FEMA'S SUPPLEMENTAL TESTIMONY CF
FEBRUARY 21, 1983 CONCERNING COMMISSION QUESTIONS 3 AND 4

Q.1 Do you have a statement of professional qualifications?

A. Yes, my statement of professional qualifications is attached to this
supplemental testimony.

Q.2 When did Roger Kowieski first become involved in emergency planning?

A. Mr. Kowieski first became involved in emargency planning in 1978 as
Regional Dam Safety Coordinator. In 1981, Mr. Kowieski was appointed
by the Regional Director as the Chairman, Regional Assistance
Committee, responsible for the REP Program. Since that time, he
managed the REP program and dam safety activities in FEMA, Region II.

Q.3 Please describe the nature of that involvement up to the present
time, including the various activities engaged in, persons
communicated with and responsibilities.

A. As Regional Dam Safety Coordinator (1978 - present), he is responsible
for the management and successful implementation of the Dam Safety
Program within the Region including Emergency Action Planning. In this
position he works closely w'th the highest level Civil Defense
Officials of the state, courty and local governments, U.S. Army Corps.
of Engineers, National Weather Service, Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission, universities, private consultants and professional organ-
izations responsible for prcmoting dam safety programs in the interest
of public safety and welfare.

Tn 1979, Mr. Kowieski chaired FEMA's National Task Force on dam safety
and submitted a policy recommendation on FEMA's role in Dam Safety.
Also in 1979, he organized, managed and conducted the Federal
Emergency Management Agency's first Dam Safety Conference attended by
Civil Defense Director's, dam owners and public officials responsible
for the public safety and welfare. Since November 1981, Mr. Kowieski
was responsible for the Radiological Emergency Preparedeness Program
in the position of the Chairman of the Regional Assistance Committee.
In this capacity he provided a high level of technical assistance to
state and local governments in preparation of plans required to meet
federal regulations. Performing these duties he dealt with high level
federal, state and local officials, community leaders, private
citizens and news media representatives.

Q.4 Are you authorized to present to the Board the current FEMA evaluation
of the Indian Point PERP for offsite emergency preparedness? Does your
testimony represent that current FEMA evaluation?

A. Yes.

Q.5 Has FEMA prepared a report dealing with the status of plan reyisions,
equipment purchases and training as they relate to the significant
deficiencies in five planning standards identified in July 1982?

A. VYes. The report is attached to this testimony (Attachment 1).
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Q.6

What procedures are being utilized by the Federal Emergency
Manage.ent Acency to verify that the resources called for in
the Radiological Emergency Response Plan are available and

that emergency workers are receiving the training called for
in the plan?

Indian Point Verification

One camponent of the Federal Emergency Management Agency's 44
CFR 350 review process pertaining to the State and local Radio-
logicalmerqencyplansmdprepamdnesssunwﬁingthenﬂian'
Point Nuclear Generating Facilities is verification that elements
of the plan are, in fact, in place, and individuals are capable
of carrying out assigned responsibilities. The surveys will also
provide State and County personnel with feedback and assist FEMA
in preparing for the March 9th exercise.

‘The Argonne National Laboratory, under contract to FEMA, developed

questiomai:estobeusedinsmeyingva:iouscmponentsofme
Indian Point Radiological Emergency Preparedness Plans. This
work is being supervised by the Region II staff of FEMA. The
elements to be surveyed are:

© bus companies o schools (to be evacuated)

O congregate care centers o Special facilities (to be
evacuated)

© reception centers o personnel monitoring centers

o hospitals o county BOC checklists

o ambulance campanies

The FEMA verification procedures are based on generally accepted
statistical sampling methods, which involve randamized selection
of the facilities to be surveyed.

FEMA is cognizant of the fact that much remains to be done in the
area of training in order to increase preparedness. Therefore, the
questionnaires are relatively basic.



3.10 The emergency plan fails tc conform to NUREG.0654
in that, contrary to Evaluation Criterion II J.10.d.
proper means for protecting persons whose mobility may
be impaired have not been developed. Specifically,
adequate provisions have not been made for groups named
in the bases submitted for the following contentions.

Westpac 6
UCS/NYPIRG I(B) (2;, basis 6 and I(A) basis (7)
Parents [, basis (22) and II basis

Contention 3.10: Response

Element J.10.d. of NUREG .0654 does not specify a single method vor pro-
tecting mobility impared individuals. In many cases sheltering may be a
better protective action than evacuation. Significant improvements in
planning have or are scheduled to be undertaken for those institutions
within the 10-mile EPZ that house mobility impaired individuals.

We understand that the majority of special facilities own the vehicles
which would be used if evacuation becomes necessary. The plan identifies
the priviate bus companies which would be used to supplement the special
facilities resources providing buses and vans in the event of emergency.

During the 120-day clock period significant progress in planning was made
for non-institutionalized mobility impaired persons and those who do not s-
speak English,

The revised county plans provide two (2) primary methods for identifying t-
he non-institutionalized mobility-impaired population:

0 the public information pamphlets distributed annually will include a
mail-in postal card. This will identify this population in advance, and

0 at the time of an accident, special telephone number (s) will be
announced over the broadcast media; mobility-impaired persons will be able
to call to request transportation.

'n addition, the four counties have agreed to contact approriate agencies
and facilities to solicit information about additional mobility impaired
persons. The Department of Social Services in Westchester and Orange
Counties are responsible for evaucation needs of mobility impaired persons.
In Putnam, the Fire and Rescue Service is in charge. In Rockland, the
Civil Defense Director is responsible. Each county will maintain an update
confidential list of non-institutionalized mobility impaired persois. In
case of a radiological emergency, each county EOC would be manned by a
representative from the County Agency responsiblie for the special problems
of mobility impaired persons. I[f evacuation becomes a possibility, staff
will activate its procedures, including notification to, and coordination
with EOC command.



With regard to the inmates of O0ssining Correctional Facility, there 1S a
very definate NYS Department of Corrections’ policy for the Ossining
facility: to shelter inmates, the facility has sufficient shielding
capability. In addition, potassium iodide will be issued should it become
necessary. Staffing of ine facility is the responsibility of the NYS
Department of Corrections and is provided for its procedures.

1t is FEMA's belief that most of the special population who are not
institutionalized e with other individuals or have neighbors who wuld
assist in protect them in the event of an accident. [t seems logical to
conclude that people who do not live within the 10-mile EPZ but spend
considerable time there would seek information from others and 1n the event

"
of an accident listen to the Emergency Broadcast System




4.7 The emergency plans should be upgraded to provide more
adequate methods for alerting and informing persons who are
deaf, blind, too young to understand the instructions or who
do not speak English.

Since FEMA last testified before the Board, new initiatives have been devel-
oped to educate the public residing within the EPZ. The public education
brochures are being revised and will be distributed as they become ready.
Training has occurred and more is scheduled.

According to the New York State Radiological Emergency Preparedness Group,
the siren system has been individually tested as well as augmented as
follows:

Of the original eighty-eight sirens already installed, ten will be reloca-
ted; three in Orange County, two in Rockland County, and five in Westchester
County. In addition to those sirens already uporaded, three more will be
upgraded to 122 decibels.

In addition, twenty-three sirens will be installed, bringing the total
number to 142. Of these, ten will be installed in Rockland County and
thirteen in Westchester County. Installation was to begin about January 10,
1983.

F.MA believes that significant improvements have bee: made in the siren sys-
tem. All units have been individually tested and additional sirens in-
stalled. As soon as FEMA's alert and notification procedures are finalized,
a formal evaluation of the alert and notification system will be under-
taken.

FEMA believes that not all the residents of the EPZ do understand the
brochures. However, we do believe that in the event of an accident the
residents would follow instructions provided by the EBS.

The Public Information Officers (PI0) Work Group, established during the
120-day clock, conducted a survey of non-English speaking persons residing
in the Indian P(int 10-mile emergency planning zone. This survey identified
several relatively small non-English speaking communities. These include 17
Greeks (St. Basil's School, Putnam County): 958 Spanish and Portuguese and
possibly their families (Ossining, North Rockland, and 2 or 3 families in
Croton Harmon/Briarcliff Manor); 378 Haitian/Creole and possibly their fami-
lies (East Ramapo and Nyack); approximately 2,000 Yiddish (New Square); and
50 persons who speak Oriental languages.

FEMA agreed with the State and counties recommendation that it would be im-
practical to develop brochures in languages other than English considering
the limited number of non-English speaking residents. The state and
counties recommended that a more effective way of reaching the non-English
speakers would be through the community social and religious leaders.

In addition, special measures such as posters and telephone inserts are
being developed as part of a Public Education Program for transients includ-
ing those using recreational areas. These measures are scheduled to be im-
plemented in 1983.



Roger B. Kowieski
PROFESSIONAL QUALIFICATIONS

Roger B. Kowieski is employed at FEMA, Region II, New York. Mr. Kowieski is
currently serving as the Chairman of the Regional Assistance Cammittee, Natural
and Technological Hazards Division, Region II, Federal Emergency Management
Agency.

Mr. Kowieski holds an MS in Environmental Engineering from Wroclaw Polytechnic
Institute, Poland and a Professional Fngineer License from the State of New Jersey.

The witness began to acquire skills i management, planning, and design while
working for the private sector. Fram 1971 to 1973, Mr. Kowieski worked for Louis
Berger Associates where he was involved in design of interstate highways and water
resources projects. In 1973, Mr. Kowieski joined URS Corporation as a Project
Manager. In this capacity he was responsikle for planning, design, and management
of various projects in water resources and environmental fields including flood
hazard identification studies, flood contrml, sewage treatment plants for hazardous
waste, instrumentation, and Environmental Impact Statements.

The witness began his Federal services in 1977 with the Federal Insurance Adminis-
tration (FIA) in the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. As an As-
sistant Director for Engineering with FIA (1977-1980), the witness was primarily
resporsible for the management, administration and implementation of all Flood
Insurance Studies, dam safety program activiiies and other floodplain related ac-
tivities in the Region. In this capacity, the witness monitored, supervised, and
coordinated the work of approximately 25-30 private engineering consultants and
federal agencies conducting work in New Jersey, New York, Puerto Rico, and the
Virgin Islands. He also provided technical assistance to State and local officials
on various flood damage mitigation techniques and flood warning methods designed
to increase the public awar=ness and to reduce future flood losses.

Appointed by the FIA Zdministrator to the Task force camprised of national experts
in hazard mitigation, he assisted the Administrator in analysis evaluation and re-
direction of external and internal operations of FIA Programs. (1978).

In 1978, Mr. Kowieski was also named as Regional Dam Safety Coordinator respci.sible
tor the management and successful inmplementation of the Dam Safety Program within
the Region. In this position, he was involved in emergency action planning for
dams and reservoirs. This involved the evaluation of emergency planning in the
event of dam failure, delineating the irundation areas, and preparing notification
and evacuation plans.

In 1981, Mr. Kowieski also served as Acting Director of the Insurance and Mitigation
Division responsible for the management and planning of all activities related to
the NFIP and hazard mitigation.

With the realignment of the Regional Office in November 1981, Mr. Kowieski was
namec. Acting Chief, Technological Hazards and Engineering Support Group and the
Chairman of Regional Assistance Committee. In this capacity, the witness was
responsible for managing and administrating all of engineering activities pertain-
inag to the NFIP, Radiological Emergency Preparedness Programs, Dam Safety Proqgram,
and hazardous materials program.



Roger B. Kowieski (Continuation)

As Chairman of the Regional Assistance Cammittee, the witness dealth with those
representatives of the Governor responsible for the REP program, the Department
of Health, the legislature, and emergency services agencies. In this capacity,
he provided a high level of technical assistance to State and local governments
in preparation of plans required to meet federal regulations. Under his direc-
tion and supervision as RAC Chairman, Region II successfully campleted a large
amount of work with very llmited staff, including reviews and exercises for Nine
Mile Point, Ginna, Indian Point, Oyster Creek, and Salem. In December 1982,
Mr. Kowieski was L omoted to Project Officer, Natural and Technological Hazards
Division. In this capacity the witness assists the chief of the division :n
managing the activities of the division, including Radiological Emergency 2lan-
ning Programs, National Flood Insurance Program, and the Dam Safety Program.
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I. BACKGROUND ol T —

In response to a request f the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC)
dated June 16, 1982, th: Federal Bmergency Management Agency (FEMA)
submitted its "Interir Findings on the Adequacy of Radiological
Emergency Response Preparation of State and Local Governments at the
Indian Point Nuclear Power Station", dated July 30, 1982.

Determinations of adequacy in the Interim Finding were based on a
review of the radiological emergency response plans of the State of New
York and the counties of Orange, Putnam, Rockland and Westchester, as
well ac on the observed performance of these political jurisdictions
during an exercise of the plans conducted on March 3, 1982, and upon a
review of comments made at two public meet.ings held in Westchester and
Orange counties on July 26 and 27, 1982. Based on the review of the
responses from the State of New York relating to the State and County
components of the Radiclogical Emergency Preparedness Plan . ZPP), and
after review of the legislative action taken by the Rockland County
Legislature ( Resoluticn 320, dated May 18, 1982), FEMA determined that
significant deficiencies existed with respect to five planning
standards of NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1. These planning standards along
with highlights of the specific deficiencies for each standard are
listed below.

o Notification Methods and Procedures (Planning Standard E)

- rved equipment tailures of the alert and notification
system (sirens),

- Lack of criteria at the State and County level to
determine what emergency public information would be
disseminated via Emergency Broadcast System and througn
news releases.

o Public Education and Information (Planning Standard G)

= Lack of complete public education campaign regarding
Emergency Response Planning Areas (ERPAS) and recsption
and congregate care centers.

- Inadequate distribution of the Public Education brochure.
Emergency Planning Zone residents should be made aware of
the number of the ERPA in which they reside, since
emergency public information is provided by ERPA zone
number.

- Need for publication of the public information brochure in
language(s) other than English.

- Inadequate arrangements for rumor control.

o Protective Response (Planning Standard J)

- Inadequate means for notification of transients

- No maps showing population distribution around the nuclear
facility.

- No provisions for use of radioprotective drugs for

emergency workers.

No identification of and means for dealing with

impediments to use of evacuation routes.

No details of protective measures to be used for ingestion

pathVGY .



- Inadequate means for monitoring of evacuees at relocation
centers, L

- Possible non-response by private and public bus operators
for evacuation of public transportation dependent
population in Westchester County.

o Radiological na_xafme Control (Planning Standard K)
- ce of permanent record dosimeters and 24-nour
capability to determine doses received by emergency
- personnel,
- Insufficient personnel and equipment resources for
decontamination of personnel.

o) ibility for the Planning Effort (Planning Standard P)

A tesogutzon enacted by the ﬁﬁ County Legislature, dated May
18, 1982, directing county staff not to cooperate with the utilities,
NRC and FEMA in the federally mandated radiological emergency
planning process.

_ = The State and Rockland County have not provided adequately
for training of individuals responsible for the planning
effort in Rockland County. :

- Rockland County's withdrawal from the Radiological
Emergency Preparedness process made it unubdle to assume
the updating of its plan, as needed.

- Rockland County's withdrawal from the REP process made it
unable to review its plan on an annual basis, anq certify
it to be current.

Following the FEMA transmittal to the NRC of August 2, 1982, the
Administra:or of NRC Region I invoked its 120-day regulatory clock on
August 3, 1982. FEMA Region II staff met with the New York State
Radiological Preparedness Group (REPG) on August 18, 1982 to discuss a
timetable by which the State, counties and utilities would implement
remedial actions required to correct the deficiencies identified by
FEMA Region II. It was also agreed that the task force approach would
best accomplish the timely implementation of these remedial actions.

The remedial actions developed to address the deficiencies in the
in~erim report were divided into 34 sub-elements within the five-
planning standards and were ‘et forth in a working document entitled,
"Interim Findings Indian Point Radiological Emergency Preparadness,
Remedial Action Schedule", which was based on the Indian Point Interim
Findings Report. The task force groups which were set up are outlined
below:

o Executive Work Group — REPG and FEMA;

o Public Information Officers (PIO) Work Group — REPG, New York
State PIO, FEMA, PASNY, Con E4, westchester, Putnam and Orange
Counties;

o Plan Revision Task Force — REPG and FEMA;



. o Radiological Task Force — New York State Department of Health
!(‘Dn?!}, FEMA and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA);
o Ingestion Task Force — DOH, FEMA, and the U.S. Food and Drug
Administration (FDA).

The primacy role of FEMA, EPA and FDA and other RAC members was to
assist their State, County and utility counterparts on the five working
groups in developing the remedial actions.

Seven bi-weekly progress report meetings on the Remedial Action
Schedule for Indian Point radiological emergency preparedness were
held, beginning on September 8, 1982 and concluding on November 29,
1982. These meetings were attended by staff of FEMA Region II and, on
several occasions, by FEMA National Office staff, representatives of
NRC Region I, USEPA Region II, FDA Region II, PASNY and Con Edison, New
York RFPG and Department of Health, and Orange, Putnam, and Westchester
Counties. Rockland County officials observed several of the meetings.
Representatives of intervenor groups and the press also observed soine
of the sessions.

On December 1 and 2, 1982, FEMA representatives me: with REPG staff in
Albany, New York in an effort to obtain a final agreement on remedial
actions necessary to resolve all outstanding deficiencies. The
bi-weekly progress report meetings, and the final meetings in Albany,
have been marked by full and frank exchanges of views, carried out in a
spirit of cooperation by all parties involved.

FEMA agreed to provide this report consisting of an update of procress
made on correcting the five significant deficiencies and a
comprehensive plan review, ne later than December 17, 1982. This
update, provided in accordance with the FEMA-NRC Memorandum of
Understanding, reports on the current Status of remedial actions
completed or underway to correct significant deficiencies in five
planning standards. This report reflects the status of plan revisions,
equipment purchases and training as they relate to previously.
identified deficiencies.

FEMA would like to acknowledge the fact that the REPG staff, employees
of the counties and personnel of both ytilities have put forth an
impressive level of effort and, through effective management, hard work
and dedication, have made significant progress.

II. STATUS OF REMEDIAL ACTIGNS

FEMA and RAC members have reviewed many documents relating to remedial
actions during the past several months. In some cases, appropriate
plan revisions have been made, in others the actual plan revisions must
still be made in the future. Mr. William C. Hennessy, Chairman of the
Disaster Preparedness Commission, in a December 3, 1982 letter to

Mr. Frank P. Petrone, Director of FEMA Region II, committed to formally
submit the plan revisions to FEMA on behalf of the Governor. On
December 7, 1982, FEMA received a commitment from REPG to make all
formal plan revisions by January 15, 1983.

-3-



E. Notification Methods and Procedures
The deficiencies noted in the interim report have been adequately
addressed.

The need for corrections to the alert system (siren system) and
documentation of the operability of the system has been addressed in
submittals from the State/utility dated Nevember 17, 1982, certifying
that the siren system now in place is operable.

Criteria for the content of EBS messages and news releases was
developed by October 5, 1982 along with generic EBS mesages.
Procedures for PIOs have been revised to correspond to the plan
revisions being made as part of the remedial actions.

Improvements were made, on October 19, 1982, in the procedural steps
for alerting, notification and mobilization of emergency response
personnel in Rockland County, including use of new paging equipment.
The State plan was revised on September 22, 1982 to improve procecures
for contacting Federal agencies. Initial PIO training on revised
procedures was completed on November 5, 1982 and a schedule of future
training submitted. ]

The Hudson Valley and Catskill New York Operational Area 3 EBS plan was
received by FEMA on September 9, 1982. Authenticator code envelopes
are available on a need-to~know basis at the WABC News Center and in
the Westchester BOC. The additional backup phone number was given to
Westchester County, the EBS activating county, prior to December 1,
1982 to assure the ability to activate the ERS system. Meetings were
held during November 1982 with managers ¢t WABC, WFAS and other EBS
stations covering the 10-mile EPZ to discuss EBS activation and the
importance of station participation during exercises and in the event
of a real emergency.

Orange and Rockland Counties tested their sirens during the 120-day
period. FEMA observed the Orange County test and found that eleven of
twelve sirens sounded. A formal report from the State is anticipated
by January 15, 1983.

G. Public Education and Information
The deficiencies noted in the interim report have been adequately
addressed.

A comprehensive public education program has been developed which
utilizes various methods to provide information about the emergency
plans on an ongoing basis, including radio public service
announcements, newspaper ads, and a speakers' program. During November
1982, newspaper ads in the area weekly and daily newspapers and radio
public service announcements provided information to residents on how
to obtain the brochure, Indian Point and You. Future ads and radio
announcements are planned during three tine intervals in 1983.

The utilities have funded four new positions in the four county area to
assist with public education and training activities. The distribution
of the new public information brochure is planned for February or March
of 1983.



In September 1962 the State furnished FEMA with a survey of nomEnglish
speaking students and, where possible, the English proficiency of their
families. Based on the data presented in this survey report, there is
no need to publish the information brochure in languages other than
English. An outreach program for the non-English speaking rasidents,
which was proposed by the State and endorsed by FEMA, has been
initiated through contacts with community, social, and religious
leaders.

Plan revisions have been made and procedures developed to address
rumors. The rumor control procedures are modelled after the Oswego
County system which was sucessfully demonstrated at the James A.
Fitzpatrick Exercise on August 11, 1982,

Information for transients will be put in place in late February or
March 1983 (to coincide with brochure distribution) and material for
telephcne directories in the four county area will be supplied in the
fall of 1983.

Also included in the plan revisions is additional information on
physical arrangements and equipment availability in the Joint Media
Center. The current alternate Joint Media Center located in White
Plains, New York was inspected and found acceptable as an alternate by
FEMA on December 2, 1982. A new primary site for the Joint Media
Center is being sought and is targeted for completion by July 1983,

J. Protective gg_shb_ra\se
All But one of the deficiencies noted in the interim report have been
adequately addressed.

Posters, planned for distribution in February or March 1983, and a
telephone book insert for fall 1983 pnone books are being prepared to
get information tc transients. Maps, with population information by
ERPA, are now available in county ECCs.

The State and Counties have adopted the Food and Drug Administration
recommendation on use of Potassium Iodide (KI) for emergency workers
and captive populations. The new policy states that KI will be given
when thyroid dose projections exceed 25 Rem.

Procedures have been revised to give additional information on means
for clearing impediments on evacuation routes. The Counties will use
county, town or village equipment or local private contractors to
provide necessary resources. The means of implementing these
procedures are in place now.

Adequate information on surface water inventory and the location of
produce and dairy farms was furnisheé to FEMA. This conmpletes
information requirements for ingestion pathway protective actions.



Procedures have been developed for monitoring capability at cor-regate
care centers and for transmission of field data to decision makers.
Based on information furnished to FEMA on December 1, 1982, in the
event of an emergency each county EOC will be manned by a

tative of the respective county agency responsible for special
problems of the mobility impaired. If evacuation is recommended, these
agencies will carry out their responsibilities to arrange for
evacuation. Additional public information programs will be used to
inform the mobility impaired persons of methods of receiving
assistance. The current information brochure contains phone numbers to
be called for assistance and the comprehensive public information
program, discussed above, will publicize these numbers.

Additional maps, not available in the iast exercise, were provided on
October 20, 1982. All relocation centers have been certified to be
outside the 10-mile Plume Exposure EPZ.

The only deficiency in Planning Standard J, which is not adequately
addressed at the present time, concerns the possible non-response of
commercial bus drivers used for evacuation in Westchester County.
Therefore, this planning standard remains significantly deficient.

Alfred DelBello, the Westchester County Executive, in a letter dated
June 2, 1982 to the NRC Commission Chairman, and again in the public
meeting of July 26, 1982, has expressed concern that commercial bus
drivers, over which the county exercises no direct control on letters
of agreement, may not respond to a radiological emergency at Indian
Point. The Westchester County Radiological Emergency Response Plan
(WCRERP) relies on both public and commercial bus drivers for emergency
evacuation of populations dependent on public transportation. As a
compensat ing measure, the REPG proposes to rely upon New York State
military forces (National Guard) to respond to an emergency at the
Indian Point Nuclear Power Generating Station replacing private and
public bus operators who do not respond. REPG has provided for review
by FEMA a New York State Division of Military and Naval Affairs (DMNA)
plan for the utilization of military forces to replace civilian bus
drivers. This plan, "OPLAN Radiological Emergency—Indian Point", sets
forth detailsd procedures for a DMNA takeover of bus fleets and
evacuation of public transportation dependent populations in
Westchester County by commercial or school buses manned by New York
State military forces.

FEMA has evaluated the DMNA plan to compensate for the possible failure
of local bus drivers to respond to a radiological emergency at Indian
Point and found it would require an additional 4 to S5 hours, above the
normal evacuztion times, to complete. In a worst case situation, i.e.,
an evacuation required for all sectors and no response by any
commercial drivers, the additional time required for the military to
respond cannot be -judged by FEMA to be adequate to protect the public
health and safety. Mr. DelBello also expressed reservations about the
additional time required to utilize military drivers in a County
critique transmitted to NRC Chairman Palladino, dated December 6,

1982.



The State is continuing its efforts to address this important issue.
REPG ha. reported that it intends to fund a comprehensive study of the
mass transit portion of the Westchester RERP to commence in early 1983.
Based on the results of that study, a more effective solution to the
needs of public transportation-dependent residents of Westchester
County is to be developed.

K. Radiological %ure Control
The deficiencies noted in the inter.m report have been adequately

addressed.

The State agreed on December 2, 1982 to initiate immediately i
procurement of the permanent record dosimeters required for a response
at Indian Point and have started a phased acquisition of low ramge
self-reading dosimeters. High range civil defense dosimeters will be
used in the interim.

Revisions in decontamination procedures are being made in the plan and
the State training manual and will be completed by January i3, 1983.
The State is developing numeric requirements for both trained personnel
and equipment for use at monitoring and decontamination facilities and
this information will be included in the plans by January 15, 1983.
Revisions in the plan and State training manual with regard to disposal
of contaminated wastes generated by decontamination will be completed
by January 15, 1983. Monitoring equipment will be checked for proper
operation quarterly and calibrated annually.

P. Re ibility for the Planning Effort
On May %E, 1982, the Rockland county Legislature enacted Resolution

4320. This resolution and Resolution #473, enacted on July 13, 1982,
provided for the following:

o Rockland County would no longer participate with FEMA, NRC, Con E4
and PASNY in development of the Federally mandated Radiological
Emergency Response Plan for Indian Point.

o Rockland County would prepare its own Nuclear Emergency Snd
Preparedness Plan and General Disaster Preparedness Plan.

o Rockland County would, nevertheless, cooperate with all State and
Federal agencies in coordinating an emergency response to an actual
radiological accident at Indian Point NPGS.

State officials originally construed the actions by the Rnckland County
Legislature as a withdrawal of Rockland's participation in preparedness
for the offsite consequences of a radiological accident at Indian
Point. On this basis, the State undertook the developing of plans and
procedures whereby State officials would assume the County's
responsibilities under the existing plan. Their basic premise was that
in the event of an incident at Indian Point the Governor would make an
emergency declaration and dispatch predesignated and trained State
employees to staff the Rockland County Emergency Operating Center.

On November 18, 1982, Mr. John T. Grant, Chairman of the Rockland
County Legislature, sent a letter to the NRC Commissioners which made
the following points:

" .



o that the original Rockland County Radiological Emeryency Response
Plan was evolved without necessary input from local officials and,
therefore, much of the plan was unworkable.

o that because of the time ‘requiredla State takeover of local
emergency services and resources in an actual emergency would not
be any better than adoption of the original plan.

o that Rockland County would develop their own Radiological Emergency
Plan.

Since then FEMA has observed a tabletop exercise on November 30, 1982
in which key county and State agencies participated in responding to a
simulated accident at Indian Point. FEMA has also been assured by botnh
State and County officials that a new plan is being drafted. According
to the Vice Chairman of the Rockland County Legislature, a preliminary
version will be reacy for FEMA/RAC review in January of 1983.

On December 7, 1982 the Rockland County Legislature adopted two new
resolutions. The first, #796, called for the reactors at Indian Point
to remain shut down.

The second, #829, anended resolution #320 by deleting and replacing the
fourth and fifth resolved clair.es so that the County can obtain the
greatest possible financial assistance for the development of its

plan.

The resolution also resolved that:

o the Legislature disavowed che initial plan and directed that all
future County efforts and expenditures De devoted to the
development and implementation of the plan being prepared by the
County Office of Emergency Services.

o the Legislature directed the Chairman to call upon State and
Federal agencies, including FEMA and NRC, as well as Con Edison and
PASNY to provide the County with such assistance as they can
furnish in the development of the new plan.

However, as of this date, FEMA must conclude that Planning Standard 2,
Re ibility for the Planning Effort, remains significantly
ae;mxent. %Ls 1s primarily %Ee to the County's earlier lack of
involvement in the planning and preparedness activities subject to FEMA
evaluation. Until Rockland County's Plan is developed, reviewed by the
Regional Assistance Committee, and personnel trained on the new plan
the original emergency plan must be utilized to respond to an incident.
This plan has been disavowed by the Legislature of Rockland County.

The Chairman of the County Legislature has also expressed to the NRC
that the assumption of County functions by State personnel would not be

adequate.



S_jce the issuance of the Interim Report, there has been significant
progress in Rockland County. In tre three months,the County has
obtained funds, equipment and training. The County also has agreed tO
develop a Radiological Response Plan that the Legislature believes will
be workable. The Chairman of the County Legislature has Deen directed
by Resolction tO seek assistance in the plan development from FEMA, the
NRC and the utilities. The same Resolution alsc rescinded the
restrictions placed on County officials regarding improving the current
plan. FEMA anticipates at +his time that a workable Radiological
Emergency Response Plan will be deveioped for Rockland Ccunty and
aporopriate officials trained in early 1983. FEMA staff has been most
impressed with the recent efforts of the Rockland County officials to
mecome active participants in the REP process. The efforts of the
State perscnnel involved in developing compensating measures for any
non-participating county and specific Standard Operating Procedures for
six State agencies, that were prepared to assist in Rockland County,
should be recognized.

III. PUBLIC MEETING CONCERNS

FEMA Region II, in its analysis of the public meeting transcripts, made
a compilation of 46 representative concerns raised during the two
public meetings held in Westchester and Orange Counties.  Most of the
issues or questions raised at either the two meetings had alreacy
surfaced during the plan review or the annual exercise. These concerns
were forwarded to NYREPG on September 24, 1982. The State's responses
were transmitted to FEMA in their letter dated October 1, 1982, FEMA's
evaluation of the State response was furnished to the State on
November 4, 1982. The State's responses to the FEMA evaluations were
returned to FEMA in their letter dated Novemoer 16, 1982. The Region
orovided the State a disposition rating for each concern in its letter
ro the State on November 24, 1982.

In FEMA's disposition appraisal of the State's responses of the 46

4 ative concerns, a majority of the replies were found to be
acceptable. At the meeting in Albany, New York, December lst and 2nd,
the State assured the FEMA representatives that the State staff is
working actively to resolve unacceptable responses as soon as possible.
As of this report, based on information verified to date, it is the
judgment of FEMA that the remaining concerns expressed at the two
public meetings do not reveal any new deficiencies. FEMA Region Il
will continue to assist the State and monitor the progress on
unresolved public meeting concerns until corrective actions are
completed.

IV PLAN REVIEW

FEMA proposed rule 44 CFR 350 establishes the operative process by which FEMA
reviews and approves offsite radiological emergency preparedness plans
(developed by State and local govermments) for cammercial nuclear power
facilities. This process is an iterative process that invclves significant time
and effort by FEMA and the State and local goverrments. In simple tems, the
process consists of the following:

. FEMA Regional Office receives official set of state and local Plans from
the Governor requesting "44CFR 350" approval.

-



-~ . ~FBEMA-and the RAC review the Plan and the State corrects identified .
deficiencies or provides a schedule for corrective actions.

. FEMA observes and evaluates full scale exercise.
. FEMA and the State participate in Public Meeting(s).
. FEMA Region subuits the Plan to Headquarters.

. FEMA Headquarters and the Federal Radiological Preparedness Coordinating
Committee (FRPCC) review the submittal.

FEMA approves or disapproves the Plan and sends a letter to the Govermor
and the NRC infoming them of its action.

Fm and the State of New York were actively engaged in this process when the
request for an "Interim Finding" was made by the NRC.

. July 21, 1981 - The State of New York applied for formal review and
approval of the State Generic Plan. -

. éFust 18, 1981 - The State applied for review of the State Site specific
Plan for ian Point and the four (4) county plans (Crange, Putham,
Rockland and Westchester) located in the l0-mile EPZ.

. September 29, 1981 - FEMA provides FEMA/RAC comments on State Generic
Plan to the State.

. October 7, 1981 - RAC and State meet to discuss and clarify review
camnents on state Generic Plans.

. October 22, 1981 - State responds tc FEMA review camments on State
Generic Plans.

. December 31, 1981 - FEMA provides FEMA/RAC camments on the State Site
Specific Plan and the four county plans for Indian Point.

. March 3, 1982 - Joint full scale exercise conducted at Indian Point.

. May 27, 1982 - FEMA issues Post Exercise assessment.

..June 25, 082 - The State of New York submitted to FEMA camments and a
Schedule of corrective actions on the plan deficiencies for the States
Site Specific Plan and the four (4) county plans at Indian Point.

. July 8, 1982 and July 22, 1982 - State of New York furnished FEMA with a
number of plan revisions to the State Generic and site specific plans for
Indian Point.

. August 2, 1982 =~ FEMA provides NRC "Interim Finding" at the request of
the NRC. Subsequent to these activities, FEMA and the State of New York
have placed primary empnasis on correcting the deficiencies in the five
(5) planning standards that were significantly deficient in the

August 2, 1982, Interim Finding.

-10=



FEMA anticipates that the State will furnish plan revisions reflecting
co.rective actions for all deficiencies (including those identified as
minor) in the near future as part of the continuing 44CFR 350 process. The
process will continue with an exercise in March 1983 in which FEMA will
evaluate “he state of preparedness at Indian point.

The plan review wnich follows outlines the current status of plan deficiencies
based on the 44CFR 350 process that have been identified during the course of
initial plan review, the annual exercise conducted on March 3, 1982 and the two
public meetings held in July 1982. Also reflected in this plan review is the
status of remedial actions taken during the period covered by the NRC 120 day
letter to address the deficiencies in the Aujust 2 Interim Finding.

Notwithstanding those uncorrected deficiencies previously noted in this report
relating to Planning Standards J and P, the remedial actions that have deen
accamplished and those scheduled for campletion as reflected in the plan review
constitute offsite plans that will be feasible and capable of implementation.
This assessnent, however, is subject ©W verification at the exercise scheduled
in March 1983.

In order to clarify the information contained in the plan review chart, the
following explanation is provided:

Planning Standard: The alpha-numeric identifications relate directly
to :.% designations and planning standard descriptions found in
NUREG-0634/FEMA REP-1.

RAC Comments on State and County Plans: The comments appearing in this
~.um on the state EIEI@LE Preparedness Plan (REPP), "generic
plan”, are those made by FEMA Region II in a letter to NY State
Disaster Preparedness Commission (DPC), dated September 29, 198l. The
comments appearing in this colum relating to State Site Specific and
cgmtyplammumcmadtbymmqimn in a letter to NYDPC,
dated December 31, 1981.

State/! Response Action: The State/County comments appearing in
this ccim are an updated compilation of those made by the State in
various letters to FEMA Region II since October, 1981.

PAC Evaluation of State/Coun : The RAC comments in

this column represent the evaluation of the State comments,
as adjusted by those corrective actions taken by the State during the
"120-day period.”

Planning Standard ( aisal): The appraisal for each of the planning
smﬁ; (adequate, lm.nov:i or significant deficiency) are the updated

ratings for the State's compliance, overall, with each planning
standard.

alfe
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o AMDLAL POLNT MUCLEAR GENPRATING SYATIONS rage | ot 3
RAC EVALUATION OF THE NEM YORK STATE CENERIC AND

SITE SPECIFIC AND FOUR COUNTIES® PLANS &
RAC Comments on
el State and County Plans State (5)/County (C) Response RAC Evalustion of Sgate/County u_aia Standard

o (5) State Cemerlic Action ' Response ' o .

o (S5) State Sice Specific o Minor or

o (C) County o Significent
ASSIGNMENT OF RESPONSIBILITY Hinor deficlency
(S) Implement Section 708 (S) Section 708 set forth in the Plan. 1(5) Acceptable. State Senate BLlL 7122, deated July 9,

1961 fs inserted in State Plan. The Plan was sub-
mitted before the ensbling legislation was pessed.
1f the Intent of the State is to have the curcent
leglslative enactment in the Plan, then the State
should provide FEMA and all reciplents of the Flan
with the enacted leglslation to replace the Bill
version of the Act in the REF Plan.

(C) Implement Section 708. Clarify (C) Vi1l provide atatement in Plan, (C) Corrective sction not complete until Plan revislons
ingestion pathway EPZ planning furnished.
responsibility.

(S) Adequate

(C) Clarify concept of operations (C) Rebuttsl of RAC comment. (C) Unacceptable. Plan revisions need to articulate the

implementation of revislons to article 2b.

(3), (55) & (C) Ilmplement Section 708.](S) & (55) Will revise figures. (S} & (S58) Acceptable
(C) Will make Plan revisions. (C) See comment for A.l.a. sbove.
(S) & (55) lImplement Section 708. (S) & (55) Will make changes in Plan. (S) & (55) Acceptable
(S) System of primary phone nusber
distribution.

(C) Clarify concept of operations withi (C) Cross references will be clacifted.] (C) See comment for A.l.sa., sbove,
chart. Poor crous referencing. Concept of operations comment {gnored.




—__LNQIAN POLNT NUCLEAR GENERATING STATIONS rege £ ot 3/
RAC EVALUATION OF THE NEW YORK STATE GENERIC AND

SITE SPECIFIC AND FOUR COUNTIES" PLANS

RAC Cowments on
State and County Plans

o (S5) State Generic
o (55) State Site Specific
o (C) County

State (5)/County (C) Response
Ac.lion

RAC Evaiustion of !,nul&uxy
' Response

ann andar
o AMdequate

© Minor or

o Significant

——delicleacy

==

(5) & (55) Adequate

(C) Can individusis in charge of earh

orgsnization be resched 24 hours
a day?

()

Agency personnel and back-ups
provided in various procedures
Each agency has line of success:.a
for disanters.

(C) Comment of capability te resch each individual ia
charge of each organizat fon's response 24 houre &
day, ignored.

See comment for A.l.s. above.

(5) & (55) MOUs not finalized. Imple-|(S) & (SS) Letter agreements belng de- |(5) & (55) Action mot complete until Agreement Letters

ment Sect an 108, Include USDA veloped. Role of USDA will be rrcelved. Plan revision showing USOA trole mot ve-

point of contact. added. celved. A conflict existe in assignment of responsi-
bilicy.

(C) Implement Sectiom 708, (C) Agree vwith RAC comment. (C) See comment for A.l.e. above.

(8), (55) & (C) Adequate

(S) Agreement Letters misaing. Clari-](S) State concurs In USDA contact (S) Draft page changes furnished to FEMA during the

fication of USDA role and contact

procedures.
(C) Agreement Letters missing.

(«©)

procedure.

Will sttempt to obiain Agreement
Letters. If agreements obtained,
will forward to FEMA.

Once plan revislons are

RAogo T 10de030a 05400 VERD BETSEPAEETone noe

complete until Agreement Letters recelived.

©)

9/22/82 bi-weekly meeting corrected the deficlency.
formally trensmitted to all

(S) Adequate
(C) Mot addressed wvhere referenced.

(©)

Will correct cross reference
problem.

(C) See comment for A.l.s. above.
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e hlUIAY FQINT PUCLEAR CFNERATING STATIONS
RAC EVALUATION OF THE NEW YORK STATE GENERIC AND
SITE SPECIFIC AND FOUR COUNTIES  ®LANS

RAC Cosments on
State and County Plans , State (S)/County (C) Response RAC Evaluation of S’ucl(:a-" Plaoaing Stendacd
o (5) State Generic Action * Response o Adequate
o (55) State Site Specific © Minor or
o (C) County o Significent
— e deficiency .
[FERGENCY RESPONSE SUPPCRT AND RESOURCER nor deficlency
la I(l) Adequate (8) The communications lssue is belng |(5) Shocehan plant not included fa list of sites. In-
addresced. Y clude listings of facilities snd resources avatlable
to Federal support organizations. Is there & due

date for request for resourcesl

1(S) Adequate

(S5) Back-up system only during work (5) No response lto‘ State. RAC comment still applies.

day. Fecllitles/resources speci-
fic for Federal use, as vell as
foteragency communications (radio)
sechanisa not addressed.

(C) Not address. .. [(C) State lialson officer to Federal KC) Response does not address criteria element.
agencles will provide laforsation i
requested. '
(S) (C) Adegquate
-
(8) Not found where referenced. §) Corrections to be made. Paragraph [(5) Response adequste. ¢
Arrangements-ingest fon pathway lab pertaining t» ingestion pathway
anslysis unsatisfactory due to lab anslysis revorded.
time delay for processing. |
(S) Agreement Letters missing for n..u (S) MOUs will be listed where appro- #S) Letters of Agreement rot recelved. "
support (1.e. USCG) priate. MOUs between NFO and hospld |
!

tals ore in NFO site plan. Letter
of Agreement with USCG will be
1isted in Plan '
(C) Agreement Letters are not avail- |(€) Sulflclent resources identified, (C) Rebuttal of RAC comment unaccepiable. pigcription of
for all organizations listed MOUs beiang sought. resources needs to be articulated.
See comment for A.l.a., above.
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RAC EVALUATION OF TWE NEW YORK S/ATE CENERIC AND

Page i ot 3¢

SITE SPECIFIC AND FOUR COUNTIES' PLAYS

.
o Adequate
o Minor or

14

o Sigalliceant

Aeficieacy.

Adequate

RAC Evaluation of State/County

i

. I E
HINERRF
THIEERE:
A FERE
2 HE

D.4.
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RAC EVALUATION OF THE NEM YORK STATE CINEKIC AND

s STATIONS

SITE SPECEFIC AND FOUK COUNTIES' PLANS

FAL Comment s ou
- Sate and County Plams
o (5) State Generle
o (55) State Site Specitic
o (€) County

State (S)/County (C) Kespunse
Actlon

- ’ J— - - —

RAC Evaluat lon of State/County
Kesponse

fqe{ulﬂ -

Plaaning Standard
o Adequate

© Mlnor or

o Sigatlicant

Mlnoc

NOTIFICATION METHODS AND PROCEDURES

J(5), (55) Ne provision for nottfica-

4 (8) (SS) Adequate

tion of EPA and USDA - approprilate
contacts. No provistion for mes-
sage verification.

(C) Adequate

(5) (S5) FEMA has agreed to notliy
Federal agencles. NYS will contact
Federal agencles divectly when sup-
port is needed. EPA/NYS MOU under
review. Disagree with message verl-
flcaiton requivement.

(S) The State Plan will include the
telephone numbers of Federal agency
office numbors. These numbers are
currently listed primarily in con-
trolled coples at the State Warning
Polnt.

b——— ——

(C) Adequate

(5) (5S) Mequate

(C) Discussion of EBS vwtilizacion in-
adequate. Appendix F, CRERPs
merely repeat data in EBS Local
Operational Area Plan. No
Agreement Letters from Orange,
Putnam and Rockland Countlies to
authorize Westchester County
Executive to activate EBS. Sparce
taformation for coordinating all
EBS messages among the four
count les.

(C) Cross reference will be corrected.
Will indicate which radio stations
operational on 24-hour basis.

(5) Plan bhax been revined to lmprove procedures lor con-
tacting Federal agencles.

(S) brafe revision pages furnished during 9/22/82 bi-
wevkly meeting.

deliclency

(C) lmprovements have been made In procedural steps for
alecting, notificattion and mobilizatlon of emergency

___response personnel in Rockland County Including use
or paging equipment.

(C) Only Appendix F of the CRERPs remains deficient. All
other deflclencles related to this element have been
adequately addressed.

b — - — a———
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lanning
Standard
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RAC EVALUATION OF THE NEW YORE STATE CENERIC AND

NG STATIONS

SITE SPECIFLC AND FOUK COUNTIES' PLANS

BAC Conmscnts on
... 3tate and County Plans
o (S) State Generle
o (§5) State Site Specific

o (€) County

State (S)/County (C) Response
Actlon

e s ——————- . — - ’ e e m— e o e m——

KAC Evaluatton of State/County
Response

Page h ol ,‘!’

Planafag Standacd
o AMequate

o Minor or

o Sigatllcant

dutlcdeuny

E.5. cont lnued

(S) FEMA vas provided with copy of EBS
Operational Area Plan during 9/8/82
bi-weekly meeting. The Plan is
currently under review by FEMA.

(S) All revistons neceasitated by
Interim Finding regarding PIO
procedures will be (ncorporated
or referenced In the State and
County PIO procedures.

(S) Upon the completion of the PlO
procedures revisions, all State and
County PI10s will be tralaed on
such procedures.

(S) The specific detalls of EBS acti-
vation for the four county areas,
not reflected in the EBS Plan,
(noted above) shall be detalled in
each State and County FPlan and
provided to the lead EBS station.

(S) Meetings will be arvanged with EBS
station management to explain the
EBS system, its lmportance and lts
operation.

+

(s)

(s)

(s)

(5)

5)

(5) Nottflcation system (ot fnetalled.

(C) Adequate. What is actual date fox]
installation of supplemental noti-

(s)

(S) Route alerting demonstrated.
Alert and Notification will be
accompl ished by system of sirens
and tone slert radios.

(C) The utilities will provide Jocumen
tation that the sirens, that vere

eoat lnue on next pa

)

(for Indlan Polnt only) Sufficlent documentation M:
ha

Hudson Valley and Cotskill, New York Operational Ared
} Plan has been recelved. Authentlicator code enve-
lopes are avallable on a need to know basis.

Procedurcs for PlOs ave belng revised.

PIO (2.0 ing on revised procedures has been completed

New EBS procedures draffed by State were found to be
acceptable.

Meet fngs with EBS statlons have been held to explain
EBS system to station management.

been recelved from the State/utility certifylng ¢
the siren system, now in piace, {s operable.

53:{;,‘.'&.‘.;"‘2&"“1&3'uﬁﬁ‘;‘.‘pml"'."wwl
FEMA REP-1.
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RAC EVALUATION OF TWE NEW YORK STATE GENERIC AND

3 STATIONS

SITE SPECIFIC AND FOUR COUNTIES' PLANS

Page __] of 3‘

RAC Comments or
State snd County Plans

Scate (S)/County (C) Response

e (5) State Ceneric
o (55) State Site Specific
o (C) County

Actlion

g RAC Evalustion of State/County
Res

Planning Stendard
° Mquu

o Minor or

o Significeant

—deliciency

e

E.6. cont inued

fication devices!

part of the original deaign, are
in place and now work. Acceptance
testing will come later.

(5) (SS) No draft messages

(C) Draft messsges neither adequate Y
number or content.

(s)

Revised public wor'ing notices to
be lncluded in PIC o zedures.
All protective action orders au'
sll sctions affecting the public
will be included in EBS messages.
A system will be developed to
fosure the content of all EAS
messsges and the prompt and sc-
curate tranafer of such messages
to the EBS stations. News re-

1 will suppl t informsiion
given in the EBS messages.

(S) Criteria for the content of EBS messages and nevs
relesses slong with EBS messages have been developed
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RAC EVALUATION OF THE NEW YORK STATE GENERIC AND

ATIONS

SITE SPECIFIC AND FOUR COUNTLES® PLANS

Page _8_.‘ y

RAC Cosments on

mile EPZ, Provision for slternat
communications links between
States snd counties not clecrly
defined.

State and County Plans ate ($)/County (C sponse RAC Evaluacion of State/County u:."‘_‘.!!lw
o (5) State Generic Action Response : ll::.::

: (::; Sut:'llu Specific o Significent
A= deliciency
EMERGENCY COMMUNICAT IONS detistonsy

(S) Adequate
(C) Unclear as to what alternate (C) At 24-hour warning points, RECS, (C) See RAC evaluation for Al.e,
communications wethod 1s for NAWAS, cosmercial phone and’ local
potification and activation of government vadlo met existe.
emergency response network. Who, Identification of individusle rve-
by title, is responsible at each sponaible for radio links not
end of cosmunications link?l adopted.
(S) Adequate
(C) The plans have not provided for [(C) RAC not responsibllity of (C) NUREG 0654 requires this element to be addressed in
communicat ions between contiguous county, Clerification requested on "local plana.” Reference to appropriate portion of
States and counties in the 50 alternate communications links. of State plan should be sufficient. )

r.1.

(S) No telephone numbers given for
3Jrd and 9th USCG Districts or
CONRAIL, sccordingly, it is not
clesr {f the correct USCG offlice
will be called, since thare ls no
written sgreement epecifying
point of contect.

(C) Although plan states that there
18 to be communications with
Federal agencies, there is no in-
dication how this will be sc-
compl lahed.

(S) Telephone numbers are on file with
NYS ODP. Plan inclusion i¢ not
necessacy.

(C) FEMA responsible for notifying
Federal ageacies. 1f specific
Federal agency support 1s requested
contact will be made by cosmercial
telephone.

(s)

©)

Adequate. However, sction not complete. See RAC
gvaluation of State comment for ' % 8

This criteris element deals with emergency comsuni-
cations, not notification. Response not incorporated
in plan revision. See RAC evalustion for A.l.s.




-0z-

—AARLAN TOLNT MUCLEAR GENCKATING STATIONS rage 3 of 37
RAC EVALUATION OF THE NEW YORK STATE CedERIC

SITE SPECIFIC AND FOUR COUNTIES' PLANS

RAC Comments on 1 . ) p
__ State and County Plans State (5)/County (C) Response RAC Evaluation of Stare/County Planning Standard
o (S5) State Generic Action Response o AMequate
o (55) State Site Specific o Minor or
o (C) CouAty o Sign{llcant
== dﬂb

|

Cont i

(S) EOF to State or county communi- (S) Reference addresses State- County- (5) No provisions for communications with RN team. EOF
cations or fleld assesament teams NKO _ommunications. contact references incomplete.

not addressed.

(C) Wow will communications be main- }(C) Communications with monitoring teamd (C) Unacceptable. No discussion of procedures, radlo

tatned with fleld monitoring will be malntained by radio or equipment to be used. froquencies, etc. See RAC
teans. telephone. Evaluation for A.l.a.

(S) rdequate

{C) Alternate individuals for each (C) Where not designated, alternate (C) Vague reply. Will be able to judge compliance
emergency response agency have individuals will be ldentified. better when plan revisions are furnished.
not been designated. Also de- P10 will be fncluded.
signated PIC should be lacluded
tn Procedure 1, Att. 3. CRERP

- e

(S) Mequate .
(C) Mot clear from plans whether (C) Plan will clarify communication () Without plan revisions adequacy cannot be determined
communicat fons links for fixed 1inks.

and moblile medical support
facilities exist. Specific in-
format fon on metnodology or
equipment not discussed or pro-
vided.

(S) Awalting information of FEMA's vole| (S) FEMA furnished State requested information. The
State's REPP revisions submitted 1[!2. adequately

address this element.

(S) No discussion of pecriodic testing
of entire communications system.
USUA point of contact needs to
be added to test.

(C) Mo provision for periodic testing|(C)
of entire communications system. ercises will be made.

Cross refevence to drills and ex- (C) Matn comment ignoved. “Periodic test for entire
communications system’ must be address In plan,
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- INGLAN TOLNT NUCLEAR GENERATING STATIONS rage 10 o0 37
RAC EVALUATION OF THE NEW YORK STATE CENERIC AND
SITE SPECIFIC AND FOUR COUNTIES' PLANS

RAC Comments on

State and County Plans tate (S)/County (C) Response RAC Evaluation of s’-ulmt, Planning Stendard
o (5) State Generic Actlon " Response o Adequate
o ($8) State Site Specific o Minor or
o (C) County o Significant
== i = ===
Minor deficlenc)
PUSLIC EDUCATION AND INFORMATION b i
(S) Mo specific sumples of education |(8) Hethods for progras heing developed|(5) & (C) The public education program has been tmproved
progrem fmplementstion provided. Methodology for further brochure by the use of radlo public service announcesents and
No schedule provided. USDA re- distribution belng developed. newvspaper ads. Newspaper ude and speakers' program
sources not mentloned. will give information to residents on how to

obtain the brochure, Indiasn Point and You.
(C) As of plan review date, no public (C) Completed and transmitted to FEMA.
faformatfon brochure published.
Implementat ion could not be eval- "
uated. (Methodology for distri- |

buttion, verification of receipe, .
and follow-up sctions not die-
cussed) .
(S) Need forx d language brochure S) The limited number of non-English speaking residents
being considered. Survey to be wakes publication of the information brochures i
conducted. practical. However, an outresch program has been

stacted for non-English speaking residents.

G.%. (8) Could mot locate where referenced | (5) The public education program de- )S) See RAC Evaluation of G.1.
(See comment on G.1., sbove). veloped by the State, County and
wtilities will be fmplemented.
Implementation of the program will
satisfly the 120 day requiresment.

(8) Cross-reference corrections will
be made.

Included in the Plan is sdditionsl fnformation on
arrangements and procedures for the Joint Medis
Centek.

(S) (55) Adequate
(c) Adequate

(5) (5S) Adequate
) Adequate
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WA LVALUATION OF THE NEW YORK STATE GENERIC AND

SITE SPECIFIC AND FOUR

COUNTLES' PLANS

Page _L'_ ol y

RAC Comments on
State and County Plans
o (5) “tate Generic
o (55) State Site Specific
o (C) County

tate (S)/County (C) Res .
Action

RAC Evaluation of l’otclc“aty
. Response

Stendacd
o te

© Minor or
o Sigaificant

 (Cont taued)

(8) (58) Adequate

(C) Specifice not provided as to how
fnformetion will be exchanged
among spokeapersons.

(C) An outline of the public informatiod(C) Additicoal fnformation on public lnformation, new

program, news medla briefings and
notification of transients will be
fa the Stete snd County Plane.
Specific details of this program
will be forvarded to FEMA upon
completion (i.e. pamphlets, posters
etc,). Correct cross-reference
quoted.

media briefing and Information programs for tran-
sieats are being included in the plen.

(S) Adequate
(C) Specifics of rumor control opera-

tions not discussed. FPlans do not

reflect full understanding of
rumor control. Information not
provided on location or staffing
of Rumor Control Centers.

)

The "Oswego Model,” tested and
approved by all partles at the
August 1lth JAF Exercise will secve
e & basis for the Rumor Control
Program at Indian Point. Thie
program will be tailored and theo
sdded to each State snd County Plan

(C) Adequate procedures have been developed and plan
revisions to geflect the new procedures are being
made to deal with rumors.

(S) Mo specifices provided for annusl
briefing of nevs media.

(C) Plan merely assigns vesponsibility|

Detailed program not presented in
Plans.

(s)

©

At the Oct. 7, 1981, RAC weeting,
this ftem was found to be sccepta-
ble.

Meeting held with media prior to
exercise. Detailed program being
developed.

(S) In light of agreement resched st the 10/7/81 meeting
snd provistons provided fn plan revisions dated
7/82 this element le adequately addressed.

(C) Original RAC comment applies.
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- LHOLAN _PQINT NUCLEAR CENERATING STATIONS
RAC EVALUATION OF THE NEM YORK STATE CENERIC AND
SITE SFECIFIC AND FOUR COUNTIES' PLANS

RAC Cosmecnts on
State and County Plans

State (S)/County (C) Reeponse

)

e ——
Smime———

(5) State Generic
(SS) State Site Specific
(C) County

Action

RAC Evaluation of ,uulcuny
Response

o Adequate
© Minor orx
o Significant

I

(Continued)

support items which are not
available in sufficient quantity
for team members. Evalustion
sysbol missing ia Table LII -

3, Rockland CRERP.

] .10 (s)

& (C) Adequate

I (s)

«©)

Equipment lists ars pert of State
wide faventory. Infermation on
salotenance and accessibility of
kits necessary. Unclear Lf radio
cowmunicat fons can take place due
to differences in opersting radio
frequencies. (Parc 111, Sect. 11
p. 14-19). Specify titles of
persons responsible for mainten-
ance and distribution of equip-
ment vefarenced.

Identification of emergency
kits inadequate. Procedures are
incorrectly referenced. In
Rockland County, no radiologlcsl
equipment available as of this
report, All plans deficlent in
tdentifying use of personnel,
teansportation and communications
equipment with respect to various
emergency response actions on
Plan.

(s)

)

DEC equipment s kept at Dept.
offices. ODP laventory listings
are at ODP office. Frequencies
will be included after completion
of survey, statement concerning
msaintenance will be added.

Attachment 17 will be reviewed and
clarified. Some plans had missing
peges. Cross veference will be
corrected. Plan will be revised
to incorporate Rockland County

equipment.

(S) Response sdequate

(C) The sdequacy of the response cannot be evaluated
until the changes are furnished,
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RAC EVALUATION OF THE NEW YOKK STATE GENERIC AND

3 STATIONS

SITE SPECIFIC AND FOUR CUUNTIES' PLANS

Fage i:"_.-l .Z‘/

RAC Comments on
- State and County Flans
o (S5) State Generic
o (55) State Site Specific
o (C) County

tate (5)/Count C) Res
Action

RAC Evaluation of lrul(;-ucy Planning Standard
+  Responae ! © Adequate
o Hinoxr or

o Sigatficant

Meflcicacy

ACCIDENT ASSESSMENT

Hinor deflclency

(S) & (85) Not addressed where refer-
enced. If State has no capabi-
lity, plan should so state and
specify vhat fleld monitoring
data State intends to use for
its evaluation of various stages
of sccident. Plan not specific
on how data will be attained,

(8) & (55) See responss to R.7.

(S)6 (55) The NFO's monitoring capabilities and proced-

ures should ba reflected {a the State Plan, until thd
State develops its own cepabilities. Such dsts
would be required if the Stete had an established
monitoring progrem. Since the RAC does not review
the NFO plan this loformation should he made part
of the State's Plan.

(C) Unclear if monitoring teas in- (C) The field monitoiing teams, re- (C) Mequacy of resp be 4 votil
structlons developed in coopera- sources, activatica and operations changes are provided.
tion with NFO and DOE, the two will be reviewed and cxpanded ae
organizations that will be doing appropriste.
the sctual monitoring. Separate !
SOPs necessary for each type
of monitoring equipment. Maps
necessary for monitoring teams
that will provide information
on locale for personnel unfa-
milfar with locations.
1.8] (5) & (5S) Specifics are not provided| (s) & (55) Attachment 5 refers to the (S) See evaluation of I.7.
where referenced. No specific licensees capabilities. This com-
factlities or resources allocated ment sddresses items evalusted by |(SS) Attachment 3 is not specific concerning the State's

for Federal (FRMAP) use. Assem-
bly points, cossmand and control,
off-duty notification not address
ed. Dlscuss order of visitation
to of f-site monitoring locations
and deciston process for this
selection. Are teams familliar
with locations of [ixed wonitor-
fog location?

NRC in their veview of the licea-
sees emergency procedures.

monitoiing capabllities within the EFZ. To what
extent are the State's mon/toring resources utlllué
or 18 the licensee also responsible for beta, gamma, )
alr particulste and TLD monitoring and sample
collection?
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- 1HOLAN FQINT MUCLEAR GERERATING STATIONS
RAC EVALUATION OF THE NEW YORK STATE CENERIC ‘ND
SITE SPECIFIC AND FOUR COUNTIES' PLANS

RAC Comments on
State and County Plans

(5) State Generic

o (55) State Site Specific

{C) County

State (S)/County (C) Response
Action

RAC Evaluation of §tete/County
. Response

Planning Standacd
o Adequate

o Minor or

o Significant

—deliclency .

} ——
p -

(Continued)

)

As of review date of Plans, cap~
sbilities for this element lack-
ing In all counties. Procedure
3, Attachment 2 does not satiefy
criteria, Transportation ar-
rangements for monitoring teams
not discussed. No evidence of
back-up communications. MNo i
discussion of corwunication for
fleld monitoring tesms. Monitor
fng equipment lists.

(C) Cross nloémc. will be corrected.
See 1.7, for additions]l comments.

(C) The adequacy of the response cannot be evaluated
until the corrections are furnished.

(s)

& (S5) State does not have sny
field monitoring capsbility for
todine. 1f such capability is
anticipated it should be indi-
cated.

(8) & (58) Refer to comment in M.7.

(5) & (55) See evaluation of H.7.

(C) Since Stste has elected to depend on county for this
data, the county plans should fully address this
function. At this time, they do not.
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———AHRLAN POINT NUCLEAR CENERATING STATIONS
RAC EVALUATION OF THE NEW YORK STATE GENEKIC AND

G S

SITE SPECIFIC AND FOUR COUNTIES' PLANS

RAC Cosments on
- State and County Plans
o (5) Sctate Ceneric
o (S5) State Site Specilic
o (C) County

="

State (S)/County (€) Response

Act lon

Page |7 ot 39

RAC Evaluation of State/County
Response

o Adequate
© Minor eor
o Significant

PROTECTIVE RESPONSE

T

defliclency

L] (S) (S5) Adequate

(C) No proviston for evacuation routes
and transportation for onsite In-
dividuals to sultable offsite
location.

(S) Review and revise as necessary In
coordination with licensees.

(C) Provisions to be Included in next
revision to Westchester and Putman
Plans Clarification requested from
FEMA on last comment.

(c) FEMA has furnished Stute requested clarification.
To date, no corrective actions provided to FEMA,

.9.1(S) (55) Plan unclesr as to who will

make decision to implement protec-
tive measures: State or Counties.
Both State and County Plans contiain
statemcnts they will make decision
to lmplement a particular action.
State heavily dependent on assis-
tance from utilities and Federal
government.

(S) (58) Clerification of responses to
A.l.a. snd A L. 4. should resolve
element.

(S) (55) Adequate.

o(S) (55) Adequate

(C) None of waps referenced depict pre
selected radiological sampling and
monitoring points. Maps are not
found where referenced.

(C) Necessary maps found in App. J.
(rig. 3-1) Cross-reference will be
corrected.

(C) Maps sre in Fig. S-1. However requirement of use
of 0654 Table J-1 for use of sampling location
designators is not met.
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—LNOLAA POLNT MUCLEAR GENERATING STATIONS vose |8 o1 39
RAC EVALUATION OF THE MEW YORK STATE GENERIC AND
SITE SPECIFIC AND FOUR COUNTIES' PLANS

RAC Comments on

(8S) Maps as deacribed could not be
located in plan.

(C) Maps a8 vequired in App. &, NUREGC
0654, could not be located in
CRERPs. Sector maps should be
superimposed over ERPA maps to
facilitate coordinstion of pro-
tective messures with coantiguous
counties In Plume EPZ and with
State.

)

ERPA are available for use at State
snd County EOCs. REPC will provide
fnformation on EOC population maps
to RAC.

Information in tabular form in
App. 6. Population by ERPA die-
played on maps.

1(!) Mape with population distribution by (S & (C) Haps with population information by ERPA are

svailable in countlies' EPCs.

State and Councy Plans State (S)/County (C) Response RAC Evaluation of Sta’ +/County ann tandax:
o (S) State Ceneric Action Response 0 AMequate
o (5S) State Site Specific o Kinor or
o (C) County o Sigailicent
—_——
(Cont inued)
(s) Hoquan.

J.10¢

(5) Adequate

(C) Means for notifying all segments
of transient snd resident popu-
lation not sdequate. (See com-
ment for element E.5)

(s)

Copy and dissrminaticy schedule for
posters snd telephone book insert
will be forwarded to FEMA upon
completion.

C) Posters »nd a telephone book insert have been

prepared to get Information to transients.

1.0

(8) Me

o ‘clent to determine
" stecting mobility
} sns do not address
t ‘als who are o
pe ¢ fnstitutionaliz

(s)

d.
)

Revise State snd County Plans to
reflect the progras to identify &
evaluate such persons.

The brochure has a mail-in post
card to ifdentify thesa people,
Each county will be reviewed.

(S) & (C) Each county EOC is manned by & representative

of the respective y sgency responsible for
specisl problems of the mobility fmpaired. If
evacustion s vec ded these fes will ve-
spond. Additional public fnformation programs will
be used to inform mobility fmpaived persons of
methods of receliving ssslstance.
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o AMDLAY FQINT NUCLEAR GEIZ
RAC EVALUATION OF THE NEW YORK STATE GENERIC AND
SITE SPECIFIC AND FOUR COUNTIES' FLANS

RAC Cosments on

o (58) State Site Specific
o (C) County

il = rate and County F1
i‘.‘ o (S) State Generic

[Continued)

State (S) [County (C) Response
Aztior

RAC Evalustiow of u‘-ulmcy
' Response

o Adequate
o Minor or
o Significent

S

3.104 (8) Criteria calle for use of radio-

protective drugs. Alternate
means for protecting emergency
workers not discussed. Five
recommendations made in 9/29/81
letter.

(C) See lun' comment .

members sgreed that documentation
for the State police declafon dnes
not belong in the plan.

ra) At October 1, 1981 meeting RAC

vision and dissesinacion of KI to
emergency workers and speclal pop-
ulations. This policy will be
included In the State Plan.

A(l) State police now calls for the pre- [S) (C) The State and counties have sdopted the FDA recom}

mendation on use of KI for emergency workers and
captive populatious.

3.10] (5) See comment on J.10.e., above

(C) See State comment.

(S) Same as J.10.e.

(5) (C) In RAC Evasiuetion for J.10.e.

J.10} (5) Adequate.

(C) No commitment referenced for
public and private bus operators
to trassport personnel, 1if so
ordered. How many operationsl

buscs available? In each garagel?

(S) Compensating meagures will be de-
veloped and included in plans for
the provision of supplemental
personnel.

(85) When this element s revised in
the county Plans the informstion
will be referenced in the site
specific plen.

(C) Megotiations are continuing.

(S) 1In RAC Evaluation for r.1

(C) It is uncertain whether bus drivers used for evacua-
tion in Westchester County <11l respond ; hovever, to
plan for that contingency the State has developed &
comp stl e which calls for deployment of
military (State Nationsl Cuard) forces to wmuo
unmanned buses pursusnt to » Gubernatorisil rgency
Declaration. In a worst case situation, f.e. an
evacustion required for all sectors and no respunae

(See uumq)




‘eyqeidedoe palpn| °q Jouuwd puodeax 03 piwng [wUOTIVN

cquayagyep Apaventjyyulije sujrsaz prepuwie

Sujuuerd 41 Jo w3} ¥jyd ‘(I3 vl syl v uayey
91y s2Insesw [PUOLIIPPT [FIUN *euopide [wdof Ayewmid
vo A[yavay 1scm pusdap SUOJIPNIEAA suop1de aajidajoxd
41 J0 [1¥ JUEE “EIW[] WOJININAR arqyeeod ewaidug
2139 JuTog uUepul 43I ) euvooiad Lawrjgiw SujBupaq
jo suopIvaIwi| eagedyd a3 Inq ansvaw fuyrvvvadeod
epquyion v dojaasp 01 110})° A13A2 epem wey Iwig AL

sy1 10j paagnbai smyy Y3y ‘eIapap s1eayad Auw jo

EESHT
e pulys o

20 30U ©
»yenbapy o
pivpunis Vajuueid

ssuodeay
£3uno) /91915 JO UOFIRATRAR OVE

(qwsmyowray) ¥
e —————
kyunoy (2) ©
ay310edg sayg #Iwis (55) ©
apasuan 23w35 (S) 2

suN(d K1uno) pus 93ImIS
wo wuIweo) OVH

pavpury
Suyveey

A5 10 7 e

SNY1d L SZLINNCD A0S GNY D1410348 3118
GNY D1W3N3D FLVIS WWOA MAN FHL 40 NOLIVYIVAI Ovd
EHO11VLS ONTLVEANAD Sea TN TRTOT RVTORY

-3]-



—__NDLAN POINT MUCLEAR GENERATING STATIONS roge 20 o1 2F
RAC EVALUATION OF THE NEW YORK STATE CENERIC AND
SITE SPECIFIC AND FOUR COUNTIES' PLANS

RAC Comments on

State and County Flans State (5)/County (C) Response RAC Evalustion of l’.nltmt, Planning Standscd
o (S) State Generic Action + Response o Adequate
o (55) State Site Specific o Hinor or
o () County o Sigalficent
p——— — T ‘—%
(Continued)

3. I* (3) Adequate

(C) Some relocation centers may be (C) Relocation centers identiffe’ by (C) All relocation centers sre outside the 10 mile
less than 5 miles beyond boundary FEMA have been examined and found Plume Exposure EPZ.
of Plume EPZ, nsmely in Orange to be more than 5 miles beyond the
County. Plume EFZ.
3.10§ (5) (S) Will be provided whea received ($)(55) FEMA has reviewed document furnished by REFG,
from consultant. entitled, Methodology to Calculate Evacuation Trave
Time Estimates for the Indian Point lpﬂ.m[_r__._u_-___g‘
(SS) Projected traffic capacities of | (§5) See comment to J.10.1., of Zone, pre,ared by Parsons Brinkerhotl, Quade & gla
evacuat lon routes under emergenc county plans. Inc., November 1981. Appendix £ addrenses road capa-
conditions, could not be located cities for several different types of roadways.
where referenced. cepacities are then presented loc car ramps of “IE‘

ferent design. The calculations appear to be based
on sccepted transportation engineering principsls and
methodologles. However, FEMA cannot accept this dats
as being approved and promulgsted by the State.
Corrective action will require plan revisions reflect-
ing traffic capacity data being furnished to FEMA for
approval.

(C) Projected traffic capacities of |(C) Traffic capacities vere esubmitted |(C) See RAC avaluation for State snd Site Speciilc
evacuation routes under emer- to FEMA. response.
gency conditions could not be
located where refexenced in soy
of the CRERPs.

J.1]) (S) Adequate
(C) Adequate
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RAC EVALUATION OF THE NEW YORK STATE CENERIC AND

; STAT LG

SITE SPECIFIC AND FOUR COUNIIES' PLANS

Page g& ol ﬂ

RAC Comecuts on iy P Sk ’
____State and County Plans State (5)/County (L) Hesponwe KAC Evaluation ol State/County Planaing Standard
o (5) State Cenerlc Act lon Response o Mequate
o (55) State Site Specific o Minor ox
o (€} County o Significant
—-deflcicacy

(Cont tnued)

1.10#

(S) Adeguate

($5) Insufficient information to de- i(n) See comment to J.10.k. of county

termine adequacy.

(C) Insufficlent informatton in
CRERPS to make determination.

plans.

(C) Cross refevence, Lav Enforcement
Procedure, Attachment 1, Public
Works has responsibilicy for debris
clearance and emergency repair
(See p.17-A).

(SS5)

(S) Adequate.

(SS) Evacuation Time Estimates de-
plct data by sector and distance
from NFO. Dats as required by
Appendix &, NUREG 0654, not
provided.

(C) Same comment as for State Plan.

($S) Appendix 4 was transaitted to FEMA

(C) Appendix & vas transmi ted to FEMA

(ss

(S) Chatin of command between State
and counties wust be clarified.
Specify to whom State ls recom-
mending protective actions.
Indicate location of State Com-

BARRIBYC cRE USBHERdY 108 €2

(S) Standard Operating Procedures for
collection and transmission of
fleld daca will be developed.
County EOC staff will be trafned.

(s)

& (C) Plans are belng revised to glve additional in-
formatlon on means for clearing tmpediments on
evacuat lon routes,

) & (€) The document provided to FEMA, entitled
Methodology to Calculate Evacuation Travel Time
Estimates for the ladlan Point Emergency Planning
Zone marked "DRAFT" and prepared by Parsons, Brinked
holl, Quade & Douglas, Inc. di this el .
Alchough it addresses the criteria of Appendix &, 14
cannot be considered a part of the plan. FPlan re-

_uélonldﬁorpou( tog data contalned herein are

S0Py and training schedules will be revieved vhen
recelved. Effectiveness of tralning will be eval-
uated at sext exercise.

—— —



RAC FVALUATION OF THE NEW YORK STA

i STATIONS

TE CENERIC AND

SITE SPECIFIC AND FOUR COUNTIES® PLANS

RAC Comments on
_State and County FPlans

"o (5) State Generic

o (S§) State Stre Specific
o (C) County

State (5)/County (C) Hesponse
Action

g

RAC Evaluat lun of State/County
Response

rage 23 of 39

Planaing Standard
o Adequate

o MHinor or

o Sigailicant

-deliclency  {

(Cont tnued)

—vs-

(5)(55) Contamination detection proce-

dures, maps for recording survey
and monitoring data, lists of faci-
littes regularly processing food
products originating in iIngestion
pathway, but located elsevhere,
could not be located (No provisions
for ingestion pathway protective
weasures, where portions of NY
State are in the 50 mile EPZ of
other reactor sites - CT Yankee,
Millstone, VT Yankee and Yankee
Rowe, and Oyster Creek).

Have any estimates of ingestion
pathway PAG potent ial dose been
Incorporated into projected public
dose for protective actlon decl-
sions? Discuss provisions that
have been made for decontamination
of food stuffs.

(S) Deficlencles fdentified in RAC

memher fleld trip to State Agricul-
ture and Markets Office on 9/10/82,
will be corrected, namely: maps
showing datry farm locations in 50
mile EPZ, surface water loventory
for Indian Polnt, maps showing
location of produce farms in 50
mile EPZ.

(c)

Specify arrangements for wonitoring} ()

evacuees and equipment available at
relocetion centers.

Criteria not addressed where ve-
ferenced and could not be found
elsevhere in plan.

Not clear what purpose form serves.
Methodology for registering and
pecformance of evacuee monitoring
at relocution centers in host aceas
could not be located fo plan.

)

Procedures for monitoring evacuees
will be developed. Plan revisions
will clarify which State term (re-
ception center, congregate) is
synonomous with the NUREG term
(relocation center). Equipment
requirements will be developed.
Registration form is provided as
Attachment B, to Procedure 6.
Procedures are being reviewed for
needed changes.

(£ 1(S5) procedures have been developed for monitoring

(5) Adequate tnformation on surface water loventory and
locatton of produce and dalry farms has been fur-

nished to complete tnformation requirements for
tagestion pathway protective actlon.

capabllity at Congregate Care Centers and for
transmission of fleld data to decision makers.

(C) Refcrenced portion of plan still does not give o
clear explanation of the purpose the form serves.




-SE—

o LNDLAH LOINT NUCLEAR CENERATING STAT
RAC EVALUATION OF THE NEW YORK STATE GENERIC AND

SITE SPECIFIC AND FOUR

. ‘ l

COUNTIES® PLANS

rege &F oi 39 :

2

RAC Cosments on
State and County Flans

State (5)/County (C) Response

RAC Evaluation of State/County

Planning Siandard

EE o (5) State Generic Action . Reaponsel o AMequate
!3 o (55) State Site Specific o Minor or
b | o (C) County o Significant
— ——deliclency
Mt
X | mAD1OLOGICAL EXPOSURE CONTROL dellctency
£.3.h. (5) Plan discusses what is planned |(8) Permanent dosineters (TLDs) and (S) The State has agreed to obtain immediately the

for future but does not give
dates of expected capsbility
nor does it discuss foterim
procedures or what insirumente
and cepabilicies presently exist
What are the locations of per-
sonnel sonitoring centers?

(S) Mow will dosimeter charglag be
sccomplished? Plan does not
address program [or permanent
record divices for State workers|

(C) No mention of personnel perma-
nent dose recording devices
tn any plan. Specify where
dose records will be kept
ond how long. Not clear if
dosimeters are available on a
24 hour basis. Dose record

'&'&“x&;“t“‘“ to be

self-reading pocket dosimeters (0-
SR) with chargers have been ordered
The capability for 24-hour operatio
(1.e., shifc changes) wili be de-
wonstrated during the next exerclse

The incorporation of personnel
monitoring stations in State plan
might lead to confusion.

(S) The counties will clarify the lesue

of dosimeter charging in thelir plan}

(C) Standardization by use of State
form for local emergency personnel
will be incorporatsd fa the next
revision of county plans.

permanent vecord dosimeters required for a re-
sponse at Indian Point and have started & phased

, acquieition of low range self-reading dosimeters.
Migh vange civil defense dosimeters will be used
in the interis.

(S) Draft procedure submitted to FEMA on 11/19/82 dur~
ing bi-veekly meetings vere found acceptable.
Action 1e not considered complete until plon revi-
1 ops ave formally transmitted to all plan recip-

{c) ty d1d not respond to RAC comment.

K.3|b. (5) This element will be satinifed

when post emergency storage
location of record is stated,

(C) None of the CRERPs provide for
dosimetry mctivities by orgsni-
rotion for emergency workers.

(S) The plan will be swended to require
that coples of all personnel won-
ftoring records relating to the
emergency will be submitted to NYS

(S) (C) See RAC evaluation for K.).».

pON for review and permanent stoveg).

(C) Refer to K.).a., sbove.
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RAC EVALUATION OF THE NEVW YORK STATE CENERIC AND
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RAC Comments on

State and County Plans State (S)/County (C) Response RAC Evaluatioa of l’uclwy
o (S) State Gemeric Action * Response o AMequate
o (58) Stete Site Specific o Minor or
o (C) County o Sigaificent
— ——
(Cont taved)
b (8) Adequate
(C) Adequate
b (5) Specify minimum sction level for () At RAC meeting on 10/7/82, this (5) Adequate.
personnel decontamination, equip- element was found to be acceptable.
went, soil and other surfaces. The comment relating to decontami-

nation of equipment, foodstuffs,
soll and other surface material wvas
withdrawn.

(c) Prou‘uin do not satisfy speci-}(C) Will review with conslstency
fic instrumentation to be wtil- with State procedures.
tzed for measurement. CRERPs do

(C) Revisions in decontaminstion procedures are being
wade in the plan and in the State training

not state st what level of con- manual.
tanination follow-up is neces-

sery. Discussion of contsmina-

tion records 1s insufficlent.

Action levels for decontamine-

tion are erronecusly referenced.

b (8) Are the personnel monitoring cen-| (§) See response to K.).a. for loca- (S) & (C) The State is developing numeric requirements
ters the decontamination facili- tion of PHC. Monitoring equipment for both trained personnel and equipment for use at
ties? Whece are they located? to be used will be discussed in monitoring and decontsmination facilities and thie
Discuse monitoring equipment to Procodure 6 to be added to cross- information will be included in the plans on com-
be used to determine need for refevence. The comment -oncerning pletion.

and effectiveness of decontami- fdentification of wedical facili-
nation. Discuss monitoring oqul’L ties wvas agreed to be withdrawa at
ment. If first aid kits availabll, RAC meeting on 10/07/81. Comment
indicate storage locations. If on first aid kite is & suggestion
not, indicate anticipated avail- and 18 not required by this elemeni}
ability snd future storage loce-
tions.
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-

RAC Comments on
State snd County Plans

State (5)/County (C) Response

o (5) State Generlc
o (95) State Site Specific
o (C) County

Actlon

-

RAC Evaluation of State/County
Response )

%:t. ard

© Minor or
o Signilicant

—deficieacy

(Continued)

kc) Specify means for radiological de-
contamination of emergency person-
nel, wounds, supplies, Instruments
and equipmert and waste disposal.
Describe medical treatment arrange-
ments for personnel vho have been
contaminated or exposed to high
levels of radlaction. Discuss de-
contaminatfon stations, especially
locations, facilities available,
and wante dlsposal means.

(8) Procedures will be revised to re
flect a single distinct step. The
procedure will state that (f that
step does not bring the contamina-
tion down to the established level
the person will be referred to
snother facility for further de-
contamination treatment.

(5,C) Decontasmination procedures are
being reviewed and modified. Per-

sonnel at appropriate locations wil
be trained in nev methods.

(8,C) The plans will describe methods
for disposing of solid wastes.

(C) Will review and revise as appro-
priate.

(Cy 4cvintons are being made In the plan and State
teaining manual with regard to disncsal of
contaminated wastes generated by decoataminating
activities.
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rage 37 of 39

RAC Commments on
... State and County Flans
e (S) State CGenerle
o (55) State Stte Specilic

o (C) County

State (S)/County (L) Respouse
Action

——— .; —— —

KAC Evalustion ef State/Couwnty
Response

Planning Standard
o AMequate

o Minor or

o Significant

—deliclency

} ———
| ———

(Cont Inued)

(‘(W'uuu sources of teams needed
to monitor emergency workers and
evacuees to determine need for
decontamination and to sssuie
results.

(C) Explatn or discuss medical or
radlological suthorities to which
contaminated personnel will be
referred fur additional consulta-
tion or trestment.

(C) Emergency worker stalfing and
equipment data for these facilities
(PMC, CC and RC) will be submitted
to FEMA.

(C) No response.

(C) FEMA awalts recelpt of data addreasing these detatls

(C) FEMA (s awalting response.
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SITE SPECIFIC AND FOUR

N STATIONS

COUNTIES" PLANS

RAC Comments on
____State and County FPlans
o (8) State Generic .
o (55) State Site Specilic
o (C) County

State (5)/County (C) Response
Actlon

RAC Evalustton of State/County
Response

e . e i e e

rage 28 of 39

—_—— -

Planning Standard
o WCQ
o Ninor or

-
MEDICAL AND PUBLIC HEALTH SUPPORT

—

L.

[(S) No detalls regarding qualified
hospitals to handle contaminated
individuals.

(C) Unable to locate in CRERPs, any
facilities with radtological
evaluation and trestment capabili-
ties where referenced.

(S5) New York State has reques’s
veceived from forty sevea b -

their capabilities to treat pu. -
tially contaminated injured pacient
A List of these hospitals 1s includ
ed in Part I11, Section 11, pages
12, 128, 120, and 12¢. The New
York State Department of Health's
Office of Health Systems Management
is examining the adequacy of these
hospitals capabilities.

(C) Lists of hospitals with radlologt-
cal treatment capabilities as
revieved by DOH-ONSM.

throughout the State Inforwa "

inor deficlency

(S) State response (ound adequate. FEMA will verily
capability of listed hospitals to treat contaminated )

tnjured pattents during early pact of calander year
1983,

(C) See comments A.l.a. above.

L3

(S) Not available in plans furnished
for review

(S) Same as for L.1.

(S) Mo agreements found to establish
commitments to transport radlio-
logical accident victims to medi-
cal support facilities.

(C) Insufficient information furni
to determine adequacy of atrrange-
ments .

(5) Information will be included when
avallable.

(C) Require clarification From FEMA.

(S) Additional tnformation iy required to satisfy
crlterin element, to include: type of facility

and capacity and any special radlologlcal capabiliticp.

($) Means of transportation and MOUs for transporting
off-site victims not present.

(C) S+e footnote | to Planning Standard L, page 69,
0654/FEMA REP-1. The guidance contained {n the
referenced documents should be datailed in the
county plans.
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RAC Commcnts on
State and County Plans

o (S) State Cenerlc

o (55) State Site Speciflc

o (C) Cousty

RECUVERY AND REENTRY PLANNING AND

Stete (5)/Cuunty (C) Re
Actton

RAC Evaluation of ‘uulc-u

| POST_ACCIDENT OPERATIONS

(S) Mo indication what & vadiation
wonitoring progres consiste of.

(C) Although procedures deicribed la-
sufficlent information furnished.

(S) Duriag the October 1, 1981 meeting
RAC concurred in the State’ - posi-
tion that monitoring programs ir-
ftisted during the response phase
will continue unti! ascceptable
levels ere reached.

(C) County staff will provide support
to State on request. County plens
will be revised.

($) Adequatre

2) Plan does not establish method for
periodically estimating total |
population exposure.

(S) During the October 1, 1980 meeting
present wording in the Plan vas
found scceptable.

Respoase
=
(S) Reaponse adequate.
(C) Sec comment A.l.a.
(S) Revisions to the 0654 cross rafersace have not been
recelved,

<
o Adequate
o Nlane or
o Significant
Minor deficiency
I
|
!
' .
T
|
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EXERCISES AND DRILLS

e
RAC Comments on
State and County Plans L State ($)/County (C) Re RAC Eveluation of ,uulc-ay <
e (5) State Cemerlc Action * Response © Adequate
o (55) State Site Specific © Minor or
o (C) County o Significant
—deliclency

Misor defliclency

. (9

(c)

Plan does not meet critecis of
“exercise shall be conducted se
set forth by WRC-FEMA Rules”™.

Conflict exists betwveen I1.8.).a
which calle for an snnual ex-
erclse for County and Siste and
Procedure 12, Section 3.2.1,

in Mestchester, Orange, and
fockland CRERPs and Procedure 1}
Section 3.2.1, Putnam CRERP,
which calls for test every )
years. There 1s cross reference
problem in Orange CRERP.

Plans do not state that exercise
shall be conducied as set forth
in NRC/FEMA Rules.

£) Mo responss.

(C) Will be reviewed snd clarified and
made consistent with Federal guide-
lines.

(5) Criteria not met for conducting of exercise by
NRC-FPEMA rules.

(C) See cosment A.l.a. sbove.

b. (85)

(0

No provieion for an exercise
once every & years between 6:00
PH and midnight and sidaight and
6:00 AM.

No provisions in plans for ex-
ercise to be conducted under
verious veather coaditions or
for unannounced exercises.
Qualifications to be an observer
should be llsted. Crose refer-
ences need to be added.

(S) Mo response

(C) Will review and revise ss appropri-
ate.

(S) Mo provision for enxercise once every slx years bet-
ween 6:00 PH and midnight snd midaight end 6:00 AM.

(C) See comment A.l.a. sbove.
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SITE SPECIFIC AND FOUR COUNTIES' PLANS

RAC Comments on
- State and County Plans State (S5)/County (C) Re . RAC Eveluatlon of ‘nulc-c, Plenaing Standard
5: o (5) State Generic Action * Response’ o AMequate
o (58) State Site Specific . © Ninor or
3! o (C) County o Significeat
——deliclency .
(Cont 1nued)
. (5) Adequate
(C) Plans do not contain spacific (C) Will review and vevise to make con-|(C) See cosment A.l.a. above.
procedures for conducting tests. sistent with State plan, County
Also, & cross reference problem. plans appear to conform to 0654 .
Y . {C) Plans do not specify whether (C) Pre-exercise material will state
wedical drille to be performed St e 170 v s it T .
as part of snoual exercise. If part of exercise.
not, so state and provide proce-
dure outlining step by atep, how
drill 1s to be carried out.
(S) Criteria will be sazisfied when | (S) The State does not sgree with (S) Response sdequate.
the word "say” on page ¥-1, comment. Personnel wvho normally
Part 111, Section I, Itew 2, collect water or milk samples se
line 2 s corrected to “shall™ an ongoing sctivity should not
as stated in NUREG-0654. have to collect ssmples during an
sonual drill. Personnel required E
to collect emergency ssmples who
normally do not collect samples
should participate In periodic
deille. ALl Stote ssmples will be
snalyzed by the DOU Radiological
Sclences Institute which is nation
ally recognited and routine teetl
of lab during an 1 dretld
unnecessary.
(C) Specify when wechanism to lmple- (S) Comment mot relevant to this
ment results of exercise and section,
drill will be implemented.
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5%
3 o (C) County

(Cont Inued)

RAC Cowmsents on
_Stac ty ¥l
e (5) State Generic
o (55) Stete Site Specilic

State (§)/County (C) Response

Actlon

BAC Evalustion of slucleunq
+ Response

Plaoning Standard
© Adequate

@ Mloor or

o Sigaificant

There is no discussion of collect-
ton of snd snalysis of sssple medis
and provietons for records keeplng.

(S) Adequare

(C) The CRERPs should iInclude sn ex- | (C)
planation of how exercises and
drills will be carried out.

This materisl is provided prior to
snnual exercises in accordance with|
FEMA/NRC guldes. Material should
not be fa pilan,

<)

We agree that specific waterial relasting to each
exercise and drill should be provided prior to the
event. MHowever, the resp does not sdequately
address the criteria element. It does not contain
o dlscussion of the process by which scenarios are
developed, iIn general, for all exercises and deills.

describing conduct of exerclses
and drille.

statement that each exercise will
attempt to cosduct s wany actual
sctivities aw poseible and within
the resources svaileble for the
enercise,

N. 3. (5) Adequate

(C) See comments for N.).a. (C) See comments for N.).a. (C) See FEMA evliauation for W.}.a.
N.)jc. (S) Adequate

(C) See comments for N.).a. (C) See comments for N.).a. (C) See FEMA evaluation for N.).a.
N.3d. (5) Adequate

(C) See comments for N.).a. (C) Ses comments for N.).a. (C) See FEMA evelustion for N.).».
H.3le. (5) Plan needs narrative susmary (5) Plan will be emended to include (S) Responae adequate.
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RAC Comments on
State end County Plans
o (S) State Cenerilc
o (85) State Site Specific
o (C) Cownty

State (5)/County (C) Re
Action

RAC Evaluation of N’uclcunt,

‘' Respunse

Planaing Standard
o Meguate

o Minor or

o Significent

—
(Cont lnued)

(C) See comments for N.).e.

(C) See comments for N.).a.

(C) See RAC evaluation for N.).a.

. (5) More detall necessary on arrange
ment and sdvence material to be
provided to official observers.

(C) See comments for N.).a.

-—

(S) The Plen will be amended to lo-
clude statement that observers wil
be quaiified and will be provided
additional training 1f cequired.
All ob-ecrvers will be briefed
prior to the exercise. Rating
sheete and & detalled list of
activities to be observed will be
provided. Completed observation
reports will be returned so later
than one week after completion of
the exercise. Observation sheets
will be changed for exerclses ae
required.

(C) See comments for N.).a.

(5) Response sdequate

(O See BAC evalustion for N.).a.

'Ry

(8) ilacorporate USDA point of con~
tact in alert procedures.

{C) Method mot described by which
State and local governments vlll‘
observe, evesluate and critique
exercise. Discuss deadlines for|
incorporating resulte of formal
evalustion into the CRERPs.

(S) Reference E.1. .bov;.

(C) Sees Section 3.2.4 and 3.2.5, of
Procedure 12.

(S) Response adequste,

(€) Little detail or commitment fu these sections.
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SITE SPECIFIC AND FOUR COUNTIES' PLANS
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S = -
RAC Cosments on
State and County Plans State (5)/County {(C) Res e RAC Evaluation of State/County E)

o (5) State Generlc Act lon . Response | o AMeyasie

o (55) Stare Site Specific ; © ninor or

o (C) County o Signiflicent

g delicleacy

(Cont tnued)

(S) Parc I1l, Section I, Procedure
F-3 (4.2, 4.)) mecely vepeats
word for word the contents of
element N-35 In NUREG-0654. NO
“weans” sre established.

(C) Tosuffictent informacion furnished(C) Will review and revise as appio-

to determine vhether means exist
for evaluating observer and pau-
ticipant comments. Flans do not
assign responsibility for imple-
menting corrective actions.
Management controls to encure
corrective actions are implemented
as result of scceptance of ob-
server comments not discussed.

's) Upon completion of an exercise the
evaluator and observer comments will
be revieved and included fo an after
action report. A portiom of the
report will highlight the lessons
lescned. Plan revislon acising
from lessons lesrned will be execu-
ted. Corrective sctions will be
sdministered by the REPG.

priate.

(5) Perwon vesponsible for lmplementing corrective
sctions! Menagement controls for lmplementation of

corrective actionsl

(C) See RAC ~valustion for A.l.a.
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RAC EVALUATION OF THE NEW YORK STATE GENIRIC AND A7 <39 ’
SITE SPECIFIC AND FOUR COUNTIES® PLANS i

RAC Comments on g - R E I o o
____State and County Plans State (5)/County (€) Mesponse HAC Evaluat fon of State/County Planning Standacd
o (5) State Generlc Act ton Rewponse o M-..(T -
o (S5) State Site Specific o Minor or
o (C) County o Sigaificant
OLOGICAL EMERGENCY RESPONSE Minoc deficliency

C) Insufficient information to eval- (C) REPG has recently taken over train-](5) % th whe will State agencies coordinate thelr train-

wate elemenr. List all response ing of State and local REZ. This tog efforta?
agencles and training courses that section !s being revieved and re- {C) See comment A.1 . a. above.
cover activities for which they are vised to conform to RAC guldellines

responsible. No detailed lesson
plans. Present training status of :
emnrgency response personnel shoul )
be specified. Timetable for bring-) :
ing training levels of emergency
personnel up to readiness levels ‘
should be furnished. Attachment

4 should lnclude 1982 list of l
courses Instead of 1981. Without i
personnel assigned to specific
duties one cannot determine train-
ing needs by position and who will
conduct tralning.

(S) Adequate

(C) Inadequate where referenced.
Each offalte response organizatioh
shall jurticipate in recr’ving
traintng. Alse, tralaing for
wutsal aild organizations.

() See rerponse to 0. 1. (C) See comment A.l.a. above.

* (S) Each ciganization shall establisl (3) State and local sgencles are re- (S) Establish recraining schedule. Annual County and

s training srogram for instructidn . 4 0rtng and tdentifying all che State reports are acc le
and qualification ol response areus that need ll’llnll..:mov0~ - "
personnel who will implement ment. REPG is responsible to eval

rad/ological em: rgency response uate the effectiveness of training

progcams in a nusber of catego- Training progrer- will require

xhea.

- ——— -~
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MAC EVALUATION OF THE NEW YORK STATE GENFRIC AND
SITE SPECIFIC AND FOUR COUNTIES' PLANS

e
RAC Comments ou
State and County Plans State (S)/County (U} Response RAC Evaluation of State/County Planning Stendard
© (S) State Generle Actlon . Response ) o Pdequate
o (S5) Stete Site Specific © Minor or
o (C) County o Signilicent
deficlency
RESPONSIBILITY FOR PLANNING EFFORT Slplllcplt
deflicleacy

(Revised as of Interim Finding)

(8) Rockland County's non-participaciod
in the four county plan ralses &
question as to decision maker
capability to respond in an emer-
gency.

(C) Training of individuals responsi-
ble for plenning effort was not
addressed vhere cross-referenced
in Orange, Rockland and Weatck ..o
plans.

(C) The Putnam plan references training

of individusls fnvolved in the
planning efforct. However, plan
does not contain a program for
training individuale.

(3) Rockland County decision makers
will be trained on radiological
emargency responses necessities.
Conp ating es vill be out-

lined in the State Flan.’

(C) Will revise ss rvequired.

(s)

(©)

)

Rockland County Legislature has disavowed the plan
formally submitted to FEMA in Auguet, 1981 for
review. The county is currently ia the process of
prepacing & plan of ite own. Although the State has
developed compensating measures in draft, there are
;uestions regarding visbility of deployment times.
State Agency procedures, in general, lack specificit

Original RAC comment for Orange and Westchester stil
apply. For Rockland, in light of the county's
*pursuit of thelr own plan, which has not been
completed to date, no determination can be made st
this time.
Original RAC cosment applies

; (Revised o8 of Interim Finding)

(S) Rockland's non- o rticipstt'a in
the exerclse and planning effort
requires comp ting me es to
be taken.

(S) In the sbsence of & Reckland plam,
compensating measures will be in-
cluded in the State plan to lnsure
adequate emargency rosponse ia the
county.

(s)

The Rockland officials and staflf are participating
in tralaing and have had a table to exercise of its
plan. Until cew plan s reviewed, this element
will remain inadequete.
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e HALAR POINT.
RAC FVAUATION «F THE MEW YORK STATE CENERIC AND
S1i¢ SPECIFIC AND FOUR COUSTIES' PLANS

3

BAC Cosments on

State and County Plans

State (S)/County (C) Response

"o (S) State Gemerlc
o (55) State Site Specific
o {C) County

Action

RAC Evalustion of State/County
. Response }

Planaing Standacd
° m.

o Ninor or

o Significant

(Continued)

(C) Although county officials respon-
sible for adainistration of CRERPs)
fs stated tn each plan, it is un-
clear whether or not he has sutho-
rity for radiological emergency

response planning.

(C) Will revise as required.

(C) See comment for A.l.a., above for the Ocange,
Westchester and Putnam plans. See P.1 and P.2 for
Rockland Plen.

(Revised as of laterim Finding)

(8) & (55) la the abscnce of & Rock-
and County Plan, there s an in-
herent lack of capability to up-
date such a plan.

(C) Who, by title, is respousible in
each county by agency, for main-

taining and updating smergency
plans.

(8) & (55) In the absence of & Rockland
County FPlan, provisions will be in-
cluded in the State Plan for updat “\
Rockland resp requir ..

(C) Will vevise as required.

]

(S) & (S5) See comment for P.1., sbove.

(C) See commen® on A.l.a., sbove for the Orenge, West-
chester and Putnam pleans. See P.1 and P.2 for the
Rockland Plan.

(Revised ss of Interim Finding)

(5) & (55) In the absense of &
Rockland County Plen, there is an
fnherent insbility to keep the
plan curient.

(C) Adequate.

(S & (SS) In the sbeence of a Rocklend
County Plan, provisions will be
included in the State Plan for keep
ing Rockland resp requl .
current.

-

(S) & (55) See comment for F. 1, and P.2., sbove.
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