome or effect and

any reccrmmended corrective courses of action to alleviate or
. correct ‘*e deficiency. Any of the previously listed areas

that receive an evaluation grade of 2 or 1 require a written
explanation en this page.
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-, Drill Evaluation

Ar2a tvaluated Monitors Rating
A. Activation and Response Tt Oean
1. Has the activation/initiation (:; 4 (:) 2 1 N.O.
efficient and organized?
2. Were personnel familiar with their ™" 5 6:j)3 2 1 N.OC.
responsibilities and respond in a ' ,
timely manner?
3. Was the person in charge clearly 5§ 4 3 2 1 N.OQ.
{dentifiable?
4. Has the transfer of responsibilities § 4 3 2 1 N.O.
accerplished effectively and efficiently?
' ~
8. Communications w’(‘gh L/’*C'V
1. Here 211 required and specified £ § 3 2 N.O. R
comnunications circuits operable? .
2. MWere perscnnel familiar with communi- 5 é{) 3 2 1 NO.
cations available and the intended |
use of each?
[/
3, Vere there sufficient personnel 5 ‘3 3 ¢ 7 BG,
to conduct communications tasks?
&. Was 1?cf:om1ng {nform- "ion effectively 5 o 3 21 K6,
and efficiently distributed to appro-
sriate personnel? A0 T The
. [
5. V¥Yere periodic updates made by the 5 4 3 N.O.
senfor individual? ‘ : {l*i§ki'
6. Were accurate communication logs kept? 5 & 2 1 N.O.
7. Were the status boards properly 5 &4 3 1. N.O.
utilized and updated? :
© Jown ot
8. Did indfviduals in charge spend an inor- 4 3 2 1 NS
4inzte amount of time on comnunications,

such that their attention was diverted
from the fncident? (No = 5, Yes = 1)
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Eveluction Stendards

.s.

.‘.

.3.

.2'

.1-

R. o.

Excellent - Personnel and equipaant always functioned without
crror. There were no preblems encountered ond ¢l personnel and
.cquip=ent functioned ¢t 2 superior level.

€sod - Personnel znd equipnent generally performed as expected.
errors or problens were minor 2nd did not detract from
ccpletion of the task.

- Personnel znd equipment performed at an acceptable

-Sctisfacto
Tevel. Errors noted were not severe and completion of the task
vas achieved within acceptavie limits.

Peor - Personnel gnd equipment generally parformed below expec-
tetions. There were deficiencies of a sfgnificant nature. The
trezs cbility to carry out 1ts function was dirminisied.

Feilure - Personnel and equipmant consistently failed to perform

és regquired.

ll0t Observed

Acceptzble completion of the t2sk was not 2chieved.
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Evzluctfon Stendards
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.1.

K.0.
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- 7 ?i‘mﬁ&i\? Bue Ro i ﬁdfc:m/w

-Sctisfactory - Personnel znd equipment performaed at an acceptable
Tevel. L

Excellent - Personnel and equipmant always functioned without
crror, There were no preblexs encountered cnd ¢11 personnel and

.cquip=ant functioned ¢t 2 superior level.

Good - Perzonnel znd eguipnent generally performed 2s expected.
Ry errors or probdlems were minor and did not detract from
cecpletion of the task.

.
BE == L

T

rrors noted were not severe and completion of the task
vas cchieved within acceptanie limics.

Pcor - Personnel znd eguipment generally performed below expece
tctions, There were deficiencies of a significent nature. The
treas cbility to carry out its function was diminished.

F:ilure « Persennel 2nd equipmant consistently failed to perform
és required. Acceptadble compietion of the task was not achieved,

llot Odserved

Briekings s/ou 4‘(5 nacuiate
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Lrce Eveluzted

2.

7.

Did personnel check to ensure that 21l we.
egquipm=nt wes availeble end functional
early {n the zctivation prucess?

If equipmant wvas inopereble or failed
in use, were approprizte actions taken
to resolve the deficiency? (spares/
backup cquipment)

Kere there zny situations in which the
lack of equipment, or a lack of ebility
to operzte tne equipment, prevented per-
sonnel from completing thefr tasks? _

(o = 5, Yes = 1) If 5o, please indicate
details.

Fere there iny sityationz fn which

additional egquipment or peterials, or
different types of equipment could
heve mede the cotivity more effective?
(No = 5, Yes = 1) If so, please indi-
cete details.

Could the area support the personnel
Lssigned to it?

Kere there sufficient resource materials
readily availadble to suppert the concuct
of the response? (maps, reference docu~
reants, copies of plans and procedures,
dzta sheets, etc.)

F. Protective Measures

1.

Kere approprizte protective measures
implemented for response personnel?

Did personne] properly wear protective

Were appropriate radiological practices
cbserved?

Were field personnel kept apprised of
radiological conditions?

Kere response activities conducted with
regard for personne’ s2fcts, consistent
with the need to cosplete the zctivity?

Fanitors Rating

§ 4 3 2 K.0. No ekt o
o~ 754F5; 6vipt Cav log.

543@1 N.0.

B
e B |
| | st
—
@4 3 21 x0.
5 & 3 z@u.o.-',u
dYSTEN
s ¢ 3 2() no.
5 4 3 z@ N.O.
5 4 3 z@u.o.
5 4 3 2 () no.
5 432 1 N0 BRiEpmy
Kekecs pTma.
@4 3 21 NO.
5 4 32 () wo. =



DRILL COMMENTS

Riverhead Staging Area

Co=uxnications:

1. Staging Area radio does not have call letters on set.
2

2. ‘Riverhead is di spetching raod ciews with Channel 3 ’ac~os
but can only monitor Channel 0.

2. Ko vritten mechanism to determine status of traffic control
peints dispatched vs. manned.

ed: & 1c‘ cf EOC

cmmications links were net & i2
phene. Toblez - in

co==unicaticns were by zadio &
Riverhead the zTacdio and dedicate

[

ine are mex:t to each other.
S Predlex with EOC cverriding the traffic guides en radio
€ Scae traffic guides faint in receiving radio transzissicns
inacvertently cut ¢ff other guides in the process of transzitting

e

]

m
1

"
1
<
m
"
n

Pu Bus Cezpany could not de found.

[

ancarcize instructioms for reccrding times military vs.
1

w
4

I
J
5

<
)

< Dis;a:che' briefing (2 minutes) asked for volumteers
to d:;ve Toutes. BEriefing did not address current plant
status/Taciclogical status.

&. Problem - not all drivers hed vehicles.

wn

Feecback om maps - the spirals were too small, the mzps are
coeming apact.

€. Map W/Edwards Avenue - Riverhead Warehouse Transfer Point -
Scale on m2p is not comsistent. Deceiving in cme cese &n inch
s a2 couple of blocks in anotner its much longer (3 miles).

route 3P-2 - Reves & Docter Path is a flood area and may be
izpassable. Was iced on day of drill 1/28/84.

.

~J
.

wransfer Point Coordinator: .

1. (Mescy H.S.) Transfer buses were not dispatched to Selden.

a. No ma2ps to relocatiocn center.
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In your own words, describe and evaluate the demonstrated activities,
capabﬂi*ves and resources, or lack therecf, covered by this

section.

perspective. Explain the deficiencies, and also note the

exceptiona

No

=

\
(i

~

"7}.4

#
-

\()~ WO

L)

Put the facts recorded in the yes/no guestions in

11y good performance.
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Summa rv

In your own words, describe and evaluate the demonstrated activities,
capabilities and resources, or lack thereof, covered by this
section. Put the facts recorded in the yes/no gquestions in
perspective. Explain the deficiencies, and also note the
exceptionally good performance.
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III. Command and Contro)

Was 1t apparent that a senior
indfvidual in charge at all times?

Were general briefings given to the
Staging Area staff periodically re--
garding the status of the.emergency?

Were personnel going into the field-
properly briefed as to:

- Protective action recommendations?
- Potential plume path and radia-

tion levels?
= Their particular assignment?

-

NeT A= OFTEN AS

— n.l“
= &: Btogfu; CoOOLD rwaATORS

tI.MI N1 AR

Yes No N/O
x< X

X -
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I11I. Command and Control

Yes No N/A N/O

1. Was it apparent that a senior v/
individual in charge at all times?

2. Were general briefings given to the
Staging Area staff periodically re- \//
garding the status of the emergency?

3. Were personnel going into the field
properly briefed as to:

- Protective action recommendations? '/[ r
- Potential plume path and radia-

tion levels? / \/
- Their particular assignment? v




II11. Command and Control

Yes No N/A N/O

1. Was it apparent that a senior
individual in charge at all times? v’

2. Were general briefings given to the
Staging Area staff periodically re-
garding the status of the emergency? v

3. Were personnel going into the field
properly briefed as to:

- Protective action recommendations?

- Potential plume path and radia-
tion levels?

NN

- Their particular assignment? F




II1. Command and Controlu

1.

Was it apparent that a senior
individual in charge at all times?

Were general briefings given to the
Staging Area staff periodically re-
garding the status of the emergency?

Were personnel going into the field
properly briefed as to:

- Protective action recommendations?

- Potential plume path and radia-
tion levels?

- Their particular assignment?

Yes

No

N/A

N/Q

= [




III. Command and Control

Was it apparent that a senior _
individual in charge at all times?

Were general briefings given to the
Staging Area staff periodically re-
garding the status of the emergency?

Were personnel going into the field
properly briefed as to:

- Protective action recommendations?

- Potential plume path and radia-
tion levels?

- Their particular assignment?

Yes

No

N/A

N/O

Al !



II1. Command and Control

2.

Was it apparent that a senior
individual in charge at all times?

Were general briefings given to the
Staging Area staff periodically re-
garding the status of the emergency?

Were personnel going into the field
properly briefed as to:

- Protective action recommendations?

- Potential plume path and radia-
tion levels?

- Their particular assignment’

Yes

No

N/A

N/Q

RGN
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III. Command and Control

Yes No N/A N/O

1. Was it apparent that a senior >Kr’
individual 1n charge at all times?

2. Were general briefings given to the

Staging Area staff periodically re- :><:/
garding the status of the emergency?

3. Were personnel going into the field
properly briefed as to:

- Protective action recommendations? ;><//

- Potential plume path and radia- A;><fr
tion levels? Vs

- Their particular assignment? ;ﬁ
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III. Command and Control

Was it apparent that a senior
individual in charge at all times?

Were general briefings given to the
Staging Area staff periodically re-
garding the status of the emergency?

Were personnel going into the field
properly briefed as to:

- Protective action recommendations?

- Potential piume path and radia-
tion levels?

- Their particular assignment?

Yes No N/A N/O
v
v
v
v
v




III. Command and Control

Was it apparent that a senior
individual in charge at all times?

Were general briefings given to the
Staging Area staff periodically re-
garding the status of the emergency?

Were personnel going into the field
properly briefed as to:

- Protective action recommendations?

- Potential plume path and radia-
tion Tevels?

- Their particular assignment?

Wt pagh

-§>¢,15«r44?17zv

AT

Yes .

No

X

n/A

N/O
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III. Command and Control

Was it apparent that a senior
individual in charge at all times?

Were general briefings given to the
Staging Area staff periodically re-
garding the status of the emergency?

Were personnel going into the field
properly briefed as to:

- Protective action recommendations?

- Potential plume path and radia-
tion levels?

- Their particular assignment?

Yes

No

N/A

N/O

NN




III..'Command and Control

.

2.

Was it apparent that a senior ’
individual in charge at all times?

Were general briefings given to the
Staging Area staff periodically re-

garding the status of the emergency?”

were personnel going into the field
properly briefed as to:

- Protective action recommendations?

- Potential plume path and radia-
tion Tevels?
- Their particular assignment?

—

Yes No N/A N/O
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III. Command and Control

Yes No N/A

Was it apparent that a senior :
individual in charge at all times? ;4

N/C

Were general briefings given to the
Staging Area staff periodicaliy re-
garding the status of the emergency?

Ak
l! I"l'! l'.‘."

Were personnel going into the field
properly briefed as to:

- Protective action recommendations?

- Potential plume path and radia-
tion levels?

1ol

- Their particular assignment?

—




II1. Command and Control

L8

Was it apparent that a senior )
individual in charge at all times?

Were general briefings given to the
Staging Area staff periodically re-
garding the status of the emergency?

Were persornel going into the field
properly briefed as to:

- Protective 2ction recommendations?

- Potential plume peth and radia-
tion levels?

- Their particular assignment?

Yes

No

N/A

N/O

o

v
v

.
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III. Command and Control

t..

Was it agparent that a senior _
individudl in charge at all times?

Were general briefings given to the
Staging Area staff periodically re-
garding the status of the emergency?

Were personnel going into the field
properly briefed as to:~

- Protective action recommendations?

- Potential plume path and radia-
tion Tevels?

- Their particular assignment?

Yes

No

N/A

N/O
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/
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LONG ISLAND LIGETING COMPANY and
LOCAL EZMERGENCY RESPONSE ORGANIZATION

NUCLEAR EMERGENCY PREPAREZDNESS EXERCISE

Q2SERVER CONTROLLER LOG SEEET

Date:

CBSERVATION/COMMENT
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Summary

In your orn words, describe and evaluate the demonstrated activities,
capabilities and resources, or lack thereof, covered by this
section. Put the fact® recorded in the “yes/no" questi~.s in —_
perspective. Explain the deficiencies, anda also note the ‘&
exceptionally good performance. '_3,
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LONG ISLAND LIGHTING COMPANY and GD

LOCAL EXZRGEINCY REZSPONSE ORGANIZATION
NUCLEAR EMERGINCY PREFAREDNESS ELEZRCISE

CSSERVER CONTROLLER LOG SEEET

Date:
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Sumnary

- In your own vords, describe and evaluate the demonstrated activities,
capebilities and resources, or lack thereof, covered by this

scction. Put the facts recorded in the “yes/no" guestions in —
perspective. Explain the deficiencies, and also note the -l -
exceptionally good performance. -
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ATTACHMENT 2



Evzluated

Vere the correct private lines used and
did non-emargency communications inter-
fere with emergency transmissions?

(Mo = 5, Yes = 1)

Vere logs used effectively by personnel
to review past events and to trend data?

Kere appropriate cormunications tech-
niques followed? (Phonetic alphabet,
sign-on, si?n -of f, no abbreviations
or acronyms

-

Procedures &

Were personnel generally familiar with
the re1evanteprocedures?

tere procedures followed?

tere personnel so overvhelmed with pro-
cedurs] requirements that they were
distracted from the 2ppropriate p'C}
response? o

Were the procedures : apprcpriate? "wSL\f”

28 Yoo (;..\Q,

Directfon and Control >

Could the response be catagorized as a
team effort or a group of individual
efforts? (Team = 5, Individuals = 1)

kas there an effective mechanism for
resolving differences of opinion
regarding technical {ssues and actions
to be taken?

Kas there excessive noise and loitering
in the response facility? (No = §,
Yes = 1)

" taterial and Equipment -

LUas 211 the required material and equip-
rmant available? \7()»—

A ¢

lionitors Rating

/4 3 201N
5§ 4 3 21

‘/_,,»’\ \\J\ L_

&
2 el o~
migiy YO WO T

-

A AAVA AN (Lo =
: :
~_‘—““

5 (473 21

5 Cf:)J 2 1 MO,

§ 4 3 2 1 NO.

z 1 NoOo
M C;\\)"\"ng\ uf\Cjﬁ, VA

@4 3121 NO.
s: 2 1 N.O.

4 3 21

':g) 4 3 2 1 NO,
NC Lﬁ/b@/‘/ </%cr
"-L’\d L—H:—:q_’d- {
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/\réa Evaluated

Access Control

1. Has an zppropriate access control
poesture esteblished?

Monitors Rating

5 (£:>3 2 1 N.O,

2. Uas there an fdentifiable systea imple- 5 C;) 3 2 1 N.0. e
mented that effectively identiiied . L
authroized personnel within the facility? ‘ o -;z;_

Summa

1. Describe any problems roted by the area being evaluated.
Provide a description of the problem, its outcome or effect and
any recommended corrective courses of action to alleviate or

correct the deficiency.

Any of the previously listed areas

that receive an evaluation grade of 2 or 1 require a written
explanation on this page.
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lrez2 Evaluzted Fonitors Rating

2.

Fo  Protective Heasures

Pt
01d personnel check to ensure that an S 4.3 2/ o,
équipment was available ang functiona) Yo, -4
early in the activation process? R
If equipment was fnoperable or faijeq 5 ¢4 3 2@ N. 0. .
in use, vere &ppropriate actfons taken S
t0 resolve the deficiency? (sparess AT
backup equipment) *» _ gy g Y

.Q‘%
Kere there any sftuations in which the 5 & 2/1?\,,‘.0' :
lack of equipment, or a Jack of abiljty (2} AJ\ L o ol ity = {
Lo cperate the equipment, prevented per. .“..,.-_-_' e, 28 e i o= rliee
sonnel from completing their tasks? ¥ iy N LA e Sl & ey
(Ko = 5, Yes = 1) ¢ SC, please fndicate O el S ms s e B
details. Arg iies o~ J;»:; ':-«_/.’_'(

v o~ =2 Iy

Nere there any situations in which 543 2010 -
cdditional equipment op materfals, op -/ i L
different types of equipment coyld -'W,—-‘Q_ 2_ LT Voo das! | 2
fzve made the activity more effective? Marn~ © 1 PR
(lo =5, Yes = 1) 1f 50, please {ndj. o e & CRTTZ - e
cate details, L L Catiea (Cche a0,
Could the arca support the personne) 5 4 3 G: N.O.
issigried to 1¢2 &'«,5’:;.:1__

ere there sufficient resource materfa)g 5 @ 321 wo,
readfly available to support the conduct \ -

of the response? (maps, reference docu- (0265

ments, copies of plans and Procedures, 3w

data sheets, etc,) %“/-'—"'

Here appropriate protective measures 54 3 2 N.O. [)
feplemented for response personnel?

Did personnel properly wear protective 543 2 N.0. \ /)
clothing and dosimetry? (Y 1
Vere 2ppropriate radiologfcal practicee S 43 21 N.O. A7/
ooserved? . ,’/\/

Vere field personnel kept appriseq of 5 4 3 211/ .0.

rediological conditions? L
WEre response activities conducted witp 54 3 2 N.O. //’L/#‘{‘
regerd for personnel safety, consfstens L
tith the need to cemplete the activitys -
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c.

E.

fres Evelusted

9. GEere tho correct private 1ines used and
did non-emergency communications intere
fere vith emerouncy transmissions?

(Lo = 5, Yes = 1)

10. lere logs used cffectively by personnel
to review past events and to trend data?

11. VYere zppropriate communications teche
niques followed? (Phonetic alphabdet,
sfgn-on, s1?n-off. no abbreviations
or (cronyms

Procedures

1. Yere personnel generally familiar with
the relevant procedures?

2. Here procedures followed?

3. Here personnel so overwhelmad with pro-
cedural requirements that they were
distracted from the appropriate
response?

4. Here the procedures appropriate?

Pirection and Control

1. Could the response be catagorized as a
team effort or a group of individual
efforts? (Team = 5, Individuals = 1)

2. Kas there an effective mechanism for
resolving differences of opinion
regarding technical fssues and actions
to be taken?

S. Kas there excessive nofse and loftering

in the response facility? (No = S,
Yes = 1)

Faterfal and Equipment

1. Kas 21l the required mater{al and equip-
rent evaflzble?

TR R e ——— -

konitors Rating

54321@

§4@z

1
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—
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Araa Evaluzted

Fanitors Rating

€. Azcess Control

1. LUas zn cppropriate cccess control 5 4 @2 1 N.0.
pasture estadlished?

2. Uas there an fdentifiable system imple- @4 3 2 1 N.0.
canted that effectively {daontified

euthroized personnel within the facility?

Describe zny problems noted by the area being evaluated,
Provide a description of the problem, its outcome or effect and
any reccmmended corrective courses of zction to alleviate or
correct the deficfency. Any of the previously listed areas

that recefve an evaluation grade of 2 or 1 require a written
explanation on this page.
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2/8/84
Summa rv

e —————

In your own words, describe and evaluate the demonstrated activities,
capab’iities and resources, or lack thereof, covered by this

secticn. Put the facts recorded in the “yes/no" questions in
perspective. Explain the deficiencies, and also note the
exceptionally good performances.
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Communications

Yes No N/A N/Q

1. For each of the following:

2. Indicate whether communication
was demonstrated (Yes, No, etc.)

b. Name the communication system used
on the dotted 1ine (dedicated land
Tine, tvo-ny radio, commercial

phone, etc.)
- Local EOC/primary %wﬂe \//

/backup L -
= Bus Drivers ....... rv 4 -
- Tflff‘f ﬁlid“ ten 00.0.-0 J_/ y,

‘R“d Cm e s s FEs s anrnnn ;;: -
- ROU“ A].ﬂ 0"1"?3 L

e 'OU“ SPOtt." . . DR -
- Transfer Points . MLD.... Vi -

2. Were radio communications easily
understood, 1.e., no static? ')/

3. Was there too much communication
traffic on the radio frequency?

4. In general, were communciations
good? o/

5. Were messages written down? JZ

6. Were they retained for future J
reference? L

7. Were any communications problems \/
rectified?
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LONG ISLAND LIGHTING COMPANY and
LCCAL EMERGENCY RESPONSE ORGANIZATION
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SBSIRVER CONTROLLER LOG SEEET
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DRILL COMMENTS

1/84
Riverhead Stzging Area

Ccunications:

1. Staging Area radio does not have cell letters on set. k-H

2. Riverhead is dispatching raod crews with Chamnel 3 radio ;.;:’.
but can only moaitor Channel 10. : ’ T =

3. No written mechanism to determine status of traffic control
points dispatched vs. manned.

4. Ceommimicetions links were not fully utilized; a lot of EOC
co=—unicaticns were by radio instead of phone. Problem - in
Riverhead the racdioc and dedicated line are next to each other.

3. Preblem with EOC coverriding the traffic guides on radio.
6 Scoe traffic guides faint in receiving radio transmissions
inacvertently cut off other guides in the process of traasmitting.

1. Triuzph 3us Cozpany could not be found.

dize inmstructions for recording times military vs.

o

us Driver Dispatcher briefing (2 minutes) asked for volumteers
Tive routes. BEriefing did not address curreat plant
us/radiclogical status,

4L, Problex - not ell érivers had vehicles.

5. TFeecback on maps - the spirals were too small, the maps are
cexzing apart.

€. Map W/Edwards Avenue - Riverhead Warehouse Transfer Foint -
Scale on m2p is not consistent. Deceiving in one case an inch
is 2 couple of blocks in another its much loager (3 miles).

7. Route 3P-2 - Reves & Doctor Path is a flood area and may be
izpassable. Was iced on day of drill 1/28/84.

"d." '

Treansfer Point Coordinator: .

1. (Mercy H.S.) Transfer buses were not dispatched to Selden.

a. No maps to relocation center.



© frea Eveluated Fonitors Rating

e. focess Control

1. Eas zn appropriate access control @ 4 3 2 1 NK.0.
posture established?

2. Has there 2n {dentifiable system imple- 5 & @ 2 1 N.0. S
mented that effectively {dentified =
suthroized personnel within the facility? e 4

SEE LAS7 CorméENnT [ELow s

A

H. Summary

1. Describe any problems noted by the area being evaluated.
Provide a description of the problem, 1ts outcome or effect and
any recemmended corrective courses of action to alleviate or
correct the deficiency. Any of the previously 1isted areas
that receive an evaluation grade of 2 or 1 require a2 written

explanation on this page.
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F.

Arca Evaluzted

2.

6.

Did personnel check to ensure that all
equipmant wes cvaileble and functional
ecrly in the ectivation process?

If equipmant was {noperzble or failed
in use, were zppropriate actions taken
to resolve the deficiency? (spares/
backup equipment)

Eere there zny situztions in vhich the
lack of equipment, or & lack of ability
to operate the equipment, prevented per-
sonnel from completing their tasks?

(ko = 5, Yes = 1) " If so, please indicate
details.

Fere there 2ny sityations in which
zcditional equipment or materials, or
different types of equipment could
have made the activity more effective?
(Ko = 5, Yes = 1) If so, please indi-
cate details.

Could the zrea support the personnel
zssigned to it? “/Qﬂ
| ¥

Eere there sufficient resource materials
re2dily available to support the conduct
of the response? (maps, reference docu-
ments, copies of plans and procedures,
dzta sheets, etc.)

Protective Measures

1.

2.

3.

Kere appropriate protective measures
{mplemented for response personnel?

Did personnel properly wear protective
clothing and dosimetry?

Were appropriate radiological practices
observed?

Kere field personnel kept apprised of
rediological conditions?

Eere response 2ctivities conducted with
regard for personnel safety, coasistent
with the need to complete the activity?
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5 2/8/84
Sumna:z

In your own words, describe and evaluate the demonstrated activities,
capabilitie: and resources, or lack therecf, covered by this
section. Put the facts recorded in the “yes/no" gquestions in
perspective. Explain the deficiencies, and also note the
exceptionally good performance.
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Summary

In your own words, describe and evaluate the demonstratec activities,
capabilities and resources, or lack thereof, covered by this
section. Put the facts recorded in the yes/no questions in
perspective. Explain the deficiencies, and 2also note the
exceptionally good performance.
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In your ovn words, describe and evaluate the demonstrated activities,
cepabilities and resources, or lack thereof covered by this
section. Put the facts recorded in the ves/no questions 1n
perspective. Explain the deficiencies, and also note the
exceptionally good performance.
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LOCAL EMERGENCY RZSPONSE ORGANIZATION
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‘g 2/8/84
ummarv

- In your own words, describe and evaluate the demonstrated activities,
capabilities and resources, or lack thereof, covered by this
section. Put the facts recorded in the “yes/no" questions in

perspective. Explain the deficiencies, and also note the
exceptionally good performance.
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g . Summa ry

In your own words, describe and evaluate the demonstrated activities,
; capabilities and resources, or lack thereof, covered by this
section. Put the facts recorded in the “yes/no" guestions in

|

perspective. Explain the deficiencies, and also note the - ——a‘:
exceptionally good performance. -
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Summary
D —— N

In your own words, describe and evaluate the demonstrated activities,
capabilities and resources, or lack thereof, covered by this
section. Put the facts recorded in the “yes/no" questions in
perspective. Explain the deficiencies, and also note the
exceptionally good performance. :
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In your own words, describe and evaluate the demonstrated activities,
capabilities and resources, or lack thereof, covered by this

section. Put the facts recorded in the “yes/no" questions in 5
perspective. Explain the deficiencies, and also note the - R«
exceptionally good performance. -—-é
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Summary

In your own words, describe and evaluate the demonstrated activities,
capebilities and resources, or lack thereof, covered by this
section. Put the facts recorded in the “yes/ro" questions in
perspective. Explain the deficiencies, and also note the
exceptionally good performance.
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Yi. Scenz=io

Summary , i

Comm=nt on the adequacy of the scenario. Did it provide enough -
activity? Was it realistic? Did it test areas of earlier deficiency?
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Summa rv

i 1 he demonstrated activities,
wn words, describe and evalyate t .
é:pig?'rl-i:ies and respu'<es, or lack thereof, co:ered b-Y tm;
section. Put the facts recorded in the “yes/no" questions in
perspec:'.ive. Explain the deficiencies, and also note the
exceptionally good performance.

OF TWE ? pg;“.‘;,u PE e 9T PRt OnNnL- onE
P%nc.'p«-g, (N ngu.;u,— O RILT. HE VAT 4T OmE  TimE ONTURE
e J-:'Q“E'-’ﬁﬁ In EMEREE Y CATIFICaT iu s, dos

b 1 mErEe,r WEeT
\

L -
- M ops Ave DU TR, vTES N 4y Mo TR . TWie
VE2T  Cuiek e oy '

AND  reTsrac  av CiSfl Bollonw  7pme I bve T
TEAVE(—”"C = &Cﬂ Re oy

TETbeMEL . EndBr vty e+ TEa

& PeVimE my GRWwWP

Feccz, KEEpr Eq; als A7 D EU’E‘\'UFNCED AN INDE P g
Rfcca " g . -

technr p ‘QPGEI Ao THE & MN."”_‘C qua DE"’V’;K‘." ™~ TH?

o VEzr EfFficituT

V \

(RoT  so@eiciewr SPrEvEer

ciEMaRie  CALE, Fum P Egei eI TR4FFc GuipFyr o

—2a MR
CerimErTa )

“WHEL BftavEes T THE (Eas TR+ Fe CePEr HE Tuue

NS Acrious. FoNqeer o Pl PTG oWE N o Nerigy THE &ie.

werrEd (yas NeT °3d'577-v;b, NeTE OFp e
Cae —c wHEn  FEWw £

NinEE e RE ey

or PoliETER (o=24.). Roure 4 CEan

Olw&.a,; e 2~ — —
TR B o Wither RI Bfcure 1T K46 vy r geg,
A - .
FevmNc Ty Or=TiL 2 4 * wilse AFTER rthe CIREN & rau~p £ A



