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Further Actions Needed To Improve
Emergency Preparedness Around
Nuclear Powerplants

Since the Three Mile Island accident in 1979, state and
local emergency planning and preparedness around nuclear
powerplants have improved considerably under the leader-
ship of the Federal Emergency Management Agency. All
54 operating nuclear powerplant sites have state and local
offsite emergency preparedness plans. FEMA has formally
approved 24 of these plans, but it does not anticipate
approving the remaining plans before September 1985
primarily because they do not fully comply with FEMA'’s
criteria. '

‘2
Progtess has also been made in developing a federal plan
for responding to all radiological emergencies. However,
the plan being developed does not fully address the need
for centralized federal agency control and coordination
which special inquiry groups identified after the Three Mile
Island accident.

Although considerable progress has been made, GAO
believes more can and should be done and makes several
recommendations to improve preparedness for a nuclear
powerplant accident. GAQO also presents a matter for
Congress to consider concerning the coordination of the
federal response to a nuclear powerplant emergency.
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To the President of the Senate and the
Speaker of the House of Representatives

This report addresses the adequacy of federal, state, and
local offsite emergency planning and preparedness for mitigating
the consequences of a nuclear powerplant accident. The report
suggests ways in which the Federal Emergency Management Agency and
the Nuclear Regulatory Commission can improve such planning and
preparedness and contains a matter for consideration by the

Congress concerning the coordination of the federal response to a
powerplant emergency.

We initiated and completed our review under GAO's basic
legislative authority. We wish to acknowledge that the Chairman
of the Subcommittee on Oversight and Investigations, House Commit-
tee on Interior and Insular Affairs, has held a series of hearings
on the issue of emergency preparedness at which we testified.
Copies of this report are being sent to this subcommittee and also
to the Subcommittee on Energy Conservation and Power, House
Committee on Bnergy and Commerce, and to the Subcommittee on
Nuclear Regulation, Senate Committee on Environment and Public
Works, due to their special interest in this area.

Copies of this report are also being sent to the Director,
Office of Management and Budget; the Director, Federal Emergency
Management Agency; Chairman, Nuclear Regulatory Commission; Secre-
taries of Energy, Agriculture,  Transportation, Interior, Commerce,
and Health and Human Services; and Administrator, Environmental

Protection Agency.
‘ Comptroller General ;

of the United States

Property of CSC Library

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE NOAA
COASTAL SERVICES CENTER
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COMPTROLLER GENERAL'S FURTHER ACTIONS NEEDED

REPORT TO THE CONGRESS TO IMPROVE EMERGENCY
PREPAREDNESS AROUND NUCLEAR
POWERPLANTS
DIGEST

The Three Mile Island accident in 1979 high-
lighted the need for communities near nuclear
powerplants to be prepared to protect public
health and safety in the event of an emergency,
Although the probability of a serious accident
is small, the potential deaths, injuries, and
property damage from such an accident are great.

In the event of an accident that has impact
beyond the plant property, the state and local
governments are responsible for protecting the
public health and safety. The federal govern-
ment provides assistance at state and local
governments' reguest or to otherwise fulfill its
statutory responsibilities,

The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA),
created in 1978, is the federal agency responsi-
ble for offsite nuclear emergency planning and
preparedness and is assisted by other federal
agencies. However, having no authority to
direct the actions of the other federal agencies
or state and local governments, FEMA can only
encourage and coordinate their participation.
FEMA's assessment of offsite safety along with
the Nuclear Regulatory Commission's {NRC)} eval-
uation of onsite safety are important elements
in NRC's decision to license nuclear power-
plants,

In an earlier report issued at about the time
of the Three Mile Island accident, GAO criti-
cized the adequacy of emergency planning and
preparedness around nuclear facilities. 1In its
current review, GAO concentrated on federal,
state, and local actions for mitigating the
offsite consequences of a nuclear powerplant
accident, Although progress has been made
since the Three Mile Island accident, GAO
believes more can and should be done,

GAO found that:

--State and local emergency preparedness plans
have been developed and tested for all 54
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operating nuclear powerplant sites, and 24 of
these have met the federal criteria and have
been approved by FEMA. The reasons that the
remaining plans have not been approved relate
to their not meeting federal criteria, some
local communities not fully participating in
the emergency planning process, and the
difficulty some state and local governments
have experienced in obtaining funding for
emergency planning and preparedness.

——ImproVements are needed in the exercises con-
ducted to test the adequacy of state and
local planning and preparedness.

--Federal agencies need to provide better guid- ;
ance to state and local governments for ‘
developing state and local emergency pre-
paredness plans.

--The federal response plan for nuclear power-
plant emergencies can be improved by pro-
viding for more centralized federal agency
control and coordination.

OFFSITE NUCLEAR EMERGENCY
PREPAREDNESS CAN BE IMPROVED

In December 1979, responsibility for assessing
the. adequacy of offsite emergency planning and
preparedness for nuclear powerplants was trans-
ferred from NRC to FEMA. Offsite planning and
preparedness relate to protective responses
which extend beyond the boundaries of any com-
mercial nuclear facility. State and local
emergency preparedness plans have been devel-
oped for all 54 operating nuclear powerplant
sites, and they have been tested in exercises
intended to demonstrate state and local
governments' ability to implement them.

FEMA and NRC have developed federal criteria
for assessing the adequacy of state and local
nuclear emergency planning and preparedness.
In applying this criteria to offsite safety,
FEMA has concluded that planning and prepared-
ness are sufficient to warrant approval of
state and local emergency preparedness plans
for 24 operating sites, FEMA does not
anticipate that offsite planning and prepared-
ness for the remaining operating sites will be
adequate to warrant approval before September
1985. FEMA has not approved offsite planning
and preparedness for some communities due to
non-compliance with the federal criteria.
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Reasons for non-compliance include:

~-Some communities that believe the public
will not be adequately protected in a nuclear
powerplant accident want to prevent or delay
the operation of plants. As a result, they
have delayed participation in the emergency
planning process. Neither FEMA nor NRC has
authority to direct communities to partic-
ipate. NRC's only influence is over util-
ities through its plant licensing process. .
NRC is reluctant, however, to prevent plants
from operating due to inadequate offsite
preparedness because it does not want to
penalize utilities for factors beyond their
control. (See p. 10.)

-~-Some state and local governments have had
difficulty in obtaining funding for emergency
planning and preparedness. As a result, some
state and local governments had to delay
participation in the preparedness process or
have moved slowly in correcting deficiencies
that FEMA has identified. BAlthough most of
the federal, state, local, and utility offi-
cials GAO contacted said that utilities
should fund most of the costs associated with
developing acceptable offsite emergency
plans, they often disagreed on the items that
should be funded and the amount of funds that
should be provided. (See p. 14.)

IMPROVEMENTS NEEDED IN THE
EXERCISES CONDUCTED TO TEST
PREPAREDNESS PLANS

FEMA's procedure for evaluating and approving
state and local planning and preparedness is
basically a two step process involving (1)
reviewing plans for compliance with federal
criteria that FEMA and NRC developed and (2)
testing plans in exercises that demonstrate
state and local governments' ability to imple-
ment their plans in accordance with federal
criteria. FEMA approves state and local plan-
ning and preparedness when it is satisfied that
the plans adequately meet federal criteria and
that state and local governments are capable of
implementing them.

GAO found that the guality and consistency of
FEMA's conclusions regarding offsite safety
could be affected by inadequacies in the exer-
cises conducted to test state and local
planning and preparedness:
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--FEMA and NRC rely on states and utilities to
prepare exercise scenarios that determine
what is tested.. FEMA, -however, has not
established minimum requirements for scenar-.
ios. As a result, FEMA approved plans even
though the exercises were not comprehensive
enough to demonstrate whether the response
capability was adeguate. (See p. 26.)

--FEMA does not consider it necessary to verify
that all parts of the preparedness plans com-
ply with federal criteria, As a result, FEMA
has approved offsite planning and prepared-
ness without the benefit of accurate informa-
tion on the extent of compliance or non-
compliance with the federal criteria. (See
p. 31.)

-—-FEMA does not have an agency-wide tracking
system for assuring that deficiencies identi-
fied in previous exercises are corrected. 1In
several cases, FEMA has concluded that pre-
paredness is adequate even though it has no
evidence that deficiencies from earlier exer-
cises were corrected, FEMA, however, is
developing a system for following up defi-
ciencies which is expected to be in place
during fiscal year 1985, (See p. 33.)

FEDERAL AGENCIES NEED TO PROVIDE
BETTER EMERGENCY PLANNING GUIDANCE TO
STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS

FEMA regulations provide that federal agencies
having radiological responsibilities will
assist FEMA in developing guidance for state
and local governments' use in planning for and
responding to nuclear powerplant accidents.
FEMA would also use this guidance in evaluating
the adequacy of state and local planning and
preparedness. GAQ found a direct linkage
between many of the deficiencies FEMA has
identified in state and local planning and
preparedness and areas where federal guidance
has been inadequate or nonexistent:

--FEMA has been developing federal guidance for
assessing. the adeguacy of alert and notifica-
tion systems for communicating emergency mes-
sages to the public for over 3 years. 1In the
meantime FEMA has been using interim alert
and notification guidelines; however, these
guidelines do not provide for testing whether
the public knows how to respond to such mes-—
sages. (See p. 41.)
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--Federal guidance on the use of potassium
iodide, a drug that can protect the thyroid
from accumulating dangerous levels of certain
kinds of radiation, lacks specificity on what
types of situations should trigger the use of.
the drug and how it should be distributed and
administered. Federal agencies believe the
existing guidance is adequate and decisions
on the drug's use should be made by state and
local governments based on local factors.
GAO believes, however, the guidance may not
provide an adequate basis for state and local
governments to use in making these
decisions. (See p. 43.)

--FEMA has developed and published only a por-
tion of guidance describing the types of
instruments to use in measuring radio-
activity, how to operate them, and how to
interpret the results. Certain research and
development work was needed before FEMA could
complete the guidance. FEMA expects to
publish the remaining guidance by the end of
fiscal vear 1984. (See p. 45.)

FEDERAL RESPONSE PLAN FOR NUCLEAR
POWERPLANT EMERGENCIES NEEDS TO BE
IMPROVED

The President delegated responsibility for
developing and testing a federal response plan
to FEMA in September 1980. This plan will
describe the specific responsibilities of
federal agencies in the event of a nuclear
powerplant emergency. It is expected to be
finalized by July 31, 1984,

A draft of the plan does not fully address the
need for centralized coordination and direction
of the federal response that the special com-
missions studying the Three Mile Island acci-
dent identified. FEMA's role as a coordinator
in nuclear powerplant emergencies will continue
to depend upon the voluntary cooperation of
other agencies that have statutory authority to
intervene in an emergency. As such, FEMA can-
not exercise control over the coordination and
direction of the federal response. Partial
tests of the federal response plan revealed
that coordination and communication problems
among federal agencies still need to be
resolved. (See p. 52.)



CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

GAO recognizes that developing and approving
acceptable plans for offsite responses to a
nuclear powerplant emergency are long, diffi-
cult processes requiring the full participation
and cooperation of a myriad of federal, state,
and local organizations. GAO also recognizes
that FEMA can only encourage and coordinate
participation in these processes and that with-

out such participation FEMA's offsite emergency’

planning and preparedness program would be of
little benefit to improving safety around
nuclear powerplants.

Considerable progress has been made in state
and local emergency planning and preparedness
and in developing a federal response plan; how-
ever, GAO believes that FEMA and NRC should
take specific steps to improve nuclear emer-
gency planning and preparedness.

GAQ is making a number of recommendations to
the Director, FEMA, and the Chairman, NRC, to
improve procedures for making consistent con-
clusions on offsite emergency planning and pre-
paredness. These recommendations appear on
pages 22, 38, and 48. In summary, GAO is
recommending actions that would improve the
development and evaluation of exercises con-
ducted to test state and local emergency
planning and preparedness, the tracking of
deficiencies identified in the exercises, and
the federal guidance which state and local
governments use in developing plans and FEMA
uses in evaluating them.

MATTER FOR CONGRESSIONAL
CONSIDERATON

The Congress may wish to consider whether
stronger central control of the federal
response to a powerplant emergency is needed to
improve coordination of the federal response.
{See p. 57.)

AGENCY AND STATE COMMENTS

FEMA concurred with GAO's general assessment of
its radiological emergency preparedness program
and indicated that it has already addressed or
is taking action on most of the concerns GAO
raised. These actions include improving exer-
cise scenarios and developing systems for fol-
lowing up deficiencies. NRC said that the
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report contains several meritorious recommenda-
tions for improving offsite safety. The
Department of Energy commented that it strongly
supports efforts to improve the effectiveness
of emergency planning and preparedness. The
Department of Commerce stated that the report
was an accurate assessment of the planning pro-
cess, while the Department of the Interior said
that as far as the report relates to its inter-
ests, the agency agrees with GAO's findings.

Notwithstanding the general agreement with the
overall thrust of the draft report, some agency
and state reviewers expressed disagreements
with specific recommendations. They believe
the procedures for developing and evaluating
state and local plans and testing those plans
in exercises were sufficient to determine the
adequacy of offsite preparedness on the basis
of reasonable assurance. They also believe, in
some cases, that the federal guidance which
state and local governments use in developing
plans and FEMA uses in evaluating them is
adeqguate. Agency and state reviewers also com-
mented on the need for revisions to improve the
clarity or accuracy of the report.

GAO made revisions where it considered them
appropriate; however, GAO continues to believe
that the recommended improvements are needed
for FEMA to effectively determine that offsite
preparedness is adequate to protect the public
health and safety in the event of a nuclear
powerplant accident. Details on agency and
state comments and GAO's evaluation of them
begin on pages 23, 38, 49, and 57. The full
text of agency and state comments is contained
in pages 65 through 135,
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Over 5 years have passed since the creation of the Federal
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), the March 1979 accident at
Three Mile Island in Pennsylvania, and our report which criticized
the adequacy of emergency preparedness around nuclear facili-
ties.! During this time there has been considerable interest in
offsite emergency planning and preparedness, i.,e., beyond the
boundaries of a commercial nuclear powerplant. There has been
local pressure to close at least one operating nuclear powerplant
site~-Indian Point in New York--and to prevent at least one plant
from starting operations—--Shoreham, also in New York. Three con-
gressional subcommittees have also been interested in offsite
emergency planning and preparedness for nuclear powerplant acci-
dents: (1) the Subcommittee on Nuclear Regulation, Senate Com-
mittee on Environment and Public Works, which receives periodic
reports from FEMA on the status of offsite planning and prepared-
ness and conducted hearings in April 1981 and 1983; (2) the Sub-
committee on Oversight and Investigations, House Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs, which held April, July, and August
1983 hearings; and (3) the Subcommittee on Energy Conservation and
Power, House Committee on Energy and Commerce, which held a June
1983 hearing.

SERIOUS NUCLEAR POWERPLANT ACCIDENTS
ARE UNLIKELY BUT POSSIBLE

As of 1980, over 3 million people lived within 10 miles of
nuclear powerplants that were either planned, under construction,
or licensed to operate in the United States, Although safety
mechanisms reduce the probability of accidental radiological
releases affecting these people, events at Three Mile Island and
elsewhere prove accidents can occur. .

While experts agree that detonation of nuclear materials at
powerplants is impossible, they also agree that accidents invol-
ving release of radiation could occur. Few agree, however, on
either the probability of such occurrences or the conseguences.
Nuclear energy advocates conclude that accidents are highly un-
likely and in most instances would have little conseguence,
Opponents contend that accidents with catastrophic consequences
are possible and more likely than studies portray. Experts on
both sides agree that calculations of the probability of nuclear
accidents 4o not include terrorism or sabotage.

'Areas Around Nuclear Facilities Should Be Better Prepared For
Radiological Emergencies (EMD-78-110, Mar. 30, 1979).




An Oak Ridge National Laboratory study2 concluded that
between 1969 and 1979, 169 mishaps at nuclear powerplants could
have led to serious accidents. More recently, in February 1983,
the system designed to shutdown the reactor when unsafe conditions
exist failed twice at the Salem plant in New Jersey. Alert
operators acted gquickly to avert an incident that Nuclear Regula-
tory Commission (NRC) officials believed could have progressed to :
a major incident if additional failures in the system had :
occurred. :

EXPOSURE TO RADIOLOGICAL RELEASE
THREATENS PUBLIC HEALTH

The greatest danger from a nuclear powerplant accident is the
release of significant amounts of radioactive material into the .
environment. Exposure to radicactive material may cause death, :
immediate illness, or increased cancer risk. An accident :
involving an offsite radiological release threatens public health
in two ways:

--People directly exposed to an airborne radioactive cloud '
near the accident source can receive harmful levels of :
radiation either externally or by inhaling radioactive X
material. This type of exposure would usually occur soon 3
after the release.

-—-People not directly exposed to the radioactive cloud may
still be affected by ingesting food and water that has
been contaminated by radiocactive fallout far from and
long after the accident.

Many factors, including weather conditions, wind direction, and
geography, would determine the path and extent of the hazard.
Plant siting can also affect the impact of a radiological accident
on public health and safety. According to NRC officials, plants
in certain densely populated areas would probably not be built
today in their current locations, including those at Indian Point
and Shoreham in New York, Zion in Illinois, and Salem and Oyster
Creek in New Jersey. NRC has required improved plant safety
mechanisms to compensate for plants located in densely populated
areas and for other siting problems.

EMERGENCY PLANNING AND PREPAREDNESS
CAN MITIGATE ACCIDENT EFFECTS

- The possibility, however remote, that a radiological release
can occur supports the development and testing of offsite

2precursors To Potential Severe Core Damage Accidents:
1969-1979, A Status Report, J.W. Minarick and C.A. Kulielka,
Science Applications, Inc., Oak Ridge National Laboratory for
NRC, NUREG/CR-2497.




emergency pPlans to mitigate the effect of an accident. Adequate
emergency planning helps ensure that decisionmaking structures and
resources will be available when needed and describes the process
for triggering their use, while the emergency preparedness process
maintains the decisionmaking structures, resources, and trigger
mechanisms described in plans for use when needed. The Executive
Director for Operations, NRC, emphasized that accidents with off-
site consequences are improbable due to the safety features of
nuclear powerplants. He said, however, that for those improbable
accidents emergency planning provides an added measure of safety
and is an important way to reduce, the conseguences of a very
serious accident.

NRC has established four classes of emergencies ranging from
the lowest level--an unusual event--and escalating to an alert, a
site emergency, and a general emergency, as conditions worsen,
Utility officials must notify offsite authorities within 15
minutes of the declaration of an emergency, regardless of its
severity. The purpose is to ensure that a response begins based
on a potential rather than an actual release., Should an offsite
release occur, utility officials would estimate the amount of
radiation exposure to the population. in the path of the release.
If the estimate indicated a potential health hazard, they would
notify state and local cofficials who are responsible for taking
prompt action to protect the public from overexposure.

State and local governments are the first line of public
defense and are responsible for protecting the health and safety
of their citizens during a nuclear emergency. Federal agencies
are the second line of defense, providing assistance at a state or
local government's request or to otherwise fulfill their statutory
responsibilities. Since federal resources are rarely located near
a nuclear powerplant, federal assistance would take several hours
to arrive at a site. ’

Choosing an appropriate response to a radiological emergency
that provides maximum health protection is difficult. Many deci-
sions must be made in a short time with limited information.
Responses to potential indirect radiation exposure may include
controlling access to contaminated food and decontaminating
foods. Responses to the threat of direct exposure include evacu-
ating, sheltering, and administering potassium iodide--a protec-
tive drug. However, there are limits to the effectiveness of each
of these responses:

--Bvacuation around many plants could take several hours even
under ideal traffic conditions. 1If evacuation is not begun
early enough, it is possible for some portion of the
population to be directly exposed to radiation.

--Staying indoors, called sheltering, may be recommended by
decisionmakers. However, sheltering will generally protect



the population from certain airborne radiation for a maxi-
mum of about 2 hours. After 2 hours the composition of the
air inside and outside the shelter will be the same.

--Potassium iodide is a drug which protects the thyroid
gland from accumulating one type of radioactive element,
radioactive iodine. It does not, however, protect the
total body from radiocactivity. Tennessee is the only state
which has distributed potassium iodide to the general popu-
lation.

In addition to these responses, NRC believes that after a
severe accident a most effective protective measure is to relocate
the population from affected areas having high levels of ground
contamination. According to NRC, studies have shown that a sub-
stantial part of the dose individuals receive in hypothetical
accidents is from ground contamination.

FEMA HAS OVERALL FEDERAL RESPONSIBILITY
FOR OFFSITE NUCLEAR EMERGENCY
PLANNING AND PREPAREDNESS

FEMA, created in 1978, is the lead federal agency responsible
for establishing policies for and coordinating all emergency plan-
ning and preparedness functions of federal agencies in the event
of natural and manmade disasters and for working with state and
local governments and the private sector to stimulate participa-
tion in emergency preparedness programs. In December 1979,
responsibility for coordinating state and local offsite planning
and preparedness for nuclear powerplant accidents was transferred
from NRC to FEMA. NRC is still responsible for making the overall
assessment on plant safety, using FEMA findings on offsite safety
and its own findings on onsite safety. FEMA is also responsible
for developing a national contingency plan that would provide a
coordinated federal response to a nuclear powerplant accident.
FEMA's fiscal year 1984 budget totals about $478 million, with
approximately $6 million for programs related to emergency Dpre-
paredness around commercial nuclear powerplants.

FEMA and NRC have developed criteria for
assessing emergency planning and preparedness

FEMA and NRC have developed federal criteria, published in
November 1980, for assessing nuclear emergency planning and pre-
paredness called Criteria for Preparation and Evaluation of Radio-
logical Emergency Response Plans and Preparedness in Support of
Nuclear Power Plants, NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1, Revision 1=--commonly
referred to as NUREG 0654. The criteria include 16 planning
standards-—-15 related to both onsite and offsite safety and 1
related to just onsite safety. These 16 standards parallel the
requirements of NRC and FEMA regulations on emergency planning and
preparedness,




3riefly, the standards address: assignment of emergency
responsibility; emergency response support and resources; emer-
gency classification system; notification methods and procedures;
emergency communications; public education and information; emer-
gency facilities and equipment; accident assessment capabilities;
protective response plans; radiological exposure control; medical
and public-health support; general plans for restoring an affected
area to normal .use and returning the population to an evacuated
area; periodic exercises to evaluate emergency response; radio-
logical emergency response training; responsibilities for plan
development and review and distribution of emergency plans; and
onsite emergency organization, Each standard is a general state-
ment of conditions that offsite planning and preparedness should
meet and is further broken down into elements that generally
describe the intent of the standard. The standards are elaborated
on in appendix II.

The criteria provide that state and local planning and pre-
paredness be adequate to protect public health and safety before
being approved by FEMA. Such planning and preparedness must pro-
vide reasonable assurance that appropriate offsite protective
measures can be taken in the event of a radiological emergency.

The oftsite safety standards and their underlying elements
are addressed in state and site-specific plans. The site-specific
plans are generally annexes to the state plans and cover each com-
munity in the 10-mile radius of nuclear powerplants. This 10-mile
emergency planning zone (EPZ), called the plume exposure pathway,
is the area in which the potential hazard due to direct contact
with radiation releases is greatest. State plans address the
state emergency role and include plans for state jurisdiction
within the 10- and 50-mile EPZs of nuclear powerplants. The 50-
mile EPZ, called the ingestion exposure pathway, is the area in
which the danger of contamination due to polluted food, milk, and
water 1is greatest. Offsite plans are tested periodically, usually
when the utility conducts onsite exercises.

Research underway by government and non-government bodies on
the severity of predicted consequences of a nuclear accident indi-
cate that immediate and widespread serious radiation releases to
‘the public from a nuclear powerplant accident may be much smaller
than had been assumed in the formulation of FEMA and NRC emergency
planning and preparedness criteria. If so, these studies could
eventually lead to changes in the criteria,

FEMA follows two tracks in assessing state and
local emergency planning and preparedness

FEMA's first track in assessing the adequacy of offsite
safety is a formal review of state and local emergency planning
and preparedness. It results in formal approvals, also called
final findings. The second track flows from a 1980 agreement for
FEMA to furnish NRC its findings and determinations, also called
interim findings, if the formal review has not been completed.



FEMA's formal approval process requires review of state and
local planning and preparedness at each plant site. The review is
initiated when the Governor, or a designee, submits the state and
local plans for review to FEMA. This review includes

--an evaluation of state and site-specific plans for compli-
ance with the federal criteria that FEMA and NRC developed,

--at least one federally observed exercise3 that tests state
and local ability to implement major portions of their
plans, and

~-—-a state-sponsored public meeting, attended by FEMA, that
provides citizens an opportunity to learn about and comment
on the plan.

If FEMA's review discloses deficiencies in the offsite plan or the
exercise, FEMA informs the state of the deficiencies together with
recommendations for improvement.

By March 1984, FEMA had formally approved planning and pre-
paredness at 24 of 54 operating nuclear powerplant sites. Similar
plans were under review for the remaining 30 operating sites., A
formal approval can be retracted if subseguent events or future
exercises indicate significant deficiencies in planning and
preparedness.

New plants can be licensed to begin operating, and existing
plants can continue operating without formal FEMA approval of
state and local planning and preparedness. The 1982-1983 NRC
authorization act (Public Law 97~-415, Jan., 4, 1983) allows NRC to
accept for use in making licensing decisions any state, local, or
uatility plan in the absence of a FEMA-approved state and local
plan--if NRC determines the plan provides reasonahble assurance
that operating the plant does not endanger public health and
safety.

3rederal criteria provide that state and local governments seeking
approval of their emergency planning and preparedness conduct
periodic exercises of their plans involving full participation of
appropriate state and local government entities and the
applicable utility. The exercise should simulate an emergency
which causes offsite radiological releases and that reguires an
offsite mobilization of state and local personnel and resources
that is adequate to verify their capability to respond to a
radiclogical accident and to implement observable portions of
their plans.



NRC considers FEMA findings
in making licensing decisions

NRC is responsible for determining whether new plants should
be licensed and existing plants should continue operating. NRC
considers a FEMA finding on whether offsite plans can be imple-
mented with its own findings on plant safety in determining
whether nuclear powerplant safety is adeguate to protect public
health and safety. Since formal approval of offsite safety can be
a lengthy process, FEMA may, under its 1980 agreement, provide NRC
interim findings on the status of offsite safety at plants under
construction and those already operating., An interim finding can
be based on any level of FEMA review of planning and preparedness
including a review of emergency plans, exercises of emergency
plans, or both.

NRC can request interim findings at any time during the
licensing process or after a plant is licensed, Typically, how-
ever, it does not routinely request interim findings for operating
plants but relies on FEMA's report on the exercise results to
verify the adequacy of offsite safety at operating plants. NRC
officials said, however, that a finding that offsite safety is not
adeguate to protect the public does not obligate NRC to deny a
license, withdraw a license, or take any other punitive action.

If NRC concludes that offsite preparedness at an operating
plant does not provide adeguate protective measures and if the
deficiencies identified in FPEMA's findings are not corrected with-
in 120 days, NRC must determine whether (1) the plant should be
shut down until the deficiencies are remedied, (2) some other
enforcement action is appropriate, or (3) no enforcement action is
needed. Under NRC regulations the decision on enforcement action
is to be guided by such factors as whether deficiencies are
significant, whether adeguate interim compensating actions have
been or will be promptly taken, or whether other compelling rea-
sons exist for continued operation., NRC might also authorize an
Atomic Safety Licensing Board4 to make a special inquiry regard-
ing offsite safety conditions. FEMA would provide its findings on
offsite safety to the Board. The Board could recommend that NRC
suspend, revoke, or amend a license. The Board's decisions or
recommendations are subject to the review of an NRC Atomic Safety
Licensing Appeals Board. NRC has authorized only one such special
ingquiry-~-that for the Indian Point site. '

4poards are composed of three judges drawn from NRC's independent

Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Panel which is comprised of NRC
and non-NRC employees drawn from various professions. The Board

performs NRC's hearings functions and makes initial decisions on

a variety of licensing and enforcement matters.



Other federal agencies assist FEMA in executing
its radiological emergency responsibilities

FEMA's 10 regional offices prepare the interim and final
findings on offsite safety. They are assisted by Regional Assist-
ance Committees with representatives from federal agencies having
radiological response capability. Federal regulations-assign
these agencies responsibilities for assisting FEMA in reviewing
plans and critiquing exercises. FEMA headquarters and the Federal
Radiological Preparedness Coordinating Committee~-the headquarters
counterpart to the Regional Committees--review final reports ‘
before submission to NRC. The Coordinating Committee also assists
FEMA in developing the national response plan, policy guidance,
and training programs related to emergency planning and prepared-
ness,

In addition to FEMA and NRC, the Regional Assistance Commit-
tees and Federal Radiological Preparedness Coordinating Committee
member-agencies include the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
and the Departments of Agriculture, Health and Human Services,
Commerce, Energy (DOE), and Transportation., The Department of
Defense is also a member of the Coordinating Committee. 1In addi-
tion to Coordinating Committee member-agencies, the Department of
Interior has a role in responding to a nuclear powerplant accident
that affects fish and wildlife, Indian reservations, and National
Parks. FEMA chairs both the Coordinating Committee and the
Regional Committees. These committees were conceived as a means
of providing FEMA and state and local governments technical exper-
tise. FEMA also uses contractors when additional staff or exper-
tise is needed.

OBJECTIVES, SCOPE, AND METHODOLOGY

Our overall objective was to review the federal, state, and
local government responsibilities and capabilities for responding
to public health and safety needs of communities around nuclear
powerplants in the event of an accident. Our review objectives
were to

--identify federal, state, and local government responsibili-
ties in the context of the actions needed to protect the
public,

—-~determine the status of offsite safety efforts and the rea-
sons some nuclear powerplants are operating while their
offsite emergency preparedness plans contain deficiencies
(chapter 2),

--assess the reliability of FEMA's evaluations of state and
local planning and preparedness (chapter 3),

—--determine the adequacy of federal guidance to state and
local governments (chapter 4), and



—-evaluate the guality of federal planning and preparedness
for nuclear powerplant accidents (chapter 5).

We conducted our field work primarily between April 1982 and
May 1983 and selectively updated our work in April 1984. We
gathered and analyzed information obtained through reviewing docu-
ments, observing operations, and econducting interviews. The
information examined included FEMA's review of state and local
offsite plans, exercise scenarios, exercise reports, and hearing
transcripts on selected powerplants; federal, state, and local
agencies' legislation, regulations, guidance, policies, proce-
dures, publications, and/or correspondence; congressional and
Atomic Safety Licensing Board hearing records; and public comments
on proposed regulatory changes. The 31 exercise reports discussed
in chapter 3 are the universe of those available for the 17
nuclear powerplant sites included in our review.

We observed exercises of state and local plans at three
nuclear powerplants--Dresden Nuclear Power Station, Illinois;
Indian Point Station, New York; and Surry Power Station,
Virginia. We also attended Atomic Safety Licensing Board, con-
gressional, and NRC hearings. To provide coverage of a range of
circumstances affecting the adequacy of state and local planning
and preparedness, we included six FEMA regions and states with
large and small numbers of nuclear powerplants; plants where FEMA
had found offsite planning and preparedness adeguate and inade-
guate; and plants located in rural and populated areas, bordering
other states or FEMA regions, and encountering public resistance
to planning and preparedness.

Our work covered FEMA headquarters and 6 FEMA regional
offices; headquarters and 3 regional offices of EPA, Transporta-
tion, and Health and Human Services; headguarters and 2 regional
offices of NRC, DOE, and Commerce; headquarters of the Departments
of Housing and Urban Development, Interior, and Agriculture; two
FEMA contractors; 7 state emergency management agencies; 6 utility
companies; 17 nuclear powerplant sites; 17 local governments; and
13 public interest groups and professional associations. (See
appendix I for a detailed listing.)

We did not followup on any progress state and local govern-
ments may have made after we completed our field work. However,
information in our report was updated based on agency and state
comments on a draft of this report. Our review was performed in
accordance with generally accepted government audit standards.



CHAPTER 2

OFFSITE NUCLEAR EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS CAN BE IMPROVED

State and local planning and preparedness have improved con-
siderably since the 1979 accident at Three Mile Island. State and
local emergency preparedness plans have been developed for all 54
operating nuclear powerplant sites, and they have been tested in
exercises intended to demonstrate state and local governments'
abilities to implement them. As of March 1984, FEMA had concluded
that offsite planning and preparedness were sufficient to warrant
formal approval at 24 operating sites. FEMA does not anticipate
that planning and preparedness for the remaining 30 operating
sites will be adeguate to warrant formal approval before September
1985, FEMA has identified significant deficiencies in offsite
planning and preparedness for some communities, indicating
non-compliance with the federal criteria. FEMA's internal
procedures had defined significant deficiencies as those that must
be corrected to achieve an adeguate level of preparedness, Also,
FEMA has identified similar deficiencies in offsite safety at
plants nearing completion. Reasons for non-compliance with the
federal criteria include:

--Some communities that believe the public will not be ade-
guately protected in a nuclear powerplant accident want to
prevent or delay plants from operating and are delaying
participation or are not participating in the emergency
planning and preparedness process.

~-Some state and local governments have had difficulty in
obtaining the funding needed to correct deficiencies noted
in reviews or tests of their emergency plans.

In addition, FEMA's process for evaluating and approving
emergency preparedness plans (1) has resulted in inconsistent con-
clusions regarding the seriousness of similar deficiencies on off-
site safety at different sites and (2) does not ensure that NRC is
aware of deficiencies in offsite safety at operating plants.

SOME LOCAL GOVERNMENTS WANT TO PREVENT OR
DELAY OPERATION OF NUCLEAR POWERPLANTS

Some local governments have delayed participating or have not
participated in emergency planning and preparedness because they
‘believe that an adequate level of preparedness cannot be achieved
to protect the public in the event of a nuclear powerplant acci-
dent. Delays at the Indian Point site and lack of local partici-
pation at the Shoreham site have resulted in debates over how
public health and safety can be assured in a nuclear powerplant
emergency without state and local government participation in
emergency planning and preparedness and how this problem can be
averted in the future. Similar problems are anticipated at other
sites. FEMA and NRC have been hampered in these instances because
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FEMA has no authority to direct the actions of state and local
governments and utilities and NRC's only leverage in achieving
offsite safety is over utilities through the licensing process.
Proposals for addressing these problems have included expanding
the federal role in responding to emergencies and allowing utili-
ties to develop and implement offsite emergency preparedness
plans. ) '

Lack of participation by
communities near the Indian
Point and Shoreham powerplants

In two widely publicized cases, communities in New York did
not demonstrate adequate emergency planning and preparedness to
FEMA. The result was a test of NRC's willingness to shut down the
two Indian Point plants and prevent the more than $3.2 billion
Shoreham plant from beginning operations.

After two FEMA findings of inadeguate offsite safety in April
1981 and August 1982, two NRC-required 120-day periods for taking
corrective action, and other delays, during which deficiencies
FEMA identified in offsite safety were not corrected, the NRC
commissioners decided on June 10, 1983, to allow the Indian Point
site to operate. The significant deficiencies that FEMA identi-
fied were related to the availability of buses and drivers in one
county to assist in an evacuation and nonparticipation of another
county in the planning and preparedness process. The Commission
concluded that

", . . adeguate interim compensatory actions have been taken
or will be taken promptly, and therefore the Indian Point
plants.should not be shut down at this time.”

A major factor in the Commission's decision to allow the
site to operate was that New York State developed a satisfactory
contingency plan for taking over emergency preparedness in a
county without a plan until the county resumed emergency prepared-
ness functions. For its part, NRC has been reluctant to penalize
the utilities owning the powerplants for circumstances beyond
their control. 1In its December 1982 decision to allow Indian
Point to continue operating, the Commissioners stated

", . . the remaining problems relate to State and local
governments and their role in offsite response. The problems
are beyond the power of the licensees to control. Thus there
is no guestion here of penalizing licensees., . ."

In September 1983, FEMA informed NRC that significant deficiencies
in planning and preparedness no longer existed and that offsite
safety was adeguate at Indian Point.

In contrast to Indian Point where planning and preparedness

have been delayed, the Suffolk County Legislature believes ade-
guate preparedness for a radiological accident at the Shoreham
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plant is impossible and has refused to plan for such an accident,.
Due to the county's position, the utility submitted a plan to NRC
which was forwarded to FEMA in June 1983 for review. The utility
hopes FEMA and NRC will accept its plan in the absence of a county
plan. The utility's plan is predicated on its personnel imple-
menting the offsite emergency plans. FEMA forwarded the results
of its review to NRC in March 1984 citing more than 30 deficien-
cies that needed correcting.

New York officials are pushing
for an active federal role

New York State officials are pushing for an active federal
role in nuclear emergency planning and preparedness, while FEMA
opposes a larger federal role. New York's Governor called on the
federal government in May 1983 to fund planning through taxes,
provide personnel to assume authority in an emergency, and assume
all responsibility within designated emergency zones around each
plant. He asked for direct federal participation in nuclear emer-
gency planning and for regionally based, specially trained radio-
logical response teams and other personnel to provide support to
states in an emergency. He also suggested that legislation be
proposed to address the anomalies created by one locality with-
drawing from the planning and preparedness process. Pending
legislation (S 1395), would authorize the President, upon state or
local government request, to enter agreements making federal per-
sonnel available, including members of the Armed Forces, to sup-
plement state, local, and other personnel in implementing emer-
gency response plans.

FEMA believes the federal role should remain unchanged. It
opposes heavy reliance on the federal government because state and
local units would be first on the scene to assist the public
should an incident occur. Also, FEMA stated that portions of the
emergency planning and response resources of the state and local
governments—--fire, police, emergency rescue, warning, direction,
and communication--would be activated to manage a radiological
emergency or any other form of disaster. The agency believes that
substituting these with federal resources for radiological inci-
dents would be costly. Further, many response operations, such as
evacuation or sheltering, are site-specific, taking into consid-
eration local facilities, road networks, and traffic flows. FEMA
contends that local personnel would be better trained and most
knowledgeable to implement related response functions and that
federal personnel are not likely to become thoroughly knowledge-
able of the specific emergency planning requirements for all the
operating nuclear powerplant sites.

Greater utility role in implementing
offsite plan discussed

Shoreham utility officials are advocating an expanded role
for utilities, allowing them to implement offsite, as well as
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onsite, emergency plans. Opponents, however, guestion the ability
and ‘authority of the utility to implement plans.

"Shoreham utility officials have presented an emergency
response plan for federal approval., The utility wants authority
to prove the plan is feasible through use of utility personnel in
exercises when state and local government personnel are unavail-
able. They believe it is important to show state and local offi-
cials that a utility plan can be used so that state and/or local
officials will not attempt to obstruct the planning process as a
means of shutting down nuclear powerplants,

Under its 1982-1983 authorization act (Public Law 97-415,
Jan. 4, 1983), NRC may accept a state or utility offsite emergency
preparedness plan even though FEMA has not approved it. However,
some members of the Congress, some NRC commissioners, FEMA offi-
cials, as well as local communities, and public interest groups
have guestioned whether a utility plan could ensure effective
implementation in an emergency if state and local governments
reject it. The House Interior and Insular Affairs Committee
report on the 1984-1985 NRC authorization bill states that a
utility-developed plan would be insufficient if it could not be
successfully executed without state and local participation.

The House Appropriations Committee, in approving fiscal year
1984 funding for FEMA, directed the agency to consider emergency
plans for nuclear powerplants regardless of whether the plans have
been prepared or submitted by a governmental entity or the util-
ity. Alluding to the Shoreham controversy, the committee stated:

"The fact that a governmental entity cannot or will not per-
form a particular role or roles in the preparation, submis-
sion, or implementation of offsite emergency preparedness
plans should not, by itself, constitute a sufficient basis
for a determination by FEMA that the plans, or portions
thereof, are inadeguate - providing a suitable alternative
means of implementing the plans is available.”

The Chairman, Subcommittee on Nuclear Regulation, Senate Committee
on Environment and Public Works, indicated his support for this
view in 1983 hearings when he expressed concern that the role
assigned to state and local governments might be misused. He was
particularly concerned by what he believed were efforts to obtain
concessions from utilities in exchange for cooperation in
preparing emergency plans,

FEMA testified in the April 1983 hearing before the Subcom-
mittee on Nuclear Regulation, Senate Committee on Environment and
Public Works, that it would review a utility plan that does not
have the support of state and local governments, FEMA said, how-
ever, that it would have to advise NRC that because of the lack of
state and local endorsement or participation the adeguacy of off-
site preparedness or public safety could not be assured. 1In June
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1983, NRC asked FEMA to provide an interim finding on the Shoreham
plant based on a utility plan that proposes to use utility rather
than state and local personnel to respond in an emergency. FEMA
reviewed the plan as reguested but established two conditions for
a FEMA interim finding: a determination of whether the utility
has the legal authority to implement the plan and a demoastration,
through an exercise of an adeguate plan, that the utility has the
ability to implement the plan.

Critics of an expanded utility role believe that it would
reduce the overall ability to ensure preparedness. They do not
believe local officials can be prepared if they are not included
in planning. The Union of Concerned Scientists, a public interest
group, believes the utility's resources would be severely taxed in
dealing with a major reactor accident, precluding effective
management of the offsite emergency response, For a utility to
provide adequate protection it would have to assume the basic
functions of government and be delegated authority to declare an
emergency, make emergency broadcasts, close schools and public
buildings, commandeer transportation resources, control traffic
flow, order protective actions such as evacuation, and reguest
federal assistance. The public interest group cites as an even
more serious issue the fundamental conflict of interest inherent
in giving utilities responsibility for emergency planning and
response. It believes utility management will be tempted to delay
implementing protective measures, hoping that the situation can be
brought under control, or, failing to appreciate the magnitude of
the danger, will delay necessary precautionary actions.

DIFFICULTY IN OBTAINING FUNDING
CAN DELAY ADEQUATE PREPAREDNESS

FEMA records show that state and local governments have had
difficulty in obtaining funding for emergency planning and pre-
paredness. As a result, the state and local governments had to
delay participation in the emergency planning process and/or have
moved slowly in correcting deficiencies, 1In some cases states
have taxed utilities for nuclear emergency-related expenses, in
others the utilities have voluntarily paid for them, and in still
others no apparent funding mechanism exists. Most of the govern-
ment and utility officials we asked agreed that the utilities
should fund offsite planning and preparedness.

Some local governments have indicated they would not partici-
pate in planning and preparedness unless they receive utility
funding, For example, four local governments in Missouri indi-
cated they would develop plans for the Callaway nuclear powerplant
site only if the utility provided funds for eguipment and person-
nel. Kentucky would not. cooperate with planning and preparedness
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for the Zimmer site,! located in Ohio, until the utility agreed

to subsidize participation. City of %Zion, Illinois, officials
said they would not participate in future offsite exercises unless
they were fully reimbursed for a previous Zion site exercise.

They also would not execute a letter of agreement with the utility
until the city was fully reimbursed and the utility agreed to
assume other emergency-related costs, After 2 years of negotia-
tions the utility met the city's demands and the city signed the
agreement.

At least 17 states have passed laws providing for utility
funding of offsite planning and preparedness. The legislation
usually provides for an annual and/or one-time payment per utility
or plant. However, even in some of these cases state and local
officials do not believe funding provided for under their state's
legislation is adequate. For example, in addition to the $575,000
paid to New York as fees mandated by legislation, a state official
from the New York Power Authority told us that the Power Authority
spent over $8 million in training, services, and emergency eguip-
ment related to the Indian Point site. This did not include
expenditures by the other utility owning an Indian Point plant,
FEMA has proposed establishing a joint FEMA, state, local, and
utility committee in New York to screen requests for assistance
that the state's annual utility assessment does not cover,

In states without such legislation, some state and local
governments have entered into formal contracts with utilities.
For example, in Washington the state and utility have signed a
5-year contract to cover expenses related to the Trojan site. 1In
other cases, states have less formal funding mechanisms. For
example, Pennsylvania and Ohio local governments determine their
needs and request funds directly from the utilities. The utili-
ties have paid for emergency operations centers, emergency plans,
and training.

Opinions sometimes differ on what share of state and local
costs the utility should pay and on what necessary emergency
expenses are. For example, in 1981, St. Lucie County, Florida,
asked the utility to pay an estimated $40 million for a bridge,
sirens, a central communication center, a fire station, and tests
of the emergency plan. The utility would not pay for these
items. The town of Monroe, Massachusetts, would not approve the
plan prepared for its town for the Yankee nuclear powerplant
because officials believed the town needed a new road for evacua-
tion and other emergency purposes which the utility should
pay for and because other financial issues were unresolved. 1In
commenting on a draft of this report, the Director, FEMA, told us
that the first problem had been resolved but the town has still

T1n January 1984, construction on this plant was stopped and its
owners announced the plant would be converted to a coal-fired
plant.

15



not approved the emergency plan prepared for the town because of
the remaining financial issues. He added, however, that the town
has participated in the two offsite exercises that tested its
ability to implement the plan.

Most of the utility, federal, state, and local officials we
asked agreed that the costs of offsite planning and preparedness
are part of the costs of nuclear power which the utility and even-
tually the electric ratepayer or shareholder should bear. FEMA
testified in Augqust 1983 before the Subcommittee on Oversight and
Investigations, House Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs,
that, in its opinion, utilities should pay expenses directly
attributable to emergency planning and preparedness for nuclear
powerplant accidents. 1In FEMA's opinion the states, not the
utilities, should fund those other offsite planning and prepared-
ness costs generic to disaster planning and preparedness--that is,
costs associated with equipment or resources that states would
need in order to fulfill their mandate to protect the public in
other kinds of emergencies. These might include costs for -commu-
nication equipment that would be used whether there was a nuclear
powerplant accident, flood, hurricane, or earthqguake,

Legislation (S. 1395), pending as of April 1984, provides for
federal financial aid and establishes a utility-financed fund for
nuclear powerplant emergencies. A criticism of this legislation
is that it would impose a fee on utilities which have adegquate
emergency response plans to pay for those which have not, In June
1983 the Chairman, Subcommittee on Energy Conservation and Power,
House Committee on Energy and Commerce, indicated that he opposed
the legislation because it would establish a costly federal
bureaucracy and favored utilities paying emergency planning and
preparedness costs and billing ratepayers.

FEMA CONCLUSIONS ON THE ADEQUACY OF
OFFSITE SAFETY HAVE NOT BEEN CONSISTENT

FEMA regulations stipulate that approval of offsite safety is
conditional upon its determination that state and local planning
and preparedness are adeguate to protect public health and
safety. Such planning and preparedness must provide reasonable
assurance that appropriate protective measures can and will be
taken in a radiological emergency. We found that FEMA conclusions
on the adeguacy of offsite safety at sites having similar defi-
ciencies have not been consistent. FEMA has recognized this
problem and is attempting to achieve more uniformity in its con-
clusions on offsite safety.

In 1982 FEMA provided the NRC Atomic Safety Licensing Board
an interim finding of adequate offsite planning and preparedness
for the Zimmer plant. Based on plan reviews and an exercise, FEMA
concluded that offsite emergency planning and preparedness were
adequate even though standard operating procedures were not in
place during the exercise. Some of these deficiencies were simi-
lar to those at Indian Point where FEMA has made two interim
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findings of inadeguate offsite safety. They included problems
associated with the availability and responsibility of volunteers,
transportation of disabled individuals, radio communications, .and
public education. The Atomic Safety Licensing Board disagreed
with FEMA's conclusions and ruled that Zimmer would not be
authorized to operate above 5 percent power until certain offsite
planning deficiencies were corrected. Tk Board also noted prob-
lems with the plans themselves, for example, that evacuation plans
for schools in two counties were deficient.

We also found differences in how FEMA weighed the same defi-
ciency in making interim and formal approvals., We identified 11
sites in addition to Indian Point where the latest plan review
indicated that written agreements with support organizations did
not exist. Support organizations include bus companies that would
assist in an evacuation if one were needed. A deficiency in this
reguirement was one of the major factors in NRC's deliberations
over whether to shut down Indian Point. However, of the other 11
sites that lacked written agreements, 3 had received formal FEMA
approvals and 8 had findings of adeguate offsite safety based on
an exercise. Additionally, in 1983 FEMA noted emergency workers
not demonstrating the use of high range radiation detection
instrumentation as one of five significant deficiencies supporting
the conclusion that offsite safety was inadeguate at the Maine
Yankee site in Maine. 1In contrast, FEMA formally approved plan-
ning and preparedness at the Hatch site in Georgia after a 1980
exercise in which this same deficiency was reported.

We also found other inconsistencies involving changes in
PEMA's findings. 1In interim findings for nine operating sites,
FEMA had first reported to the NRC staff that offsite safety was
adequate, but later reported to the NRC Atomic Safety Licensing
Board studying Indian Point that the emergency preparedness plans
for these same nine sites were inadeguate. Also in 1982, FEMA
region III concluded that planning and preparedness were adeguate
at the Beaver Valley site in Pennsylvania even though the exer-
cise report contained 81 recommendations for improvements. At
least one Regional Assistance Committee member guestioned the rea-
sonableness of this conclusion. 1In November 1982, after reviewing
the exercise report, FEMA headguarters reversed the region's
finding.

We believe FEMA's inconsistent conclusions are due to its
two-track process for making interim and final findings and to
FEMA and NRC not having agreed on what minimum regquirements must
be met for a finding that offsite emergency planning and prepared-
ness are adequate to protect public health .and safety. FEMA's
process and requirements differ for providing interim and
formal findings and, as a result, FEMA has provided findings of
adeguate offsite safety for making licensing decisions based on
varying levels of preparedness. According to the FEMA Assistant
Associate Director, Office of Natural and Technological Hazards
Programs, and other FEMA officials, there have been numerous cases
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where interim findings were provided to NRC before an exercise of
the .emergency plan. Notwithstanding this practice, FEMA is
opposed to providing interim findings without an exercise that
demonstrates whether response perscnnel are capable of implemen-
ting plans., 1In this connection, in February 1983, FEMA recom-
mended to NRC changes in their 1980 agreement aimed at improving
interim findings. The proposed revisions specify that an interim
finding provided for NRC use in the licensing process would be an
extension of FEMA's formal approval procedures, be based on avail-
able plan reviews and exercise results, and assess whether
existing offsite planning and preparedness provide reasonable
assurance that the health and safety of the public will be pro-
tected in a plant accident. FEMA and NRC officials are discussing
the rewisions but no final action had been taken as of April 1984..

In its comments on a draft of this report, FEMA stated that
it is aware that inconsistent findings have been made, but it
believes that these are more attributable to variations between
the FEMA regions and subjective judgments involved than to differ-
ence between its findings processes., FEMA added that it issued
guidance in August 1983 to its regions for enhancing uniformity.
FEMA also commented that, in conjunction with NRC, it is examining
the need to revise the federal emergency planning and preparedness
criteria. As part of this effort FEMA and NRC are considering
whether the criteria should be prioritized into critical and less
critical elements to help identify and prescribe more definitively
what constitutes adeqguate offsite planning and preparedness,

FEMA AND NRC DO NOT HAVE CONTROLS TO
ENSURE NRC IS AWARE OF DEFICIENCIES

During our review, we found that FEMA and NRC did not have
controls to ensure that NRC is aware of deficiencies found in
exercises. FEMA indicated in its guidance to regional offices in
effect at the time of our review that exercise reports would be
provided to NRC, It did not, however, enforce the requirement,
and NRC was unaware that it was not receiving the reports. 1In
August 1983, FEMA issued new guidance stating that FEMA headguar-
ters would provide NRC copies of all exercise reports within 37
days of the exercise. We remain c