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Federal Emergency Management Agency
Washington, D.C. 20472

AU 30 1985

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

Nuclear Begulatory Commission
4?/ 3
FROM: =R chard W, Krffun

Assistant Associate Director
Office of Natural and Technological Hazards Proyrams

SUBJECT: Indian Point Special Proceeding Decision (CLI-85-06)

This is in response to your memorandum of June 17, 1985, requesting that
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) provide information in
response to certain items in the May 8, 1985, Commission Decision
(CLI-85-06) on the October 1983 findings of the Atomic Safety and Licensing
Board (ASLB) on Indian Point, You also asked for information on the
current status of emergency planning at Indian Point and on whether
deficiencies identified by the Hearing Board and by the Commission in the
proceeding have been corrected, Finally, FEMA was asked to advise NRC on
two Board recommendations: 1) emergency planning related to auvance
alerting of the public during adverse weather conditions, and 2) additional
measures for communicating with handicapped or non-English-speaking

people,

The attached report, prepared by FEMA's Region Il office, provides the
information you requested, The original deadline was extended because
of the work-intensive schedule of the Region Il office and because New
York State was requested to provide additional information.

We wish to note that in the May 1985 review of the revised Westchester
County plan, the Regional Assistance Committee found that letters of
agreement (LOA) with bus companies were not incorporated or referenced

in the plan, The State subsequently submitted four LOA's, which were
found to be improperly executed, FEMA Region Il wrote to the State on
July 26, 1985, in an attempt to resolve this issue, However, the State's
August 6, 1985, response continued to support the existing version of

the LOA's, In addition, some concerns also exist with LOA's for reception
and congregate centers, Details on these issues are contained in the
attached report,
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As an additional note, FEMA is in the process of developing a Guidance
Memorandum on Evacuation of School Children which will discuss, among
other things, evaluation of plans in which early dismissal is an option
for the protection of school children in the event of a raciological
emergency at a nuclear reactor site, It is still in the draft stage at
the current time, however,

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at 646-2871 or
Robert S, Wilkerson at 646-2861.

Attachment
As Stated



FEMA's Response
to
the Camission Decision on Indian Point
Dated May 8, 1985

FEMA, Region II
New York, New Yoark

mmo 1985



INTRODUCTION

The Atamic Safety Licensing Board (ASLB) in its recammendation to the
Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) on Indian Point, dated Octover 24,
1983, addressed each planning standard as it applies to the Westchester,
Putnam, and Orange County plans. With regird to Rockland County, the ASLE
decided not to evaluate the Rockland County plan against each of the
planning standards of 10 CFR 50.47(b) and NUREG-0654 since neither the
Rockland County plan nor the State Canpensatory Plan were complete at that
time. On February 1, 1984, the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA)
submitted its coments on the findings of the ASLB to the NRC's staff.
FEMA's report, dated January 30, 1984, addressed the status of planning
and preparedness around Indian Point at that time.

The Comnission in its decision dated May 8, 1985, directed the NRC
staff to confer with FEMA and report to the Tamission on the current
status of emergency planning at Indian Point and whether or not the
deficiencies identified by the ASIB and by the Comission have been
corrected. In the June 17, 1985 letter fram Mr. Edward L. Jordan of NRC
to Mr. Richard W. Krimm of FEMA, the NRC formally requested the assistance
of FEMA in evaluating the status of off-site emergency preparedness at
Indian Point. In addition, FEMA was requested to advise the NRC staff an
the advisability of two Board recammendations including:

* improvement in energency planning related to advance alerting of
the public during adverse weather conditions;

* need for additional measures for cammunicating with handicapped
and non-English speaking people.

In accordance with this request, FEMA submits this report which is
livided into two sections:

Cammission Question 3: Status of Brergency Plaming at Indian
Point;

Cammission Question 4: Lmprovements in Emergency Planning.




COMMISSION QUESTION 3: STATUS OF EMERGENCY PLANNING AT INDIAN POINT

A. Status of Bmergency Planning in Rockland County
ASlB's Finding

The Board concluded that planning and preparedness were generally
deficient and that the (then) draft Rockland plan, that the State had
adopted as a compensating measure, had “substantial® amissions, including
provisions for evacuating school children, for adequate training, and for
implementation of public education requirements. The Board reached no
conclusion as to the adeguacy of the “"New State Compensatory Plan," which
was used during the August 1983 exercise, nor was the Board aware of the
status of the planning progress in Rockland in the 5-month period between
the close of the record and the issuance of its Opinion.

Coammission's Comments

The Commission directed the NRC staff to confer with FEMA to deter-
mine whether the deficiencies have been corrected.

FEMA's Response

In FEMA's response of January 30, 1984 to the ASLB's recommendation
to the Commission on Indian Point, it was reported that the State Compen-
satory Plan for Rockland County was reviewad and found adequate by the
Regional Assistance Comnittee. In addition, this plan was successfully
tested during the exercise on August 24-25, 1983. Based on FEMA's review
of the State Capensating plan and the results of the exercise on September
29, 1983, FEMA concluded that there was an adequate level of emergency
preparedness in Rockland County to protect the public in the event of a
radiological emergency at the Indian Point Nuclear Power Station.

The level of emergency planning in Rockland County has significantly
advanced since the close of the Atamic Safety and Licensing Board's record
and FEMA's report to NRC of January 30, 1984. On February 7, 1984, the
Rockland County Legislature voted to join the four-county planning effort
and to regain lead responsibility in emergercy preparedness for the Indian
Point Nuclear Generating Stations.

On February 16, 1984, the first task force meeting was held tc develop
a new Rockland County Emergency Response Plan. Representatives from the
State, County and FEMA attended that meeting. The task force identified
immediate and long-term goals. The immediate goals included:

* plan development including the input fram each county agency
with respect to their resources and SOPS,

training of all emergency response personnel.




The long-term goal identified was that Rockland County would assume

full responsibility for emergency preparecness upon the approval by both
the State and FEMA of the overall preparedness in Rockland County.

On October 9, 1984, the draft Rockland County plan was submitted to
FEMA for review and comment. The plan was reviewed by FEMA and the
Reyional Assistance Comittee. Discussions of these reviews were held with
the State and County officials an November 1, 1984.

On December 10, 1984, FEMA formally submitted the Reg'onal Assistance
Committee's (RAC) review of the Rockland County plan to the State. Over-
all, the plan properly identified all organizations that were intended to
be part of overall emergency respanse and their responsibilities during a
radiological emergency. Although FEMA identified same inadequacies in its
review of the draft Rockland County plan, it was determined that this plan
contained all critical elements necessary to test the capability of
Rockland County to respond to a radiological incident.

This plan also included provisions for evacuating school children, for
adequat: training of emergency workers and for implementation of public
education requirements which the Board found to be deficient in the State
Compensating Plan.

With respect to school children, Rockland County's Radiological Emer-
gency Preparedness Plan states that at the emergency classification level
of "alert or greater emergency”, the Assistant Superintendent of Business
and Finance will direct the Administrators of Schools to take ane of the
appropriate following actions:

* PRIOR to 6:30 AM, classes will be cancelled for all schools
in Rockland County. School superintendents and local radio
stations will be advised of this action.

- OR -

* AFTER 6:30 A4, pome or all schools in Rockland County are in
the process of opening, the Adminstrators of these schools
will be directed to follow school closing procedures, having
arriving buses return their students to their hames, and to
have students who do not normally use buses return home in
their usual manner. The radio stations will be notified of
the closings of schools.

-m-

* DURING SCHOOL HOURS, the Administrators of the schools will
send their students home, or to an alternative address pre-
viously designated by the parents, in accordance with each
school's "Go Haome Plan", developed far use in case of a fire,
explosion or similar emergency.
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- OR -

* If the emergency is not radiological in nature, the
Brergency Coordinator may order the continuation of
normal school sessions until the end of the school day,
at which time students will return home in their usual
manner and on their regular schedules.

* In the event the "Go Hame Policy” is not the potentially
safest course of action, based an instructions fram the
Chairman of the Legislature, the Assistant superintendent
Business and Finance will direct the affected schools to
evacuate to a School Reception Center.

Schools outside the 10 mile EPZ will be advised of the
situation and informed of the possible need far use of
their facilities as Reception Centers.

The Assistant Superintendent of Business and Finance will
assure that any movement of children other than the early
dismissal plan will be coordinated with the Public
Information Officer for EBS instruction.

1f a “State of Brergency” is declared by the State of New York during
a radiological event, State officials would be respansible for directing
and controlling the situation and supplementing Rockland County resources.

With regard to provisions for implementation of public education
requirements, the State, in conjunction with the four (4) counties,
developed in 1984 a Public Information Procedural Manual. This manual
states that information shall be made available to transients via infarma-
tional stickers and telephone directory inserts. This information will be
made available to management personnel of all public buildings, public
parks, hotel/motels, restaurants, shopping centers, schools and office
camplexes.

Witnh respect to training of emergency workers, the plan states that
Rockland County, in conjunction with the New York State Radiological
Emergency Preparedness Group (REPG), is charged with establishing a suit-
able training program that is specifically oriented toward radiological
release incidents for all county emergency response agencies including
mutual aid agencies. In addition, Rockland County in connection with the
State REPG, has the primary responsibility for establishing initial
training and periodic retraining of all county emergency response persan-
nel agencies including mutual aid agencies.

nmghmmmmmmtmpmmwummw
incorporate the details of training, State of New York provided FEMA
with the caiprehensive summary of training conducted in 1984. In an
August 6, 1985 letter, the State informed FEMA that the report regarding
the first six months of training activities in 1985 is now being prepared.
As of this date, FEMA has not received a copy of this report.

-‘-
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In preparing for the November 28, 1984 full scale exercise, Rockland
County held a table top exercise on Noveamber 14, 1984, which FEMA
informally evaluated. FEMA's feedback was shared with all county partici-
pants on Novamber 15, 1984. On Novemnber 23, 1984, the joint exercise of
the plans ani preparedness for off-site emnergency response organizations
and personnel was conducted for the Indian Point Nuclear Power Stations.
This was the first time since March 1982 that Rockland County fully
participated in the exercise with the State and remaining three (3)
counties.

Based on FEMA's detailed analysis of the findings and evaluations of
the federal observer team, two deficiencies were identified during this
exercise that would lead to a negative finding. In brief, these deficien-
cies wre:

* The information and issuance of EBS messages from the Joint
New Center was not timely; and,

Decisions ragarding protective action recammendations were
delayed in Roci'and County.

In accordance with FEMA rule, 44 CFR 350.9, and the NRC rule 10 CFR,
Appendix E, FEMA scheduled and evalucted a remedial exercise on April 10,
1985. This remedial exercise was desiynad primarily to test whether ar
not these two (2) deficiencies had been corrected. To accamplish this, it
was necessary to activate fully the Joint News Center and Rockland County
Emergency Operations Center (BOC). There were only partial activations
and limited evaluations of emergency response arganizations in New York
State and westchester, Orange and Putnam Counties.

Based on the evaluation of the April 10, 1985, exercise by & team of
federal observers, both deficiencies identified during the Noverber 28,
1984 exercise were corrected.

On May 14, 1985, the FEMA Regional Director concluded that the level
of planning and preparedness in Rockland County had reached a point where
he could provide reasonable assurance that the public health and safety of
the citizens within the emergency planning zone (EPZ) could be protected.
Therefore, there was no longer a need for the State Compensating plan for
Rockland County. Consequently, in the May 14, 1985 letter to Mr. Herbert
Reisman, Chairman of the Rockland County Legislature, Dr. David Axelrad,
Chairman of the New York State Disaster Preparedness Commission stated:

I have notified the Governor that the
state compensating team is no longer required to
supervise preparedness activities in Rockland
County. The team has been disbanded, and formal
responsibility returned to you, as chairman of the
County Legislature.




B. STATUS OF EMERGENCY PLANNING IN WESTCHESTER, PUTNAM AND ORANGE CQOUNTIES

1. ASSIGWMENT OF RESPONSIBILITY - NUREG-0654 - PLANNING STANDARD A

10 C.F.R. 50.47(b)(1)

ASIB's Findings:
Mo significant deficiencies.

Commission's Comments:

No camments were made regarding this planning standard.
FEMA's Response:

No Federal Action is required.

2. ONSITE EMERGENCY ORGANIZATION - NURBG-0654 - PLANNING STANDARD B

10 C.F.R. 50.47(b)(2)

ASIB's Findings:

No significant deficiencies.

Camission's Comments:

No comments were made regarding this planning standard.
FEMA's Response:

No Federal Action is required.

3. EMERGENCY RESPONSE SUPPORT AND RESOURCES - NUREG-0654 -~ PLANNING STANDARD C

10 C.F.R. 50.47(b)(3)

ASLB's Findings:
Record inconclusive as to existence of letters of agreement with
reception and congregate care facilities.

Camission’'s Comments:

Further, though various schools were designated as reception centers
ar congregate care facilities and were notified of their designation, not all
accepted the designations and letters of agreement are missing for most of
them. Transcript at 11,919-23, page 47.




The Comnission directed the NRC staff to confer with FEMA and report on
the status of campliance with this requirement.

FEMA's Response:

In FEMA's response of January 30, 1984 to the ASLB's Recammenda-
tion to the Commission, it was indicated that on December 23, 1983, FEMA
requested the State of New York to incorporate ar reference the agreements
with reception and congregate care centers in the plan. On January 6,
1984, the State responded to our recommendation by saying: .

Congregate Care Centers letters (Red Cross
and building owners) exist and are listed.
If reception centers are placed in public

schools, there are no agreements, sO none

can be listed.

FEMA found the State's response to be too general and not adequate in
providing details on the subject of the inquiry and FEMA requested that
all letters of agreement be provided for review.

The RAC completed its review of the draft Rockland County plan in
November of 1984 and the revised Westchester, Putnam and Orange County
plans in May 1985. These reviews revealed that letters of agreement with
reception and congregate care centers were not included ar referenced in
the four (4) county plans. FEMA requested that all letters of agreement,
that are currently in effect and those to be cbtained, should be refer-
enced in the plan as well as be signed and dated. On May 30 and 31, 1985
meetings were held among FEMA, RAC, New York State and Westchester, Orange
and Putnam County representatives to discuss the results of the FEMA/RAC
plan review.

At that meeting each county stated that most letters of agreement
are on file and that they would be submitting them to FEMA through the
State shortly.

In a July 1, 1985 letter to FEMA, the State indicated that they
agreed to provide a listing of agreements in the plan. The actual agree-
ments are on file and available for FEMA/RAC's review. Furthermore, in a
July 18, 1985 letter the State informed FEMA that:

westchester County has letters of agreement

with each reception center. Putnam evacuees

go to Dutchess County. There is a letter of

agreement with the Dutchess Mall as the primary center.
The county is obtaining additional school

agreements through the Red Cross. Rockland

County school districts have premised their

plans on Article 2-B of the Executive Law

and the ability of the Chief Executive to



use the facilities during a local emergency
declaration. The plan therefore is based
upon the Chief Executive's arder to open the
schools as reception centers (refer pg. IV-43).
There are therefore no letters required.
Orange County has letters of agreement with
each reception center.

On July 26, 1985 FEMA, in a follow up letter to the State, requested
a further clarification of the Executive Law 2B. Specifically, FEMA
pointed out that the latest State's position appeared to be in conflict
with their previous reply to FEMA's June 11, 1984 letter regarding the
NYPIRG Petition where they stated that the Executive Law, Article 2-B does
not require school districts, or any other units of local governments, to
participate in radiological emergency matters.

In the July 26, 1985 letter, FEMA also restated its previous position
that letters of agreement are required with schools designated as reception
and congregate care centers for each of the four (4) counties including
Rockland County.

On August 6, 1985, the State provided FEMA with same letters of agree-
ments with school districts and other types of facilities which serve as
Reception and/or Congregate Care Centers. These letters of agreement are
primarily fram Orange and Westchester Counties. The State has also advised
FEMA that they are awaiting copies of the agreements for Putman County, and
will forward them to FEMA upon receipt. With respect to Rockland County,
the State replied that:

There are letters of agreement for primary
facilities established as Congregate Care

Centers for Rockland County. These facilities
are adequate to handle the number of evacuees,
although additional facilities would be optimum.
Diligent goed faith efforts by State, County,
and Red Cross staff to cbtain these additional
letters of agreement have been unsuccessful to
date.

However, Rockland County and REPG staff will
jointly explore the possibility of finding and
using other suitable sites where letters of
agreement may be obtainable. Furthermore, we
have requested the Red Cross to attempt again
to btain letters of agreement and to provide
us with copies of the previously signed letters.



By mutual understanding between Rockland
County and the participating schools,
there are no letters of agreement for the
sites which are utilized as Reception
Centers. Instead, the schools have agreed
to respond and to make their facilities
available if the County Chief Executive
gives them an order to do so in accordance
with a duly executed County disaster
declaration. The Rockland County plan has
been rewritten accordingly, and adeguately
demonstrated. I do not forecast that we
will obtain letters of agreement with
schools which are used as Reception
Centers in Rockland County.

Letters of agreement have, however, been
obtained for the Reception Centers located
in Orange County and utilized by Rockland
evacuees.

Because of certain provisions of Article
2-B of the New York State Executive Law,
we consider the issue of letters of agree-
ment to be moot. Specifically, section
21.3(f) provides: “the Comission, upon a
finding that a municipality is unable to
manage local disaster operations, may, with
the approval of the Governor, direct the
temporary arganization to assume direc-
tion of the local disaster operations of
such municipality, for a specified period
of time, and in such uses such temporary
organizaticn shall assume direction of
such local disaster operations, subject to
the supervision of the Comission. In
such event, such organization may utilize
such municipality's local resources,
prOViin. YMCI. that the state shall
not be liable for any expenses incurred in
using such municipality's resources."

The New York State Disaster Preparedness
Camission has ample power and authority
to insure that required local resources

will be available.

With respect to Rockland County, FEMA feels that although, the New
York State Executive Law, Article 2-B gives the Chief Executive the autho-
rity to use the facilities as reception centers, pre-emergency planning is
essential to have an effective and coordinated response to a radiological
emergency. In summary, FEMA concludes that letters of agreement are
required with schools and other facilities designated as reception and
congregate care certers in each of the four (4) counties. Until all letters
of agreement are provided to FEMA, and found acceptable, this issue remains
unresolved.

-9-



4. EMERGENCY CLASSIFICATION SYSTEM - NUREG - 0654 - PLANNING STANDARD D

10 C.F.R. 50.47(b)(4)
ASLB's Findings:

No significant deficiencies.

Commission's Couments:
No comments were made regarding this planning standard.

FEMA's Resposne:
No Federal Action is required.

5. NOTIFICATION METHODS AND PROCEDURES - NUREG-0654 - PLANNING STANDARD E

10 C.F.R. 50.47(b)(5)
ASLB's Findings:

No significant deficiencies, but record inconclusive with respect
to the existence of or need for route-alerting or other procedures for the
event the siren systen fails.

Comission's Camments:

The existence of route alerting procedures remains an issue of fact
for which there is no affirmative evidence in the record. The Commission
directed the NRC staff to confer with FEMA and report on the status of
campliance with this requirement.

FEMA's Response:

Following the,. 1982 exercise, FEMA recaommended that route alerting
or other procedures be developed in the event of failure of the siren
system. In addition, on December 23, 1983, FEMA asked the State of New York
whether aor not formal route alerting procedures exist, and in the event that
there are no route-alerting procedures in place, how the public wouid be
notified if the siren alerting system mal functions.

On January 6, 1984, the State of New Yark responded to our request by
stating:

Route Alerting is an established activity
in each County. Detailed procedures are not
necessary since this response activity is a
routine responsibility similar to setting up
a roadblock.

- 10 =



FEMA evaluated the State's response and found there is a need for
additional clarification with regard to route alerting procedures. The
State agreed to provide FEMA with additional information (see FEMA's
report of January 30, 1984).

As a result of the May 1985 FEMA/RAC plan reviews, it was determined
that route-alerting procedures, to deal with the potential for siren
failure, were not incorporated into the plans. At the FEMA/RAC meetings
on May 30 and 31, 1985, New York State, Westchester, Putnam and Orange
Counties indicated that route alerting procedures are in place and will be
incorporated into the revised plans. Also, in the July 1, 1985 letter to
FEMA, the State indicated that route alerting procedures are in place in
the Indian Point area. On July 26, 1985, in the letter to the State, FEMA
requested that route alerting procedures be submitted at the earliest date
possible. In response, on August 6, 1985, the State informed FEMA that
Qmpzwodurawillbefauxﬂ.dtomrofficaviﬁ;ﬂnmmlphn
revisions. As of this date, mmwmimmmm

procedures.

It should be noted that during the November 28, 1984 exercise a
satpling of route alerting was demmstrated in each of the four (4)
counties and evaluated by Federal cbservers. The results of those cbser-
vations were reported in the Post Exercise Assessment dated February 27,
1985 as follows:

Westchester County

Alirenfailureunslimnatadtomtbudmpmuualcrdngm-
dures. A Westchester Qounty patrol car was deployed with a message card
to read over the unit's mobile public address system in the area served by
the siren. Alﬂnaghtheydidmthveaspocifictwumpﬁu the area
covered by the siren, the drivers knew the local streets well and
traversed the required area. They demonstrated route alerting by
simulating the use of the public address system.

Rockland County .

The cbjective to demonstrate the ability to provide backup public
alerting procedures, if necessary, in the event of partial siren system
failure, was partly met. A local police unit equipped with a public
addmammmdispntdudwd-nmtraumuncmmofm
population to be alerted by Siren 25 (around Central Highway and Route 210
in Stony Point) which was simulated to have failed at approximately 1130.
Init.huy.thclocalpolicemdmtlocaumdnnarunplﬂtho
mobile unit was delayed in arriving at the field location until
approximately 1220. Route alerting was intially demonstrated in the wrong
area. After police officers were told of the error, the unit completed
their route alerting responsibilities, covering the appropriate area in a
satisfactory manner. It is recammended that local organizations with
backup route alerting responsibilities should be familiarized with the
siren maps and trained to complete this function in a timely manner (i.e.,
within 45 mintues of the initial notification). Standard operating
procedures were recammended.




Orange County

Backup public alerting procedures in the event of a partial siren
system failure were successfully demonstrated via the simulated failure of
one siren. The territory to be alerted by the failed siren was covered in
about an hour. However, in a real emergency three teams would be
utilized, providing coverage in about 20 minutes. Resources available for
route alerting in a real emergency consist of three fire company auto-
mobiles equipped with portable loudspeakers, and two (2) police cruisers.
The emergency worker indicated that route alerting would be conducted
regardless of siren function in a real emergency.

Rutram Oty

Backup public alerting procedures, in the event of a partial siren
system failure, were successfully denonstrated. Route alerting was
campleted promptly and effectively by three Putnam County police cars.
The police officers had route maps and a written message to read over the
mobile public address system.

Also, based on these dbservations, FEMA determined that standard route
alerting procedures are necessary in all four counties as a back-up system
to assure that public alerting can be accamplished within 45 minutes of
the initial notification.

6. EMERGENCY COMMUNICATION - NUREG~0654 - PLANNING STANDARD F

10 C.F.R. 50.47(b)(6)

ASL Findings:

Record inconclusive as to adequacy of capability to communicate
with emergency workers.

Camission's Coments:

The Comission directed the NRC staff to confer with FEMA and
report an the status of campliance with this requirement.

FEMA's Response:

In FEMA's response of January 30, 1984 to the ASLB's Recaommenda-
tion to the Commission this issue was addressed. At that time FEMA

reported as follows:

buring radiological exercises, the notification

and mobilization of all emergency response organi-
zations, especially those assigned to the BOC are
tested. With regyard to notification of bus drivers
and ambulance drivers same rely on radios, others an

telephones.




The New York State Radiological Emergency Communications
System (RECS) interconnects Warning Points operated on a
24-hour basis by the Nuclear Facility Operator (NFO), State
and the four counties surrounding Indian Point Nuclear Power
Stations. This provides a reliable and compatible emergency
comunications system. There is also installed a backup radio
system between the NFO, the county EOCs, and County wamming
Points. The system uses the local government radio sets.
Communications between contiguous States and counties in the
50-mile ingestion exposure pathway is a New York State respon-
sibility and will be accamplished by the State Warning Point.

Communications with field radiological monitoring teams may be
accamplished by four different means:

.PE.L-}I - Portable mobile radio with each team.

- Transport of the team by police vehicle equipped
police mobile radio.

E.“i;lﬂ - Team may be accompanied by a RACES operator with
mobl

e radio.
Altermate - Furmishing each team with a roll of dimes
for "use lic pay telephone to relay readings to the County
BOoC.

The BErmergency Medical Communications System provides radio
linkage between ambulances (EMS and fire), hospitals, and the
County BOC. System includes fixed and mobile radio stations
and operates an a 24 hour basis.

Schools are equipped with tone alert radios and commercial
telephones. Buses rely on radios and telephones.

There is also a dedicated executive hotline located in the
County and State BEOCs which is used to keep the four County
Executives and the Chairman of the New York State Disaster
Preparedness Commission in constant canmmunication to insure
a total coordinated effort.

Overall, the key emergency response personnel in all four
counties as well as the State are equipped with pagers.

Since FEMA's report to NRC on January 30, 1984, communications capabi-
lities have improved significantly. Additional pagers for officials have
been obtained and improvements continue to be made in emergency agencies
radio communications. According to the State, they have ordered three
state-of-the-art mobile communications vans with eatellite capability. The
vans include telephone, radio and microwave systems.

In addition, during the November 28, 1984 exercise four (4) counties
and the State effectively danmnstrated the ability to communicate with all
appropriate locations, organizations, and field personnels using primary
and backup communication links.

13 -




7. PUBLIC EDUCATION AND INFORMATION - NUREG-0654 - PLANNING STANDARD G

10 C.F.R. 50.47(b)(7)

ASLB's Findings:

Public Information brochures and posters were not distributed in
wWestchester County. :

Cammission's Camments: -

The Commission believes the record suggests that the use of
public information measures other than brochures may be desirable, and
directed the NRC staff to confer with FEMA and report on the status of
this issue.

FEMA's Response:

Since the close of the ASLB proceeding, revised brochures have
been distributed in both 1983 and 1984. Brochures were distributed in
westchester, Orange and Putnam Counties in June 1983 and in Rockland
County, based on the State Campensating Plan, in August 1983. with
Rockland County actively returned to preparedness activities for Indian
Point, revised brochures and transient information stickers were distrib-
uted in all 4 Indian Point Counties in November 1984.

In December 1984, New York State Radiological Emergency Prepared-
ness Group, in conjunction with New York Power Authority and Con Edison,
incorporated emergency information as an insert to telephone directories
covering the entire 10-mile EPZ. In addition, as part of the angoing
public awareness program, county civil defense directors have been
presenting emergency information workshops for the public on a regular
basis.

The 1985 brochure is scheduled for distribution in September of
1985. The New York State Public Education Management Group (PEMG) which
is comprised of twenty six (26) state, county and utility officials meets
reqularly to evaluate the success of public eduration program and identify
strategies to increase its effectiveness.

CQurrently, the PEMG is work ng on three statewide public
education projects:

* Revision/redistribution of the Radiological Emergency
Planning brochure for farmers;

* Develogment of public education materials specific to
schools within 10-mile EPZ's; and

* Investigation of the feasibility of establishing a

statewide newsletter, specific to New York State, but
generic to all counties and nuclear sites.
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In conclusion, FEMA finds the measures undertaken by the State and
counties and ongoing effort by the PEMG are adequate to satisfy this
Planning Standard.

8. BEMERGENCY FACILITIES AND BQUIPMENT - NUREG-0654 - PLANNING STANDARD H

10 C.F.R. 50.47(b)(8)

ASLB's Findings:
No significant deficiencies

Cammission's Comments:

No comments were made regarding this Planning Standard.
FEMA's Response:

No Federal Action is required.

9. ACCIDENT ASSESSMENT - NUREG-0654 -~ PLANNING STANDARD 1

10 C.F.R. 50.47(b)(9)

ASLB's Findings:
No significant deficiencies

Cammission's Comments:
No comments were made regarding this Planning Standard

FBMA's Respanse:
No Federal Action is required.

10. PROTECTIVE RESPONSE -~ NUREG-0654 - PLANNING STANDARD J

10 C.F.R. 50.47(b)(10)

Q.1 AsLB's Findings:

". + .that insufficient atuntim has been given to protective
actions during a severe winter storm . . ."

Commission's Comments:

" According to the Camission (Commission Question 4, Page 51) the
Board suggested that the Commission consider whether the emergency plans
needed modification to provide for alerting the public at the Site Area
Brergency classification level, instead of the custamary General Emerygency
Level, when adverse weather conditions were likely to degrade the evacuation
routes. The Commission directed the NRC staff to confer with FEMA and
provide recommendations to them.
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A.l FEMA's Response:

FEMA, in its response of January 30, 1984 to the ASLB's Recom
mendation to the Caommission on Indian Point, stated:

puring the 120-day clock (Aug. 2 - Dec. 2, 1982),
New York State provided FEMA with a list and pro-
cedures of State, County and private resources
available to deal with impediments to evacuation,
including snow removal equipment. Details on
procedures for the removal of impediments from
highways in the event of an Emergency, Attachment 4.
(Previously submitted to NRC).

With regard to the ASLB's suggestion to provide a
note to the tables advising the decision-makers of
additional time required to clear snow; this concern
was forwarded to the State on December 23, 1983 for
consideration and appropriate action.

In the response letter dated January 6, 1984, the State of New
York concluded:

In January 1981, New York State evacuation experts

met with PBO&D, consultants, to resolve level of service
(LOS) issues affecting the evacuation times. The
issue of weather scenariocs was resolved through an
agreement to include a range of realistic evacuation
times for LOS E capacities representing ideal condi-
tions and LOS D capacities representing less than
ideal conditions. Rewriting of the notes on each
table was done to ensure provisions to the decision
maker of adequate guidelines for selecting an evacua-
tion time corresponding to prevailing conditions. The
notes clearly define the capacity conditions. Note 1
was added to each chart to read, "The Evacuation Time
(Ranges) Estimates presented in this table are based
on operational strategies indicated in the evacuation
implementing procedures: (NYS REPP Part II, Section
1.B, Att.6, pgs. 1-16). Inherent in these procedures
for each county is evacuation route maintenance, “the
effects of weather (snow, rain, ice) traffic accidents,
highway contruction and other circumstances can impede
the movement of evacuating vehicles. Prampt actions
will be undertaken to clear evacuation routes of such
impediments where possible. Where clearing of the
evacuation route is not possible, altermative routes
and links will be established with police authorities”
(mm’ MIL mmlp .0 ”m-“)c

“Should decision makers find an evacuation route
impassable, police and transportation authorities
will provide an alternate route with amended time
estimates. Purther note should be taken that the



clearance of impassable roads due toO severe winter
storms will be done prior to an evacuation protective
action order and thusly, would not affect the adverse
condition tables."

we find the State respanse to be adequate.

With respect to the issue of alerting the public, the county plans
state that at the Site Area Classification Level, in coordination with the
Public Infcrmation Officer of the NFO, New York State, Putnam, Rockland,
Orange and Westchester Counties, the Chief Executive of each county shall
order the activation of the public notification system and the Emergncy
Boardcast System to issue advisaries to the news media to notify the
general public of the situation and of any protective actions that should
be taken.

Since the plans clearly state that the public will be notified mo
later than at the Site Area Classification Level, regardless of the weather
condition, there is no need for the plan modificafion.

Q.2 AsSLB's Findings:
Plans for protection of school children were not finalized.

Caomission's Comments:

The Commission directed the NRC staff to confer with FEMA and
report on the status of ~ompliance with this requirement.

A.2 FBA's Response:

According to the State (letter dated April 3, 1985), school
districts are participating in emergency preparedness programs. These pro-
grams involve superintendent briefings, principal/ teacher training,
procedure review and public education material development. Some schools
have used their Radiological Emeryency Preparedness Plans as a guide for

other emergency response.
The current status of the four county plans is as follows:

* School evacuation is retained in the four county plans as one
of the protective actions to be used when schools are in
session and an evacuation of the general population is recom-
mended by the Chief Executive of the county or State. Bus
campanies providing service to individual school districts
will maintain their normal responsibilities to the school
district until all school children have been moved to their
predesignated school reception centers.

School administrators and staff of the schools to be evacuated
will assist children in boarding buses and acotmpany them to
the school reception centers where children will be reunited
with their families. School reception center administrators
will maintain records of children's names, names of persons
picking them up, and destinations upon leaving the reception
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center. The reception centers that schools children will

be evacuated to are listed on the back of maps included in the
county-specific public education brochures. In addition,

per FEMA's agreement with the State of New York, these recep-
tion centers will be specified in EBS messages as a means of
parental notification in the event that school evacuation is
implemented due to a radiological amergency at Indian Point.
The school reception centers will remain in operation until
all children have been reunited with their families.

® Early dismissal is the preferred precautionary action to be
recommended by the Chief Executive of the county or State at
the Alert anergency classification level (i.e., in the early
stages of an incident before a release occurs). This course
of action will result in school children being at home with
their families, or persons designated by their families, prior
to any ygeneral evacuation order. Early dismissal plans have
evolved through years of amergency experience and the accept-
ance of responsibilities by school officials. These plans
have been developed by school officials to address varying
conditions, such as the breaking of a boiler, fire, blizzards
or floods. The dbjective of the plans is to return children
to their hanes, or to the hame of saneone predesignated by the
parent in the safest, most expeditious manner. The adaptation
of early dismissal in the radiological emergency preparedness
plans for Indian Point is based upon the tested sucess of
early dismissal by New York schools that have been exposed to
emergencies that require the implementation of such plans.
Therefore, it is the State's position (letter dated April 3,
1985) that there is no reason to review ar evaluate the
specific plans for early dismissal of schools that have been
developed by local school officials with parental input.

FEMA's investigation of this matter has revealed the counties
have been working with school districts within the 10-mile
EPZ of Indian Point to develop radiological emergency plans
for schools. For example, Westchester County has campleted
the development of school radiological emergency preparedness
plans for its ten (10) school districts. Those plans are an
file at each school and at the county EOC. The school plans
are not identical; but rather have been tailored to meet the
particular needs of each school district. Also, Rockland
County officials in cooperation with the State, have conducted
two (2) meetings with local school officials. The purpose of
the meetings has been to develop training programs for schools
that have response functions (e.g., for protective actions,
reception centers, etc,) and to develop public education
programs for school staff, students and parents.

Q.3 ASLB's Findings:

In Westchester (as in Rockland) insufficient attention was given
to the identification of the non-institutionalized, mobility-impaired
populace and assessment of their needs.
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Camission's Caments:

The Cannission directed the NRC staff to confer with FEMA to deter-
mine whether or not the Board's recummendation for additional measures to
inform handicapped persons need to be undertaken, and report on this issue.

A.3 FEMA's Response:

Inmrmpamtoﬂ\em-wumwmmussim&td
January 30, 1984 we stated:

In each of the four (4) counties, including westchester
County, lists of non-institutionalized mobility-impaired
individuals have been campiled. These lists were deve-
loped fram the return “tear-out cards" in the emergerncy
planning brochure, lists of mobility-impaired from county
offices of the aging, social services departments, and
local public health nurse agencies. The State has assured
us that procedures for updating these lists exist in each
county.

In addition, during the March 9, 1983 Indian Point
Exercise, FEMA evaluated the evacuation of selected
non-institutionalized, mobility-impaired persons for
wWestchester County on a free play basis. The exercise
provided us with the basis for testing the capabilities of
decision-makers to identify individuals with special needs
and to test the knowledge of bus and ambulance drivers (o
locate those individuals and evacuate them to respect’ /e

Reception Centers.

Pursuant to FEMA's response dated January 30, 1984 to the Atamic
Safety and Licensing Board's Recammendation to the Commission on Indian
Point, a progran to reach the non-institutionalized mobility-impaired
population is an ongoing process. Through public education and annual
brochure distributions, individuals requiring special assistance are
encouraged to mail back cards .ncorporated in the brochures. Both
Westchester and Rockland Counties demonstrated the proper means and proce-
dures for protecting persons whose mobility may be impaired during the
Noverber 28, 1984 exercise. The following evaluations were made by the
Federal Observer Team, and can be found in FEMA's Post Execcise Assessment

Report dated February 27, 1985.



westchester County:

A sample of resources necessary to evacuate non-institutionalized
mobility-impaired individuals was adequately demonstrated by dispatching
an ambulette to simulate the transportation of individuals located at five
addresses. A vehicle was dispatched in a timely manner from the garage
selected for this exercise. The driver was able to locate the assigned
addresses quickly with the aid of good maps. It took about 2 1/4 hours
altogether from dispatch to arrival at the reception center, stopping
about 5-10 minutes at each of the 5 pickup addresses. The ambulance's
radio worked most of the time but did not function well in the northern
reaches of the county. Telephane backup was demonstrated.

Rockland County:

The resources necessary to evacuate non-institutionlized mobility-
impaired individuals within the 10-mile EPZ in Rockland County were
effectively dencastrated. A driver and vehicle representing one transpor-
tation company wvere mobilized and dispatched to simulate the pick up of
mobility-impaired persons at five addresses and their transportation to a
reception center. This transportation company currently has vehicles
capable of holding 10 wheelchairs and expects this capacity to be expanded
to 16 wheelchairs in the near future. Based on the performance at this
exercise, it was evident that the driver had been trained concerning his
route and responsibilities, correcting a previously cbserved deficiency.
It was noted, however, that the transportation campany cbserved at this
exercise is open only 12 hours per day Monday through Friday and 8 hours
on Saturday. It was suggested that the procedures for notifying this and
other companies with responsibilities for transporting noninstitutionalized
mobility-impaired individuals be reviewed to ensure that these campanies
can be notified and resources mobilized an a 24-hour basis.

On May 6, 1985, the State responded to FEMA's recommendation indicat-
ing that a review of the procedures for provisions of transportation for
the mobility impaired has been undertaken by the Office of BEmergency
Services. The procedures are being revised to provide a methodology for
24-hour notification and the provision of personnel necessary for adequate
resources to address evacuation needs. Actual demonstration of this
procedure will be verified by FEMA during the next full-scale exercise.

Q.4 AsLB's Findings:
No letters of agreement for Westchester County bus drivers.
Commission's Comments:

No comments were made regarding this Planning Standard.




A.4 FEMA's Response:

With regard to volunteer bus drivers, the State as well as the bus
companies, do not believe that it is necessary to obtain letters of
agreement from individual bus drivers.

It is also FEMA's opinion that according to NUREG-0654, letters of
agreement are required only with bus companies, but not individual bus
drivers. The State maintains that the ongoing training and driver
awareness of the REP plan will continue to provide a pool of drivers
* large enough to accammodate activation of existing evacuation procedures.

In the May 1985 review of the revised Westchester Qounty plan, the
Regional Assistance Committee found that letters of agreement were not
incorporated or referenced in the plan.

On July 12, 1985, the State of New York provided FEMA with letters of
agreement with four (4) transportation companies in Westchester County.

FEMA has reviewed these letters of agreement and found the following:

Venicle [tr. Signed | Ltr. Signed “Termi-
Bus Campany Resources By Bus Qo. By Westchester | nation
Identified Date County - Date Date
Not
Vanguard Tours, 450 11/21/84 Not Signed Identified
Inc.
Not
Hendrick Hudson 22 2/13/85 Not Signed Identified
School District
Not
Chappaqua Trans- 55 11/27/84 Not Signed Identified
portation Inc.
According to
Liberty Lines State; operat- 11/27/84 Not Signed 12/31/84
Transit Inc. ing assistance
agreement with
the County call
for 300 vehicl

In the July 26,

1985 letter,

FEMA informed the State that

all four

(4) letters of agreement have not been properly executed, since they have
not been signed by Westchester County. In addition, FEMA indicated that
the letter with Liberty Lines expired on December 31, 1984 and therefore,
is no longer valid.

1985, the State of New York

In the response letter dated August 6,
concluded:




The commitments have been signed by the transpor-
tation providers. With or without the County
signature on those documents, the County deems
those comnitnents, to participate in the REP
plan, as valid. So do we. Unilateral letters
are acceptable. All camitments, with the
exception of Liberty Lines, are open ended.

There are no expiration dates nor will there be,
unless both parties agree to modify the documents.

The "operating assistance agreement" referenced

by Liberty in its letter refers to its agreement
with Westchester County to operate the County's

bus system. As we have previously explained to
your office, Liberty Lines serves as the Jounty

bus company. Liberty operates County owned buses
for the County. Thus, the REP Liberty vehicle
agreement is reviewed annually to coincide with

its major county contract. The major contract

goes well beyond radiological emergency preparedness
issues, and as such is not subject to Federal review.

In the August 6, 1985 letter, the State alsoc provided FFMA with the
following information with respect to transportation resources in
Westchester County:

Buses required (per plan): 432
Buses under contract: 695

FEMA has evaluated the State's response and determined that these
letters of agreement are not unilateral and, therefore, need to be signed
by all parties involved. FEMA's decision is based on the fact that accord-
ing to these letters, the Westchester County has certain obligations
towards the bus companies. Specifically, these abligations are:

The county shall indemify and hold harmless the
Participant and its officers, agents, and
employees fram all claims and liabilities for
bodily injury ar property damage arising out of
the use by the County of the Participant's
facilities, equipment, ar personnel under this
Agreement ; ided, however, that the duty on
the part of Yy to indemify and save
harmless prescribed by this action shall not
arise (a) where the injury or damage resulted
fram intentional wrongdoing, recklessness or
negligence on the part of the Participant or its
officers, agents, or employees; or (b) with
respect to any claim for which the County is
immune fram liability pursuant to Section 25(5)
of Article 2-B of the Executive Law; or (¢) in
the event that the involved utilities shall
expressly assume such duty to indemnify and hold
hannless.
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The County shall reimburse the Participant for
all reasonable anl necessary costs incurred as a
result of Participant's assistance to the County
pursuant to the terms of this agreement.

With respect to Liberty Lines, FEMA will continue to require proof of
between the county and bus campanies and the number of vehicles

that would be available in case of a radiological emergency.

In conclusion, FEMA finds that the issue of letters of agreement
remains unresoived until all necessary documentation establishung the
existence of these contracts with bus campanies is provided by the State

including:
* signatures of all parties involved;

* a current contract with Liberty Bus Lines that includes
information as to available bus resources including type
of vehicle to be provided.

® Provisions related to the period of time covered by the

contract, i.e., information concerning contract expiration/
termination provisions.

These concerns are again being communicated to the State of New York.



Q.5 AsSlB's Findings:

FEMA should review the need for better communication with the
non-english speaking population including publication of brochures and
posters in Spanish, if warranted.

Comission's Comments:

The Commission indicated that the licensees criticized the last
Board conclusion, arguing that there were few “unsupported non-English
speakers in the EPZ" and no single fareign language was predominant.
Furthermore, the Comnission stated that if the licensees' cament is
correct, they doubt that such measures are warranted. The Commission
directed the NRC staff to confer with FEMA to determine the validity of
this issue.

A.5 FEMA's Response:

The joint FEMA/NRC Guidance Memorandum (G.M.) $20 entitled,
Foreign Language Translation of Public Education Brochures and Safety
Messages, provides guidance on this issue. It takes the Voting Rights Act
of 1965 with Amendments of 1975 and 1982 (Public Law 94-73) as a point of
departure. Under this law the Director of the Bureau of the Census is
required to identify those States and political subdivisions where more
than 5% of the citizens of voting age are menbers of a single language
minority. Political subdivisions are defined by the Act as counties and
independent cities, except for certain cases such as Louisianna where
parishes are the "equivalent“subdivision. GM $#20 states:

Licensees, States, and local goverrments should
provide public education and information (bro-

chures and safety nesssages) translated into a
foreign minority language, if the rnumber of the
foreign minority population of voting age exceeds

5% of a swrrounding county's or equivalent population.
Such a county or equivalent is covered wder the Act
and is already under an obligation to provide bilingual
ballots and voters services.

Furthermore, this memorandum recamends that:

If minority language individuals in the Plume Exposure

Pathway EPZ do not exceed 5% of the population and there
are no foreign language materials provided, other efforts
should be made to afford them protection similar to that

provided to the general population.

During the 120-day clock, a survey was conducted by the New Yark
State PIO work group to determine whether there were any persons living
in the Indian Point 10-mile emergency planning zone who did not
speak/read English and, if 80, what their primary languages are. This
survey identified several relatively small non-English-speaking communi-
ties; however, these communities did not amount to the 5% of the total



-

population. Based on this survey, New York State recamended meeting with
the non-English speaking communities, social and religious leaders as a
more effective way of reaching the non-English speakers.

On Novenber 18, 1982 FEMA reviewed the recammendations for addressing
information needs of non-English speaking persons residing in the Indian
Point 10-mile EPZ and found it to be acceptable. FEMA agreed that it
would be impractical to develop brochures in languages other than English
considering the limited number of non-English speaking residents.

According to the State's letter of July 1, 1985, there is still no
evidence of the need for additional provisions for the non-English speak-
ing population at this time. A Hassidic community in Rockland County has
been provided with an alert/notification systen whereby community leaders
can provide notification and instructions in Yiddish. Repoarts of Hispanic
population have been investigated and the small population was found to be

mostly bilingual.

FEMA found that efforts undertaken by the State and county are ade-
quate and a further study does not appear warranted.

Q.6 ASIB's ﬂ.mig!:

Record inconclusive with respect to protective response planning
in the ingestion pathway EPZ.

Camission'es Comment:

The Commission directed the NRC staff to confer with FEMA and
report an the status of campliance with this Planning Standard.

A.o FEMA's Response:

FEMA in its response of January 30, 1984 to the ASLB's Recammen~
dation to the Commissfon already stated that during the 120-day clock
(Aug. 2 = December 2, 1982), tne issue of surface water inventory and dairy
farms was investigated. New York State demcnstrated to the RAC that
surface water inventories and maps identifying the location of produce
farms as well as dairy farms from 10 to 50 miles around Indian Point were
compiled and are available. Based on our review of these maps, we found
they are acceptable and are in full camwpliance with planning element J.11.

As of this date, the New York State plan remains in compliance with this
planning standard.
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11. mxamxmmowm-nmm—oeu-mmsrmng_x

10 C.F.R. 50.47 (b) (11)

ASLB's Findings:

No significant deficiencies, but record inconclusive as to the
adequacy of provisions for disposal of contaminated waste water.

Cammission's Coaments:

No comments were made regarding this Planning Standard. However,
the Camission directed the NRC staff to confer with FEMA and provide them
with recommendations.

FEMA's Response:

Since the closing of the Ataomic Safety and Licensing Board
record, the (4) four counties have incorporated procedures into the plans
for disposal of liquid waste generated by decontamination of personnel and
equipment. These procedures are in accordance with guidance supplied by
the EPA Region II RAC member for disposal of such emergency generated
waste. However, in the latest FEMA/RAC review, dated May 1985, the perti-
nent criteria element, K.5.b, has been rated inadequate. This rating was
made because of a recent awareness of the New York State BEnvirormental
Conservation Law which ray require an environmental impact statement and/or
the obtaining of a permit to allow for the implementation of the proce-
dures. FEMA has requested fram New York State an interpretation as to the
applicability cof this law.

On July 23, 1985, the State informed FEMA that Article 2-B of
the Executive Law contains a provision which serves to resolve this issue.
Specifically Section 29-A provides that “the Governor may by executive
order temporarily suspend specific provisions of any status, local law,
ordinance, or orders, rules or regulations ar parts thereof, of any agency
during a State disasters emergency, if compliance with such provisions
would prevent, hinder, or delay action necessary to cope with the disaster.

FEMA has evaluated the State's response and found it acceptable
for those situations in which the Governor declares a state disaster emer-
gency. However, further classification is needed for those situations in
which the county is in command and control (no state declaration).




12. MEDICAL AND PUBLIC HEALTH SUPPORT - NUREG-0654 - PLANNING STANDARD L

10 C.F.R. 50.47(b)(12)

_aB's Findings:

No significant deficiencies.

Comnission's Comments:

No caments were made regarding this Planning Standard.
FEMA's Response:

No Federal Action is required.

13. RECOVERY AND REENTRY PLANNING AND POSTACCIDENT OPERATION - NURBG-0654

PLANNING STALMO M
10 C.F.R. 50.47(b)(13)
ASlB's Findings:
No significant deficiencies.
Commission's Comments:
No comments were made regarding this Pianning Standard.
FEMA's Response:
No Federal Action is required.

14. EXERCISES AND DRILLS - NURBG-0654 = PLANNING STANDARD N
10 C.F.R. 50.47(b)14

ASLB's Findings:

No significant deficiencies.

No Federal action is required.
Commission's Comment :
No comments were made regarding this Planning Standard.
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FEMA's Response:
No Federal action is required.

15. RADIOLOGICAL EMERGENCY RESPONSE TRAINING - NUREG-0654
PLANNING STANDARD O

10 C.F.R. 50.47(b)(15)
ASLB's Findings:

Training of emergency workers was deficient-record inconclusive
as to the extent of this deficiency. Training manual was deficient.

Commission's Cuamments:

No coments were made regarding this Planning Standard. However,
the Comission directed the NRC staff to confer with FEMA and report on the
status of this tra.ning.

FEMA's Kesponse:

FEMA in its response to the ASLB's Recamendation to the Oummis-
sion of J 30, 1984 determined that the training of emergency
vorkers havingirole in the plan was adequate. Since that time, the State
mzwmammmu;d.quumuqmmxmdnx
appropriate categories of emergency workers. FEMA  is still awaiting the
details of training in 1985 (see also FEMAs caments on the status of

Brergency Planning in Rockland County).

During the November 28, 1984 exercise most participants were well
trained and demonstrated the capability and knowledge necessary to deal
with a radiological emergency.

16. RESPONSIBILITY FOR"THE PLANNING EFFORT: DEVELOPMENT PERIODIC REVIEW
AND DISTRIBUTION OF EMERGENCY PLANS - NURBG-0654 = PLANNING STANDARD P

10 C.F.R. 50.47(b)(16)

ASLB's :

No significant deficiencies.

Comission's Comments:

No camments were made regarding this Planning Standard.
FEMA's s

No Federal Action is required.



III. Camission Question: Inprovements in Emer g_x.)'_—lil.quli_r_q

B — - e T ——

The Commissicm posead the following question:

wWhat improvements in the level of emergerncy
planning can be expected in the near future,

and an what time schedule, and are there other
specific offsite emergency procedures that are
feasible and should be taken to protect the public?

This question deals with several issues which for clariiy reasons,
have been addressed under appropriate NUREG-0654, Planning Standard in
Section II above. Specifically, those issues were:

* whether the energency plans needed modification tr pravide for
alerting the public at the Site Area BEmergency Level instead of
the custamary General Emergency Level, when adverse weather
conditions were likely to degrade the evacuation routes.
(addressed under Planning Standard J, Q.1).

whether additional assistance should be provided far camunicating
with handicapped in a densely populated areas (addressed under
Planning Standard J, Q.3).

whether there is the need for better communication with the
non-English speaking population (addressed under Planning

Standard J, Q.5).

This concludes FEMA's response to Mr. Jordan's June 17, 1985 letter




