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Nuclear Safety Oversight Committee - ·--- · fJ 

January 8, 1981 

Enclosed is a copy of the Nuclear Safety Oversight Co~ttee's 
latest report to the President. Should you have any questions 
about it, please call me at (202) 653-8468. 
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Executive Director 



' Nuclear Safety Oversi~ht Committee 

The Honorable ·Ji.rruny C~rter 
President of . the United State s 
The White House 
Washington, DC 20500 

Dear ~. President: 

Ja:~uary 5, 1981 

You h~ve asked us to review t he sta t u s o~ ~~ergency 
planning and response measures in the vicinity of nuclear 
power plants. This report, ?repared in response to your 
request , reviews efforts under way by the Nuclear Regula­
tory Commission (NRC) and the Federal Emerge:~cy xanagement 
Agency (FEMA ) a~d makes suggestions for overall i mprovement 
in the management of radiological ~~erg encies. 

Prior to the accident at Three Mile Island, e.'Tie:::gency 
pla~~ing was a neglected subject, par t icularly in its off­
s ite aspects . Since t hen, industr y, the federal regulatory 
agencies, and state and local governments have undertaken 
substantial efforts to correct these def icie~cies. hl­
though many of these e:forts are just ur.der way, ~e believe 
that the y will result in considerable i rnprove.'Tients in e.~er­
gency pre?arednes s at all levels. 

This letter addresses three essential matters ~hich 
appear to us to require additional effort: 

1) On-site accident response by the Nuclear 
Regulatory Cohlmis sion. 

2) The develop~ent of criteria to gu~ce the 
Nuclear Regulatory Commissio:~ in making 
orotective action reco~encations to 
state a nd local officials . 

3) The intergovernmenta l structure of off-s~te 
planning and response. 

1 . £::lerc ency Re soon se by the Nuc 1 ear Resulc torv Cor.M~i s s ion. 

The disorganized response within the Nuclear Regu latory 
c::.::-.. ~ission to the Tnree l':i!e !sland :.~cicent ~as ~een well 
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documented. I n respons e ~o t h ese d ef i ciencies, the co~~ission 
has now prep~red a n I ncident Res ponse P l an (NUR~G- 0728) 
spelling o u t how it wil l respo nd to future radiological 
emergencies. Th e In~ident Resoon se P lan i s g e ne r a lly r e ­
sponsive t o t he l e ssons o f Three M~l e Is l a nd. ! t clea r ly 
designates t h e Ch a irman to act on behalf o f the Commis s ion 
during an emerg e ncy, i t d elineates and alloca t es o ther emer­
gency respon s ibili t ies throughou t the organization, and it 
establish es a "Dir ecto r o f Site Operat ion s " responsible for 
on-site mana gement a nd coo~dination . 

Although the Incident Re s oon se Pla n a u t horizes the 
Chairman to delegate ~~ergency manag ~~ent authority to the 
Director o f Site Operation s , it does not pr ovice guidelines 
for when and how sue de l egation pow e r s nou l d be used . At 
Three Mi l e - s and , the lac o c ar~ty on th i s ?Oint ulti ­
mately led to direct Presidential interve~tion to designate 
an on-s i t e directo r. We believe that NRC re sponse to major 
power plant accidents . should be center ed on-site as much as 
possible and that , in any eve~t, the Commi ss ion -...•ould be wel l 
advised to develo p, in advanc e of the fact , a clear philosophy 
o ! delega t ion to a n on- sit e d ir ector. 

A re l ated issu e is t h e d e g ree o f d irect S~?ervision whic~ 
NRC s hould e xer ci se over u ~ility actions du r ing the course of 
the a cc i dent. To date, t he Ccr.~ission has adcressed this con­
trovers ia l a nd comp l ex issu e only by t~o short ?aragraphs en­
t itl ed '' spe c tr um o : r ole s " i ~ NUR~G- 0 7 30, specifying four 
d e gr ee s of ? r og::ess iv e ~nvolv em e:1 t as "monitor only," "ad­
v i sory ," "limit ed di.=ec t i o n ," and "assume manage1.1ent." 

These four c a tegorie s of e s calating NRC involv~~ent are 
no~ accompani ed by p ri nci? l es s ugsesting how ~uch interven­
:ion i s appropria te i n a giv en eme r genc y. We have p::eviously 
a~rted to the h igh risk invo l ved in outside intervention in 
u t il ity manag~~ent i n ~he cour s e of a~ acc i dent . There may 
~e ~ig~ly unu s ua l s ituations in wn~~h c irect inte::vention by 
~rtC in ut i lity ma na g e ment is jus t i : ied; ho~ever, we ~elieve 
the.~ y.· i. tho ut gu i d elin e s, the categories "limited direction" 
and '' a ssur.1e ma naqe:-nen':" could b ecoine an invi"'tction- to· ove~ ­
i :w olv ement in accide:1t rne. nagemen t ~y ~he Corr..Tilission and its 
staff. 

2. Pr otectiv e Ac~io n Issu es . 

The ult imate ~se o f an o: f- site e~ergency ?la~ ~s to 
gu id e imple~e ntat ion o : ?ro~ect i v e act ion agai~st ac:ual 
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or potential releases of radiat ion. In a radiological emer­
gency, the Commission mu st be prepared to assess the accident 
and to make sound recommendations to sta te and loc a l officials 
concerning sheltering, evacuation, res?iratory ?=otecti o n, 
use of r~dio-protectiv~ drugs and other protec~ ive act ions. 

While there has been much attention to the mechanics 
of emergency planning, there has not been' suffic i e n t con­
sideration of what protective action advice is warranted in 
given erne=~ency situations. For exam?le, there is evidence 
that shelter ing ~~y be oreferable to evacuation in som e c ases 
fer the 2uritlon_~t:piume ~assage~et ~here is lit t le i nd i ­
cation that scenarios for protec tive action advice are bei ng 
worked out. 

The ex? erie n c e at Three 1-1 i 1 e I s 1 and s u g g es t s that pro­
tective ~ction advice will not be coherent \' "1less fed eral , 
st~te, and local officials have developed in advanc e a 
corr~on voc~bulA~ ahd mutual understanding of what protective 
actions-are :-.eeded at various emergency levels. Hhile NURZG- 0610, 
Draft ~eroencv Action Level Guidelines, does add ress these i ssues 
v:i th guiael ines for the lower :-ange o£ rac i olog ica l emerge ncie s , 
it provides no guidance whatever~ la:-ger effierg ency sc ena r i o$. 

':'he use of potassium iodide as a t~yro ic. blocking ag en t 
also illustrates ou:- point. Nea rly t·..Jo ~~ ea:-s a ft e :- Th:ee 
Mile Island, there is >till no unifo~-!ecler~l guidance on 
use of pot!ss ium icc~c . The absence of a feaeral polic y 
recomrr.e~ci~ g either fo~ or against t he use o: ?Otassium 
iodide is the least satisfactory alte:-native o! al l. ! n 
the absence o! fede~al guidance, so~e states anc utilities 
a?parently are stockpiling potassium iodide without clearly 
developed plans for its public use. The large sc a le s t o ck ­
p i ling c£ ?Otassium iocide without tho:-oughl y developed pl ans 
for its c i stribu~ion and use is a ha~£ mea s~=e t hat cou l d 
have da:"lge~ous implications for public order du:- ing an emer ­
aencv. Conflicting advice, imprecise publicity =egard ing 
~vaiia~ility, or faulty distri~ution schemes could, i n the 
worst case , contribute to panic respo~se by t he publ i c . 

v.~e the:-e!ore be!.ieve it to :,e i.r..?o:-ta nt :o~ you ~o 

i nst:-~ct t~e ~~ecut:ve b=anch to fo=~ulate ?=C~?: ly ~ 
clea:- p~l~cy advis i~g :o:- or agains: use o! po t assi~~ ~ocice 

r by the ?U~!ic . Our advice is that ~ede:-a l ?Ol icy sho uld 
\ <eco~~enC >cains~ cse of ?Otassium io6iCe ~o= ~~ e ge neral 
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public until such t ime a s: (1 ) resea:-ch has been carried 
out to cla:ify the sourc e term f or iodine r eleases ther eby 
damonstrat ing the need (wi t h r e spect to which we are communi- · 
catin9 with you s epa ra t ely) , and (2 ) c l ear a nd convincing plans 
have been formulated to demon strat e how potass ium iodid e can 
be effec ~ively distribut ed and made avai l able f or use when 
needed. We recogniz e tha t while potass i um iodide is a highl y 
effective thyro i d blocking agent, our concer n i s its misuse 
by our unin~ormed pub l i c i n i nappropr i ate c i r cums t ances . 

3. Of!-S ita Planning and Response. 

The Federal Emergency Manageme~t Agenc y has authori t y 
to coo:~ ina~e feceral agenci es in the non-technical aspect s 
o f off-si~ e respons e . FuJ~ 's prel~inary mas ter plan, dated 
September 30, 19 10, sets ou t an un exce~t iona bl e genera l 
coordinat ion plan for o! f- s i te res pon se Ey t he variou s 
federal ag encies incl\1ing the De par tment of Energy, the · 
Envi:-onmental Protection Agency and the Depa rtment. of Health 
and Human Services. 

The F!.H.l\ master pj,an , however, i s st i ll not matched 
wi t h irnol e~ ns and c~ns i stent pr ocedure s from 
t he er !ederal agencies. ~ appear s t o u s that the 
task of i nte:agency coordination a t the fece r a l level has 
become nired in rit~alistic paper ~~Qcecures . ~e therefore 
rec of.J'ti e ;jd to you t ha~ all !ec era l a genc ies i denti!ied in the 
F~1A master plan be q~~e~ deAC)ines to produce di:ec~ and 
unc om?l:catec descriptions o ! t heir r oles in a raciologica l 
e:nerge:,cy anc der.~o nst= at.e t~!. t t hey :,ave establishe:! adec:uate 
co~~un icat ion links wi th F~~~. Unless the e~ergency res?onse 
by t he var ious Federa l agenc i es is ~e ll coordinated, i t will 
not be po ss i~l e to r e nder the mo s t ef f ect ive advice and 
ass i 5ta~ce to the sta~es . 

State_acd l ac1l goverr~ents be~= primar y res?onsibility 
for off-s ite response, · including public noti f ication, ad­
v isinq protective action, and exec~ting pr otective ~ea su:es 
s uc h as evacuatio;). Of!-si:e eme=qency p l anning and respons e 
i s complica:ed by the u ni~ue in te=qcve=~~enta ! na~u=e o~ such 
e!!o r t s , re~u~ring coorc~na : icn ~y ~~lt.i?~ : uni:s cf state , 
a:1d loca l covern::1 e:1ts. l·:c=eove= , :-:ei";~er K~C, ?2!< .. ~, :~o= a:1y 
otr.er !ece:al agency exercises c~rec: j~=isciction. 
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Both NRC and FEMA regulations require that emergency 
plar.a be exercised as a condition of licensin, and that 
periodic exercises be held thereafter. Periodic exercises 
ar•, in our opinion, an important means of assuring a 
hi;her level of emergency preparedness. 

, 
We have reviewed the exercise held in ~ugust, 1980, 

prior to the licensing of North ~na Unit Two. A number 
o! substantive deficiencies appeared in the exercise , the 
meat ir..portant of which were com:nur.ica.tion link deficiencies 
anc! lack of adequat·e local gove:nme:1t participat ion. \\'e 
recognize that this exercise ~as th~ first of its kind ~nd 
that some divergence fro~ the require~2nts of ~~REG-065 4 
•as p:obably inevitable. We believe that the pl~nning 
reGuire:nents of NUREG-0654 are overly prescri?tive in some 
areas and suggest that F~~ snould, in ~he fu:ore , sort the 
w~ea.t !rom the chaff, c~ncentrating on priori~y items while 
leavinq less critical ~etails to be worked ou~ i~ ~n evolu~-~ 
tionary ma~~er ·by the participants . . r~~. 

"\ 

In many states the process of e:nerge:1cy planning is \ 
co~p~ica~ed by unclear statu~es and con!using ~eline~tion 
o~ :es?Onsibility a..mong the various levels o! state and 
local ~overnments. While this matter is not ~direct 
Federal res?onsibility, ~e believe it is a subj ect th~t 
neecs r..uch mora attention. \-\•e reco:-:-.. "';'le :lc t~at you request 
the Advisory Con~ission on Intergcver~ental Relations to 
study the intergovernmental managerne:1t of emerge:1cies and 
;.,ake recom.-nendations to the states !or leg islative cha:1ges . 

I~ the !inal analysis, the ability of hundreds o! ade­
~~ately prepared local offici~ls to 2~t anc in teract ef!ec­
tively is more important than all the pa?er that can be gener­
ated i:i advance of ~he emergency . The federal govern:";1ent 
sho~ld the=e!ore play a strong role in traini:1g ~nd t echnical 
ass:.stance to state a:-~d local govern:ne:1ts. t·:hile !E.."-1>. and 
its ?=ececesso= age:1cies have re:1ce=ec a ~=eat deal o f assis­
:a~:e ~o ~~e states, ~e believe ~~e Cc~;=ess s~~~l~ ?=ovide 
:::::-~ ..... .:.~ h additional resource~ !or t=~ ir.inc; a:-.=. ~ech:1 ical 
assista~ce. 
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\~e would be happy to pr ovid e whatever a s sistance you may 
~es ire i n following up t he r ecor.~e ndations s e t out in this 
letter •. 

BB: kae 

Respec t fully , 

-li¢i_~av 
Bruc e Bab:,i'tt 
Cha i rman 

;e· -~~~ Goldberge~ 
t t ee Hembe:-

H ~.r o l d L e...:l. s 
Com:ni t tee Member 


