13. CONDUCT OF OPERATIONS

13.3 Emergency Planning

The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) evaluates emergency plans for nuclear power
reactors to determine whether there is reasonable assurance that adequate protective
measures can and will be taken in the event of a radiological emergency. An early site permit
(ESP) application, pursuant to Title 10 of the Code of Federal Regulations (10 CFR),

Section 52.17(b), must identify any physical characteristics unique to the proposed site that
could pose a significant impediment to the development of emergency plans. The application
must also describe contacts and arrangements the applicant has made with Federal, State, and
local governmental agencies with emergency response planning responsibilities. In addition,
the application may propose major features of emergency plans, as described in Supplement 2
to Revision 1 of NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1, “Criteria for Preparation and Evaluation of
Radiological Emergency Response Plans and Preparedness in Support of Nuclear Power
Plants—Criteria for Emergency Planning in an Early Site Permit Application—Draft Report for
Comment” (hereafter referred to as Supplement 2), issued April 1996, or may propose
complete and integrated emergency plans.

The Exelon Generation Company, LLC (EGC or the applicant), ESP application includes the
“‘Emergency Plan for the Exelon Generation Company, LLC Early Site Permit” (hereafter
referred to as the EGC ESP Emergency Plan), that addresses the major features option
allowed for ESP applications under 10 CFR 52.17(b)(2)(i). Because the proposed ESP site
footprint consists of a portion of the existing Clinton Power Station (CPS) facility, and is located
immediately adjacent to CPS, very little distinction exists between the CPS site and the ESP
site for purposes of emergency response planning.

The staff, in consultation with the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), has
reviewed the applicant’s proposed EGC ESP Emergency Plan, Volume | of the lllinois Plan for
Radiological Accidents (IPRA) dated May 2001, Volume VIII of the IPRA dated July 2003, and
responses to requests for additional information (RAIs), in accordance with NRC Review
Standard (RS)-002, “Processing Applications for Early Site Permits,” issued in May 2004.

In RAI 13.3-2, the staff requested copies of the versions of the State and local emergency plans
that EGC refers to in the application. On December 15, 2004, the applicant provided copies of
the State and local plans in response to RAI 13.3-2. However, EGC provided a more recent
version of IPRA Volume VIII than referenced in its application. The applicant also provided a
summary of the changes to IPRA Volume VIll in the more recent version. The staff was unable
to complete its review of this information before preparation of the draft safety evaluation report
(DSER). Therefore, the staff characterized its review and acceptance of the information the
applicant provided on December 15, 2004, in response to RAI 13.3-2, as Confirmatory

Item 13.3-1. The staff reviewed the summary of the changes to IPRA Volume VIIl in the
applicant’s letter dated December 15, 2004, and determined that it did not affect this SER. The
staff also determined that the application was updated to reference the current version of IPRA
Volume VIII (2003). Therefore, the staff considers Confirmatory Item 13.3-1 to be resolved.

Because the applicant elected to present and seek NRC acceptance of the major features of
emergency plans, the staff’s evaluation addresses, in order, the three aspects of such a
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submission. The following identifies each aspect and the section of this safety evaluation report
(SER) that is discussed:

(1) identification of physical characteristics that could pose a significant impediment to the
development of emergency plans (SER Section 13.3.1)

(2) description of contacts and arrangements made with Federal, State, and local
governmental agencies with emergency planning responsibilities (SER Section 13.3.2)

(3) proposed major features of the emergency plans (SER Section 13.3.3)

The applicant identified 10 CFR Part 50, “Domestic Licensing of Production and Utilization
Facilities,” as applicable to the major features it proposed. Appendix E, “Emergency Planning
and Preparedness for Production and Utilization Facilities,” to 10 CFR Part 50, however, applies
to the “maijor features” option of 10 CFR 52.17(b)(2) only to the extent that it requires a
description of the “essential elements of advance planning that have been considered” (see
Section Il of Appendix E to 10 CFR Part 50). The staff approved the applicant’s identification
of 10 CFR Part 50 as one of the regulatory requirements applicable to the staff’s review of the
maijor features proposed by the applicant. The staff’s findings are set forth throughout

Section 13.3.3 of this SER and are limited to those particular portions of Appendix E to 10 CFR
Part 50 that the staff considered during the course of its review of a particular major feature.
More importantly, any staff finding that a proposed major feature complies with a particular
requirement of Appendix E to 10 CFR Part 50 is limited to the description of the major feature
approved by the staff in this SER.

Notwithstanding any staff approval of a proposed major feature in this SER, all features of the
emergency plan requiring a description pursuant to Appendix E to 10 CFR Part 50, but that are
not described in the ESP application, will be reviewed in the context of a combined license
(COL) or operating license (OL) application. The staff will review complete and integrated
emergency plans submitted in a COL or OL application to determine whether they comply with
such requirements, as well as the requirements of 10 CFR 50.47, “Emergency Plans.”

The staff’'s evaluation of the proposed major features of the applicant’'s emergency plans
parallels the major features and planning standards in Supplement 2.

13.3.1 Significant Impediments to the Development of Emergency Plans
13.3.1.1 Technical Information in the Application

In Section 2.3, “Evacuation Time Estimate Analysis,” of the EGC ESP Emergency Plan, the
applicant stated that the evacuation time estimate' (ETE) performed in 1993 for the CPS plume
exposure pathway served as the basis for the ETE analysis supporting its ESP application. The
applicant further stated that the 1993 ETE assesses the relative feasibility of an evacuation for
the 10-mile (mi) emergency planning zone (EPZ) plume exposure pathway. The applicant
evaluated the assumptions that served as the basis for the 1993 ETE; Section 2.3.1,

' “Evaluation Time Estimates for the Clinton Power Station,” July 1993.
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“Assumptions,” of the EGC ESP Emergency Plan lists these assumptions. The applicant
found that these assumptions remain valid for the area surrounding the ESP site.

Sections 2.2, “Summary of Methodology,” and 5.5, “Evacuation Simulation,” of the 1993 ETE
describe the methodology used, including the NETVAC computer simulation model. This model
has many features that enable a reasonably sophisticated modeling of the road network, the
use of evacuation preparation and departure time distributions, and the use of population and
vehicle demand distribution data to simulate a variety of evacuation scenarios.

The 1993 ETE identifies the worst-case ETE for the entire EPZ as a summer weekday, with an
ETE of 200 minutes for fair weather and 255 minutes for adverse weather. The Apple and Pork
Festival on summer weekends results in an ETE of 380 minutes for fair weather and

530 minutes for adverse weather.

Volumes | and VIII of the IPRA reference the 1993 ETE in the “Planning Standards and
Evaluation Criteria Correlation Document” for each volume. The 1993 ETE uses 1990
population data. An assessment of changes in population, using the 2000 census data, was
conducted in 2003 in the “Phase One Report—Assessment of Changes within the Emergency
Planning Zone for Clinton Nuclear Generating Station,” issued in December 2003 (hereafter
referred to as the Phase One Report). In RAI 13.3-15, the staff asked whether the information
contained in the Phase One Report documenting the assessment of population changes in the
plume exposure pathway EPZ should be considered as an update to the 1993 ETE. In
response to RAI 13.3-15, the applicant stated that it did not use the Phase One Report in the
preparation of the EGC ESP Emergency Plan and that it need not be referenced or considered
because Section 2.3.3, “Analysis—Comparison of Infrastructure and Population,” of the EGC
ESP Emergency Plan independently develops and describes the report’s conclusions.

Section 2.2.1, “Plume Exposure Pathway Emergency Planning Zone,” of the EGC ESP
Emergency Plan states that the EGC ESP site EPZ boundary is identical to the CPS EPZ, that
is within approximately a 10-mile radius of the ESP site. Figure 2.1-1, “ESP EPZ with Radial
Grid,” of the EGC ESP Emergency Plan illustrates the radial boundary of the ESP site plume
exposure pathway EPZ. The figure also shows transportation networks, topographical
features, and political boundaries. Figure 2.2-1, “ESP EPZ Subareas, Evacuation Routes,

and Relocation Centers,” of the EGC ESP Emergency Plan delineates the actual EPZ,
superimposed on the 10-mile radial grid, along with evacuation routes, subareas, and relocation
centers.

In RAI 13.3-17, even though some extrapolated population data have been provided for the
addition of two reactors at the Clinton site and refueling outages, the staff asked the applicant
to provide additional extrapolated population data for the next 20 years (i.e., the life of the ESP
application) and discuss their impact on ETEs. In response to RAI 13.3-17, the applicant stated
that Section 2.1, “Geography and Demography,” of the EGC ESP Site Safety Analysis Report
discusses the population data extrapolated for 60 years (i.e., the life of the ESP plus the life of
the operating license). The applicant further stated that the extrapolated population results do
not represent a significant change from those considered in the 1993 ETE; therefore, the
applicant expects minimal impact.
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Section 2.3.2, “Population Data,” of the EGC ESP Emergency Plan estimates the number of
people within the 10-mile EPZ who would require evacuation. The applicant developed
population estimates for the number of permanent residents within the 10-mile EPZ from 2000
U.S. Census Bureau data; Table 2.1-1, “Census 2000 Demographics within 10 Miles of the
Clinton Power Station in 1-mi Bands by Radial Grid Sector,” and Figure 2.3-2, “ESP EPZ
Permanent Population by Radial Grid Sector,” in the EGC ESP Emergency Plan provide these
data. The applicant derived the seasonal resident population from the 2000 U.S. Census
Bureau data category, “Vacant Housing for Seasonal, Recreational or Occasional Use.” In
Section 2.3.2.2, “Seasonal Population,” of the EGC ESP Emergency Plan, the applicant stated
that it multiplied the value in Table 2.3-1, “Census 2000 Demographics Data within 10 miles of
the Clinton Power Station by Radial Grid Sector,” by the previously accepted household
occupancy rate of 3, resulting in a total seasonal population of the 10-mile EPZ of 105.
Section 2.3.2.3, “Transient Population,” of the EGC ESP Emergency Plan addresses the
population estimates for transient facilities (e.g., hotels/motels, major employers, visitors to
recreational areas). Tables 2.3-2, “2002 Transient Population,” and 2.3-3, “Estimated EPZ Size
Transient Population,” referenced in Section 2.3.2.3 of the EGC ESP Emergency Plan, also
provide transient population data. Table 3.11, “Clinton EPZ Population by Subareas: All
Conditions,” in the 1993 ETE provides similar tabulations of data based on the 1990 census.
The 1993 ETE and the ESP application consider the Apple and Pork Festival, that is a special
event when the total summer weekend transient population increases to 65,676 persons. The
auto occupancy factor for transients depends on whether they are at campsites or are
employees. Section 2.1, “Sources of Data and General Assumptions,” of the 1993 ETE
provides these data.

The applicant stated in Section 2.3.2.3 of the EGC ESP Emergency Plan that it developed the
estimates from 2002 survey data and that the DeWitt County Emergency Services and Disaster
Agency (ESDA) coordinator verified them. Section 2.3.2.3 also states that the transient
population statistics include migrant farm workers because of the nature of the farming in the
region. This section of the EGC ESP Emergency Plan also discusses the CPS site population.

To evaluate the significant impediments to the development of an emergency plan, the
applicant used the sequence of constructing and operating dual AP1000 units on the site.
Section 2.3.2.3.1, “Special Population,” of the EGC ESP Emergency Plan addresses special
populations. Table 2.3-4, “2002 Special Population in 10-mile EPZ,” in Section 2.3.2.3.1 of the
EGC ESP Emergency Plan presents the special population estimates for the four seasons and
the weekday or weekend scenarios. The applicant developed the population estimates for
special facilities (schools, hospitals, nursing homes, and correction facilities) from 2002 survey
data, and the DeWitt County ESDA coordinator verified them. The 1993 ETE provides similar
data tabulations in Table 3.11.

Section 2.3.3 of the EGC ESP Emergency Plan describes the analysis to test the current
validity of the 1993 ETE conclusions. The applicant drew the following conclusions from its
analysis:

. The infrastructure baseline used in the 1993 ETE has not changed and, therefore, does
not impact the conclusions of estimated evacuation time.
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. The permanent and seasonal population increase is considered negligible and has no
negative impact on the 1993 ETE.

. The resulting special population increase of 26 individuals has no negative impact on
the estimate for evacuation time.

. The total population estimate for the limiting summer weekday case has not changed
significantly and, therefore, has no negative impact on the ETE.

. The population and its distribution have not changed significantly; therefore, the
modeling of vehicle entry into the roadway network has not changed. With no changes
to the roadway network and no significant changes to the total population, there is no
impact on the 1993 ETE and the conclusions of that analysis remain valid.

Section 2.3.4, “Analysis—Special Event,” of the EGC ESP Emergency Plan describes the
analysis of the ETE for the annual Apple and Pork Festival. The applicant concluded that the
evacuation times for fair and adverse weather contained in the 1993 ETE remain valid.

The ETE analysis in Section 2.3 of the EGC ESP Emergency Plan assesses the relative
feasibility of an evacuation for the 10-mile plume exposure pathway EPZ. The applicant based
the evacuation times on a detailed consideration of the plume exposure pathway EPZ roadway
network and population distribution. The information in Table 2.3-5, “Evacuation Time
Estimates,” of the EGC ESP Emergency Plan details representative evacuation times for
daytime and nighttime scenarios under fair and adverse weather conditions for the evacuation
of various areas within the EPZ (once a decision has been made to evacuate). In Section 2.3.1
of the EGC ESP Emergency Plan, the applicant described adverse weather as sudden
rainstorms that would reduce effective roadway capacity by 20 percent for summer conditions
and snowstorms that would reduce roadway capacity by 30 percent for winter conditions. The
evacuation times noted include notification, mobilization, and travel time for the general
population, including the permanent population and special facilities (e.g., schools, nursing
homes, hospitals, and recreational areas).

The 1993 ETE for the CPS plume exposure pathway EPZ served as the basis for the ETE
analysis supporting the application. The applicant evaluated the assumptions listed in

Section 2.3.1 of the EGC ESP Emergency Plan and found that they remain valid for the area
surrounding the ESP site. The applicant further stated in Section 2.3.1 that the preparation and
mobilization times developed for each population component (i.e., permanent residents,
seasonal residents, transient, and special facilities) in the 1993 ETE analysis are reasonable.

Section 2.3.3 of the EGC ESP Emergency Plan compares the road and highway infrastructure
that was the basis of the links and nodes input to the NETVAC program employed in the 1993
ETE to the current infrastructure. This analysis also compares a geographic information
system (GIS) plot of roads and highways, based on data obtained from the 2000 census
TIGER/Line Files, to the plume exposure pathway EPZ blue-line drawing and the written
description of the 1993 ETE. The applicant took three approaches in this infrastructure
comparison. In the first approach, the applicant evaluated EPZ zones defined by 22.5-degree
sectors and 1-mile incremental radii overlaying the current GIS plot by comparing them to the
similar zones on the blue-line drawing. This comparison revealed no differences in the
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infrastructure, although there were slight differences in the overlay locations resulting from
differences in the accuracy of the GIS data versus the 1993 drawing. In the second approach,
that occurred in May 2002, the applicant drove the principal roadways described in the 1993
ETE. The verification of roadways included the links and nodes shown in Figure 2.1-1 of the
EGC ESP Emergency Plan. In the third approach, the applicant directly compared the link
evacuation routes, 901-905 and 801-815, to nodes 1-75 indicated on the drawing and the GIS
plot. The applicant noted no differences. Regarding the second approach (i.e., the May 2002
drive of the principal roadways), the staff requested, in RAI 13.3-20(f), that the applicant
discuss any road changes identified, including new or changed access points, roadway
conditions, and roadway constrictions that could reduce the capacity of sections of the route. In
response to RAI 13.3-20(f), the applicant stated that a verification of roadways was indeed
performed in May of 2002 as part of a validity test of the 1993 ETE conclusions and that it
noted no differences.

In RAI 13.3-20(a), the staff asked the applicant to discuss its rationale for excluding shadow or
voluntary evacuation in the 1993 ETE. In response to RAI 13.3-20(a), the applicant stated that
the 1993 ETE study for CPS did not address shadow or voluntary evacuation because the
population density in the area within 1 to 2 miles outside of the EPZ boundaries is very sparse.
The largest communities located along primary evacuation routes and within a few miles
outside of the EPZ are Maroa, located along State Route 51 south of the EPZ, and Heyworth,
located along State Route 51 north of the EPZ. The 2000 census stated the population of
Maroa City as only 1654 (651 households), and the population of Heyworth Village as only 2431
(897 households). The ETE simulations indicate that Route 51 has the capacity to accept
traffic from these communities, in addition to the traffic evacuating from the EPZ. Voluntary
evacuation of the entire resident population from Maroa City would contribute only about

325 vehicles per hour, while voluntary evacuation of the entire resident population from
Heyworth would contribute about 450 vehicles per hour. Route 51 and the other roadways
serving these communities could accommodate these traffic volumes, without interfering with
traffic evacuating from the EPZ. The evacuation simulations do not indicate any expected
congestion on Route 51, proceeding north or south from Clinton, for any of the evacuation
scenarios. The conditions that control the predicted evacuation times reflect local congestion
on roadways within the city of Clinton. The applicant’s responses to RAI 13.3-20(u) and (v)
provide more details concerning predicted traffic flow.

The 1993 ETE states that the road network was obtained by a field survey in 1984 and verified
through discussions with the lllinois Power Company, as discussed in Section 2.1 of the 1993
ETE. Section 2.3, “Conditions Modeled,” of the 1993 ETE states that the county agency
officials agreed that no significant changes to the EPZ roadway network had occurred since
1984. This section also states that the roadways are unchanged and that no major construction
projects are planned.

Section 2.1 of the 1993 ETE provides the assumptions used for vehicle occupancy rates.
Permanent resident rates in the 1993 ETE are based on the 1990 census average household
occupancy rates. Seasonal resident rates are based on the average seasonal resident
household size as reported in the 1990 census data. Transient population rates in the 1993
ETE are based on the peak occupancy of recreational and hotel/motel facilities within the EPZ
(as determined by a telephone survey). The vehicle occupancy rates are (1) major places for
employment—1 vehicle per employee, except the rate for CPS, that is 1.5 people per vehicle,
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(2) recreation areas—1 vehicle per campsite and 3 people per vehicle for all other areas,
(3) students—60 persons per bus, and (4) hospitals/nursing homes/correctional
facilities—40 people per bus.

Section 2.1 of the 1993 ETE also contains the assumptions for adverse weather conditions.
The applicant analyzed sudden rainstorms that would reduce roadway capacity by 20 percent
for summer conditions and snowstorms that would reduce capacity by 30 percent for winter
conditions. The reductions in capacity and speed in Section 2.3 of the ETE analysis are
consistent with the Highway Capacity Manual; however, the difference in the ETE for the winter
weeknight adverse and the normal conditions (Table 6.2, “Evacuation Time Estimate Summary,
Winter Weeknight”) is almost negligible, with no difference in many instances and a 5-minute
difference for evacuation of the entire EPZ. In RAI 13.3.20(h), the staff asked the applicant to
discuss the reason for the almost negligible difference in the ETE for the evacuation of the
entire plume exposure pathway EPZ for the winter weeknight adverse conditions and the
normal conditions described in the 1993 ETE analysis. In response to RAI 13.3-20(h), the
applicant stated that winter weeknight scenarios have the lowest vehicle demand and the
shortest ETEs. The relatively short evacuation times for the winter weeknight scenarios

(180 minutes for normal weather, 185 minutes for adverse weather) indicate that NETVAC
predicts few delays from traffic congestion. Based on a review of the simulation results, the
primary controlling factor that determines the ETEs for these two cases is intersection capacity
at a few locations in the city of Clinton. The primary effect of adverse weather on NETVAC
simulations is to reduce roadway capacity and travel speeds; intersection capacity is largely
unaffected. Since the number of vehicles is identical for “normal” and “adverse” weather
conditions, the time for traffic to clear the critical intersections is the same for both cases. The
small difference in ETEs reflects the travel time from Clinton to the EPZ boundaries. The travel
distance is roughly 4 miles; at 30 miles per hour (mph), this requires 8 minutes, while at

21 mph, it takes about 12 minutes.

The 1993 ETE provides the time distributions for the evacuation components for the transient
and special populations. For school children, the 1993 ETE assumes that it could take up to
1 hour to assemble buses. School buses are loaded into the evacuation network within
30-90 minutes following the decision to evacuate. Some buses are assumed to be located at
the school.

For hospitals, nursing homes, and correctional facilities, the 1993 ETE uses data from other,
nonsite-specific studies to arrive at the assumption that these facilities would commence
evacuation between 1 to 2 hours after the 15-minute notification. In RAI 13.3-20(b), the staff
asked the applicant to provide site-specific data for those hospitals, nursing homes, and
correctional facilities addressed in the 1993 ETE or to describe the other studies that it used to
arrive at this assumption. In response to RAI 13.3-20(b), dated January 24, 2005, the applicant
stated that the departure time distribution used in the 1993 ETE study for the special facilities
(including hospitals, nursing homes, and correctional facilities) was formulated with departures
following the decision to evacuate as indicated in the revisions to Attachment A, “Analysis of
Special Facility Evacuation Times,” and Table 1, “Evacuation Time Estimates for Special
Facilities in EPZ for Clinton Station.” The 1993 ETE study was based on information obtained
from individual facilities and from county emergency management officials responsible for
coordinating transportation resources for transport-dependent residents and special facilities.
The applicant reviewed these assumptions with the lllinois Emergency Management Agency
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(IEMA) and the responsible county agencies before performing the ETE analysis. For the
evacuation simulations, the goal is to estimate evacuation times for the entire evacuating
population, including special facilities. The evacuation model, NETVAC, does not distinguish
among vehicles originating from different nodes or facilities, and the evacuation model design
does not allow a different departure time distribution to be specified for each facility. Analysis
for individual facilities is generally a manual effort, utilizing the evacuation model results to
estimate travel times along specific routes. The applicant’s response to RAI 13.3-20(c)
described below provides additional information.

The 1993 ETE analysis for the total population, provided in Tables 6.1 through 6.4, “Evacuation
Time Estimate Summary: Winter Weekday, Winter Weeknight, Summer Weekday, and
Summer Weekend,” for the season of year and weather scenarios, includes the ETE for special
facilities/population. In RAI 13.3-20(c), the staff asked the applicant to provide a separate
analysis of the ETE for special populations for normal and adverse conditions. In response to
RAI 13.3-20(c), the applicant provided an analysis of ETEs for individual special facilities in
Attachment A, “Analysis of Special Facility Evacuation Times,” to its letter to the NRC dated
January 24, 2005.

Sections 3.1.2, “Transport-Dependent Permanent Population” and 5.3, “Transportation
Dependent Population,” of the 1993 ETE analysis characterize the nonauto-owning population
as contributing one vehicle per household, that neighbors or State/local authorities would
provide. In RAI 13.3-20(d), the staff asked the applicant to provide the following information:

. the basis for the assumption that neighbors and State/local authorities would contribute
one vehicle per household for the transport-dependent (nonauto-owning) population, as
described in the 1993 ETE study

. site-specific data regarding the number of nonauto-owning households within the plume
exposure pathway EPZ

. the methodology for determining the transport-dependent population

. an estimate of the number of auto-owning residents versus transport-dependent
residents

. the initiation/mobilization time distribution for the transport-dependent population

. a separate estimate of the time required to evacuate the transport-dependent population

In response to RAI 13.3-20(d), the applicant stated in its letter to the NRC dated January 24,
2005, that Table B-1, “Estimates of Transport-Dependent Population in Clinton Station EPZ,”
and Attachment B, “Transport-Dependent Population,” to the letter provide estimates of the
number of transport-dependent households by subarea for the EPZ. These data indicate that
the large majority of transport-dependent households (259 out of 302) are located in the city of
Clinton (subarea 7). However, a footnote was added to revised Table B-1 in the letter dated
October 27, 2005, that states that the total of subareas 1-8 is only 301 due to round-off of the
subarea values to whole numbers. The 2000 census (SF-3) tabulates the number of vehicles
per household; transport-dependent households were estimated on the reported number of
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occupied households with no vehicles. The DeWitt County ESDA indicates that the transport-
dependent residential population within the city of Clinton will evacuate via buses provided by
the city, in addition to assistance from auto-owning residents (generally neighbors or relatives).
The buses will evacuate residents from a designated set of pickup locations in the city. The
buses will evacuate residents from Clinton to the reception center in Decatur, lllinois. According
to ESDA, the number of buses available should be able to evacuate transport-dependent
residents in a single pass. If residents arrive at pickup points after the buses have departed,
one or more buses will return to Clinton to evacuate any remaining residents. It is assumed
that the small number of transport-dependent residents in other subareas will evacuate with
assistance from neighbors or relatives. For the 1993 ETE study, one vehicle per household
was assigned for the entire residential population, including transport-dependent households.
The analysis in the 1993 study assumed the distribution of mobilization times for the transport-
dependent population to be the same as for the general residential population. The ETEs for
the general population in Clinton are, therefore, considered representative (or conservative) for
transport-dependent residents.

Section 2.3 of the 1993 ETE provides the methodology for determining the number of vehicles
and the auto occupancy rates for the different population groups based primarily on studies
done elsewhere.

Section 4.0, “The Evacuation Roadway Network,” and Appendix 3, “Roadway Network Listings
and Capacities from NETVAC,” to the 1993 ETE provide a description of the road network, a
printout of the network characteristics, and the roadway network listing and capacities. In

RAI 13.3-20(e), the staff asked the applicant to clarify whether the 1993 ETE analyzed the
characteristics of each segment for the narrowest section or bottleneck of nonuniform
roadways. In response to RAI 13.3-20(e), the applicant stated that when roadway conditions
are not uniform over the length of a link, roadway dimensions (e.g., lane width, side width)
represent the most restrictive conditions over the link. In general, multiple links are used when
a significant change in roadway conditions is encountered (e.g., change in lane width, addition
or deletion of lane, change in speed limit).

Section 5.4, “Evacuation Preparation Times and Departure Distributions,” of the 1993 ETE
analysis discusses the time distributions used for the different population types. The time
distribution for the permanent resident population did not use site-specific data. Instead, the
applicant used data from other studies to arrive at the notification and preparation time
distribution. Figure 5.1, “Notification/Preparation/Mobilization Time Distributions,” provides this
distribution, that assumes that no one begins evacuation for the first 30 minutes (i.e., during the
notification period). The permanent resident population time distribution for mobilization and
preparation for evacuation spans a period of 2 hours.

Section 6.1, “Evacuation Time Estimate Summary,” of the 1993 ETE analysis describes the
locations where queuing is likely to occur under the various scenarios. Sections 7.2,
“Evacuation Traffic and Access Control Locations,” and 7.3, “Evacuation Traffic Management
Locations and Other Potential Mitigating Measures,” of the 1993 ETE analysis describe the
locations identified in the NETVAC simulation that may require traffic management personnel
during the evacuation. Section 7.2 includes traffic management at locations warranted by
vehicle queuing and delays. The applicant used the NETVAC model results to identify these
locations. In RAI 13.3-20(g), the staff asked the applicant to discuss how the NETVAC model
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accounts for traffic control or whether the ETE would be reduced if these traffic control
measures were implemented. The staff also asked the applicant to clarify whether existing
traffic control devices would prevail during an evacuation or if emergency personnel would staff
traffic control points. In response to RAI 13.3-20(g), the applicant stated that the NETVAC
evacuation model has two operating modes. The first of these modes assumes traffic flow at
intersections consistent with existing traffic controls (signals operating on normal cycles, stop
signs observed), while the second mode assumes that those controls would be overridden by
emergency personnel, who would then direct traffic at designated control points to optimize the
flow of evacuating vehicles. The decision on what mode to use for a given ETE study is based
on discussions with emergency response agencies responsible for managing the evacuation. If
the agencies indicate that plans call for emergency personnel to override existing traffic
controls, then NETVAC is run in the “override” mode. If plans call for emergency personnel to
manage traffic flow, while existing controls remain in operation, then NETVAC is run in “normal”
mode. For the 1993 study, the NETVAC model was run assuming existing traffic controls would
remain in place.

Table 4.1, “Primary Evacuation Routes by Township/Incorporated Area,” of the 1993 ETE
analysis provides a map of the roadwork in the EPZ. Section 6.1 of the 1993 ETE identifies and
discusses road intersections with the potential for delays (queuing) during evacuation. The
main access road from CPS to Route 54 is one of the roadways that could experience queuing
under both fair and adverse weather conditions for all cases. This delay affects the ETEs for all
evacuation scenarios because it originates within the 0—2-mile ring included in all evacuation
scenarios.

The 1993 ETE considers a variety of factors necessary for ETEs. For example, Section 6.2,
“Apple and Pork Festival,” addresses the Apple and Pork Festival, that brings nearly

50,000 transients to the township of Clinton. In RAI 13.3-20(i), the staff asked the applicant for
the following information:

. the basis for the assumption that 50,000 people, in 16,500 additional vehicles, will enter
the evacuation route during the Apple and Pork Festival

. the dependency of the people attending the festival on public transportation to get to
their vehicles (if park-and-ride shuttles are used during the event)

. whether any of these vehicles would return home to pack or pick up relatives before
evacuating the plume exposure pathway EPZ

. the estimated time to mobilize from the festival to start of the evacuation

. trip generation times for this event

In response to RAI 13.3-20(i), the applicant stated that the correct numbers for the 1993 ETE
study are 50,000 people in 16,667 vehicles (3 persons per vehicle). For the Apple and Pork
Festival scenario, this population is separate from (in addition to) the residential population.

Consequently, the applicant assumed that these vehicles would depart directly from the Apple
and Pork Festival and exit the EPZ. (This obviously represents a substantial amount of double-
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counting.) Vehicles departing from the festival were assigned to eight departure nodes in the
city of Clinton.

The assigned distribution of departure times for vehicles from the Apple and Pork Festival

was 30 to 60 minutes, the standard time distribution used for recreation activities. As a
practical matter, however, the NETVAC simulations indicate that it would take more than

3 hours for the local roadway network to absorb this many vehicles, regardless of the assigned
distribution of departure times. (At the assigned entry nodes, “spillback” conditions persist for
more than 3 hours.) According to local officials, the park-and-ride shuttles can move up to
20,000 people per hour to remote parking areas, or 50,000 people in 2.5 hours. Local officials
were unable to provide a breakdown of festival attendance based on location of residence.
Since the population residing inside the EPZ is only 13,268, the large majority of the 50,000
attending the festival must reside outside of the EPZ. If the scenario were revised to account
for residents returning home from the festival, before evacuating the EPZ, this would lengthen
the departure times for the residential population, but it would also reduce the number of
vehicles evacuating directly from Clinton, thereby reducing the total number of evacuating
vehicles. In RAI 13.3-20(j), the staff asked the applicant to discuss the basis for the population
estimate of 22,000 people per day for the festival used in Section 2.3.4 of the EGC ESP
Emergency Plan, since the 1993 ETE study adds 50,000 people to the transient population for
the Apple and Pork Festival. In response to RAI 13.3-20(j), the applicant stated that the value
of 22,000 people per day for the festival in Section 2.3.4 of the EGC ESP Emergency Plan is
incorrect. According to the DeWitt County ESDA, evacuation planning is based on an
estimated maximum attendance of 50,000 people. The applicant stated that Section 2.3.4 of
the EGC ESP Emergency Plan will be revised to state, “The current estimate of peak population
for the festival remains the same as in 1993: about 50,000 people. Therefore, the evacuation
times of 380 minutes for fair weather and 530 minutes for adverse weather during the Apple
and Pork Festival remain valid (see Table 2.3.5).”

Section 2.1, “Site Description,” of the EGC ESP Emergency Plan states that the Weldon
Springs State Recreation Area has camping, fishing, and picnicking facilities. Section 2.1 also
states that Lake Clinton State Recreation Area has facilities to accommodate boating, camping,
fishing, picnicking, and hiking. In RAI 13.3-3, the staff asked the applicant to provide additional
information concerning the availability of adequate shelter facilities for the public in the Weldon
Springs State Recreation Area and Lake Clinton State Recreation Area. In response to

RAI 13.3-3, the applicant stated that the Weldon Springs State Recreation Area and the Lake
Clinton State Recreation Area do not include any identified shelter facilities. In the case of an
emergency, the applicant assumed that the public in these locations would leave the recreation
area and proceed either to their own homes (if applicable) or to the designated shelter facilities,
as identified in Section 10.1, “Notification of On-site Personnel,” of the EGC ESP Emergency
Plan. In addition, the applicant stated that the ETE analysis discussed in Section 2.3 of the
EGC ESP Emergency Plan considers this relocation.

In Section 2.4, “Results—Significant Impediments to the Development of an Emergency Plan,”
of the EGC ESP Emergency Plan, the applicant stated that there are no geographic or political
impediments to the development of an emergency plan. The applicant also stated that

Table 2.3-5, “Evacuation Time Estimates,” contains those ETEs from the 1993 ETE analysis
that remain valid for the current ESP application.
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13.3.1.2 Regulatory Evaluation

In Section 1.1, “Overview,” of the EGC ESP Emergency Plan, the applicant stated that it
developed the EGC ESP Emergency Plan to comply with the requirements of 10 CFR 52.17,
“Contents of Application,” using the guidance in Supplement 2. In Section 1.2, “Planning
Standards and Evaluation Criteria,” of the EGC ESP Emergency Plan, the applicant stated that
the EGC ESP Emergency Plan, in conjunction with future implementing and administrative
procedures, documents the methods by which the applicant’s emergency preparedness
program meets the planning standards in 10 CFR 50.47(b) and the requirements in Appendix E
to 10 CFR Part 50. Therefore, the staff finds that the applicant identified the regulatory
requirements and guidance applicable to the proposed major features of emergency plans for
an ESP application.

In its review of the application, the staff considered the regulatory requirements in 10 CFR
52.17(b)(1), that mandate that the applicant for an ESP identify physical characteristics unique
to the proposed site, such as egress limitations from the area surrounding the site, that could
pose a significant impediment to the development of emergency plans. The staff further
considered 10 CFR 52.18, “Standards for Review of Applications,” that requires consultation
with FEMA to determine whether the information required of the applicant by 10 CFR
52.17(b)(1) demonstrates that no significant impediment to the development of emergency
plans exists. Supplement 2 and RS-002 provide guidance concerning the review and
evaluation of emergency response planning information given in an ESP application.

Supplement 2 defines a significant impediment as a physical characteristic or combination of
physical characteristics that would pose major difficulties for an evacuation or the taking of
other protective actions. Such unique physical characteristics may be identified by performing a
preliminary analysis of the time needed to evacuate various sectors and distances within the
10-mile EPZ for transient and permanent populations, noting major difficulties for an evacuation
(e.g., significant traffic-related delays) or the taking of other protective actions.

According to RS-002, the applicant should address factors, such as the availability of adequate
shelter facilities, local building practices, and land use (e.g., outdoor recreation facilities,
including camps, beaches, hunting or fishing areas), and the presence of large institutional or
other special needs populations (e.g., schools, hospitals, nursing homes, prisons), when
identifying significant impediments to the development of emergency plans. Any ETE or other
identification of physical impediments should include the latest population census numbers and
the most recent local conditions. In addition, the applicant should describe the proposed means
for resolving any impediments identified.

13.3.1.3 Technical Evaluation

The staff finds the applicant’s clarification regarding the use of the information in the Phase
One Report in the response to RAI 13.3-15 to be acceptable. The staff finds that the
applicant’s response to RAI 13.3-17 regarding extrapolated population data is consistent with
the guidance in Supplement 2 and is, therefore, acceptable. The staff finds the applicant’s
clarification regarding the availability of adequate shelter facilities for the public in the Weldon
Springs and Lake Clinton State Recreation Areas in response to RAI 13.3-3 to be acceptable.
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In RAIs 13.3-20(a) through (j), the staff requested information regarding the ETE for CPS as
part of its review of physical characteristics unique to the site that could pose significant
impediments to the development of emergency plans. The staff identified the need for this
information as Open Item 13.3-1. In its submission to the NRC dated January 24, 2005, the
applicant responded to RAIs 13.3-20(a) through (j). The information related to the 1993 ETE
for Clinton provided by the applicant in response to RAIs 13.3-20(a) through (j) is consistent
with the guidance in Supplement 2 and is, therefore, acceptable. The staff considers

Open ltem 13.3-1 to be resolved.

The staff notes that the ESP application site is adjacent to CPS. Integrated onsite and offsite
radiological emergency plans currently exist for CPS, that is an operating nuclear power plant.
Because CPS is an operating nuclear power plant, with integrated onsite and offsite emergency
plans, no significant impediments exist to the development of an emergency plan for the site.

In addition, the applicant adequately identified physical characteristics unique to the proposed
site by performing a preliminary analysis of the time required to evacuate various sectors and
distances within the plume exposure pathway EPZ for transient and permanent populations and
did not note any major impediments for an evacuation or other protective actions.

The ETE analysis includes a map showing the proposed site and plume exposure pathway
EPZ, as well as transportation networks, topographical features, and political boundaries. The
boundaries of the EPZ, in addition to the evacuation subareas within the EPZ, are based on
factors such as current and projected demography, topography, land characteristics, access
routes, and jurisdictional boundaries. The applicant’s 1993 ETE does not require updating,
since the guidance in NUREG/CR-4831, “State of the Art in Evacuation Time Estimate Studies
for Nuclear Power Plants,” states that, as a general rule, a 10-percent increase in the
population indicates a need to check evacuation times.

The ETE analysis in the application includes an estimate of the number of people to be
evacuated, using the latest population census numbers and the most recent local conditions.
The population estimate also considers permanent residents, transients, and persons in special
facilities, including those confined to institutions such as hospitals, nursing homes, and prisons.
The applicant also evaluated the school population in the special facility segment of the
analysis.

The ETE analysis in the application included a complete review and description of the road
network in the proposed site area. The applicant included the assumptions for determining the
number of vehicles that should be provided, as well as the methodology for determining the
transport-dependent population. The applicant also analyzed travel times and potential
locations for serious congestion along the evacuation routes. The ETE analysis considered
normal and adverse weather conditions, such as flooding, snow, ice, fog, or rain, as well.

The ETE analysis focused on site factors that are considered to be impediments to emergency
planning and preparedness. The analysis did not identify any of the ETEs as being unduly
high. In addition, the analysis did not identify any major difficulties for an evacuation or the
taking of other protective actions, such as sheltering in the plume EPZ.
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The staff finds that the applicant adequately addressed other factors, such as the availability of
sufficient shelter facilities, taking into consideration local building practices and land use (e.g.,
outdoor recreation facilities, including camps, beaches, and hunting or fishing areas).

The applicant did not identify any other physical characteristics that could pose a significant
impediment to the development of an emergency plan, such as new home or shopping center
construction, an industrial park, a major increase in the number of new employers, or new roads
or highways.

13.3.1.4 Conclusions

As discussed above, the applicant has demonstrated through the use of the 1993 ETE that no
physical characteristic unique to the proposed ESP site could pose a significant impediment to
the development of emergency plans. Based on its review, as set forth above, the staff
concludes that the information the applicant provided is consistent with the guidance in RS-002
and Supplement 2. Therefore, the information is acceptable and meets the requirements of

10 CFR 52.17(b)(1) and 10 CFR 52.18.

13.3.2 Contacts and Arrangements with Federal, State, and Local Agencies
13.3.2.1 Technical Information in the Application

Section 3.1.1.2, “State Agencies,” of the EGC ESP Emergency Plan states that the Director of
IEMA has acknowledged support of the EGC ESP Emergency Plan. A letter dated

December 9, 2002, from Mr. Jeffrey A. Benjamin, Vice President, Licensing & Regulatory
Affairs (EGC), to Mr. Michael Chamness, Director, IEMA, requests IEMA support of the EGC
ESP application. The letter states that Mr. Chamness’s signature attests to his awareness of
the intent of EGC to take credit for the existing IPRA Volumes | and VIl in the ESP application
and that no significant impediments exist to implementing the emergency plan for the ESP
plant.

Appendix A, “Contacts and Arrangements” to the EGC ESP Emergency Plan contains a letter
dated December 9, 2002, from Mr. Jeffrey A. Benjamin, Vice President, Licensing & Regulatory
Affairs (EGC), to Mr. Thomas W. Ortciger, Director, lllinois Department of Nuclear Safety
(IDNS), requesting IDNS support of the EGC ESP application. The letter states that

Mr. Ortciger’s signature attests to his awareness of the intent of EGC to take credit for the
existing IPRA Volumes | and VIl in the ESP application and that no significant impediments
exist to implementing the emergency plan for the ESP plant.

Section 3.2.5, “Agreements in Planning Effort,” of the EGC ESP Emergency Plan states that
IDNS and IEMA are aware of and have concurred with the applicant’s intent to take credit for
IPRA Volumes | and VIIl in the ESP application.

In RAI 13.3-4, the staff requested documentation of the applicant’s contacts and arrangements
with local governmental agencies having emergency planning responsibilities within the plume
exposure EPZ. This documentation should specifically address the expanded responsibilities
associated with an additional reactor (or reactors) at the Clinton site. In its response to

RAI 13.3-4, the applicant stated that the IEMA agreement letter, which was included in
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Appendix A to the EGC ESP Emergency Plan, provides documentation of the necessary
contacts and arrangements with local governmental agencies having emergency planning
responsibilities within the plume exposure EPZ. The applicant also stated that the State of
lllinois established IEMA to coordinate and assist the counties and municipalities in the event of
radiological accidents. The applicant referenced and provided the staff with a copy of the State
of lllinois Statute 20 ILCS 3305/2, “lllinois Emergency Management Act.”

Section 3.2.5 of the EGC ESP Emergency Plan also states that agreement letters with those
Federal agencies that are legally required to respond are not necessary.

13.3.2.2 Regulatory Evaluation

In Section 1.1 of the EGC ESP Emergency Plan, the applicant stated that it developed the plan
to comply with the requirements of 10 CFR 52.17 using the guidance in Supplement 2. In
Section 1.2 of the EGC ESP Emergency Plan, the applicant stated that the EGC ESP
Emergency Plan, in conjunction with future implementing and administrative procedures,
documents the methods by which the applicant’s emergency preparedness program meets the
planning standards in 10 CFR 50.47(b) and the requirements in Appendix E to 10 CFR Part 50.
The staff finds that the applicant identified the regulatory requirements and guidance applicable
to the proposed major features of emergency plans for an ESP application.

In its review of the application, the staff considered the regulatory requirements in 10 CFR
52.17(b)(3), which mandate, in part, that an ESP application describe the contacts and
arrangements made with Federal, State, and local governmental agencies with emergency
planning responsibilities. Supplement 2 and RS-002 provide guidance concerning the review
and evaluation of emergency planning information given in an ESP application.

Supplement 2 states that the description of contacts and arrangements should include the
name and location of the organization contacted, the title and/or position of the person(s)
contacted, and the role of the organization in emergency planning. The evaluation criteria in
Supplement 2, Section V, provide additional guidance, that applies to the submission of
emergency plans under the major features option of 10 CFR 52.17(b)(2)(i).

According to RS-002, for an operating reactor site, the ESP application should clearly indicate
the impact of applying an existing emergency preparedness program element to the expanded
use of the site, including any necessary changes to the program in support of a new reactor(s).
For example, letters of agreement, reflecting contacts and arrangements made with local and
State governmental agencies with emergency planning responsibilities might need revision to
reflect the anticipated presence of an additional reactor(s) at the site. Such revised letters of
agreement should reflect any impact an additional reactor(s) would have on the agencies’
emergency response planning responsibilities and should include acknowledgment by the
agencies of the proposed expanded responsibilities. The use of separate correspondence
would also be acceptable. If the applicant cannot make arrangements with Federal, State, and
local governmental agencies with emergency response planning responsibilities, for whatever
reason, the applicant should discuss its efforts to make such arrangements, along with a
description of any compensatory measures it has taken or plans to take because of the lack of
such arrangements.
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13.3.2.3 Technical Evaluation

The applicant’s initial description of contacts and arrangements made with Federal, State, and
local governmental agencies did not clearly address the presence of an additional reactor(s) at
the site and any resulting impact on the agencies’ emergency planning responsibilities,
including the agencies’ acknowledgment of the proposed expanded responsibilities. Further,
the additional information provided by the applicant in its response to RAI 13.3-4 did not
adequately address the request. Therefore, the staff identified in Open Item 13.3-2 that the
applicant’s documentation of contacts and arrangements with local governmental agencies
having emergency planning responsibilities within the plume exposure EPZ (potentially DeWitt,
Macon, McLean, and Piatt Counties; the municipalities of Clinton, Wapella, and Weldon; and
the Village of DeWitt) did not address the expanded responsibilities associated with an
additional reactor(s) at the Clinton site. In its submission to the NRC dated April 4, 2005, the
applicant responded to Open ltem 13.3-2. The applicant stated that, as indicated in the original
response to RAI 13.3-4 (submitted October 5, 2004), documentation of contacts and
arrangements with local governmental agencies with emergency planning responsibilities within
the plume exposure EPZ is provided through IEMA and the State of lllinois Statute 20 ILCS
3305. Specifically, Section 3305/2 of the statute establishes the IEMA and authorizes
“emergency management programs with the political subdivision of the State.” Section 3305/4
of the statute defines political subdivisions as “any county, city, village, or incorporated town or
township....” Section 3305/5(f) indicates that the IEMA shall (among other things) take the
following actions:

(1) Coordinate the overall emergency management program of the State.

(4) Promulgate rules and requirements for political subdivision emergency
operations plans that are not inconsistent with and are at least as stringent as
applicable federal laws and regulations.

(5) Review and approve, in accordance with lllinois Emergency Management
Agency rules, emergency operations plans for those political subdivisions
required to have an emergency services and disaster agency pursuant to this
Act.

(56.5) Promulgate rules and requirements for the political subdivision emergency
management exercises, including, but not limited to, exercises of the emergency
operations plans.

(5.10) Review, evaluate, and approve, in accordance with lllinois Emergency
Management Agency rules, political subdivision emergency management
exercises for those political subdivisions required to have an emergency services
and disaster agency pursuant to this Act.

(6) Determine requirements of the State and its political subdivisions for food,
clothing, and other necessities in event of a disaster.
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These sections show that IEMA coordinates and provides all necessary contacts and
arrangements with the political subdivisions of the State, including the local governmental
agencies with emergency planning responsibilities within the plume exposure EPZ.

Based on the applicant’s above description of contacts and arrangements with Federal, State,
and local governmental agencies with emergency planning responsibilities, that included the
name and location of the organization contacted, the title of the persons contacted, and the role
of the organization in emergency planning, the staff considers Open ltem 13.3-2 to be resolved.

13.3.2.4 Conclusions

As discussed above, the applicant provided an acceptable description of contacts and
arrangements made with Federal, State, and local governmental agencies with emergency
planning responsibilities. Based on its review as set forth above, the staff concludes that

the information the applicant provided is consistent with the guidance of RS-002 and
Supplement 2. Therefore, the information is acceptable and meets the requirements of 10 CFR
52.17(b)(3).

13.3.3 Major Features of the Emergency Plans
13.3.3.1 Emergency Planning Zones
13.3.3.1.1 Technical Information in the Application

Section 2.2.1 of the EGC ESP Emergency Plan states that the EPZ boundary of the EGC ESP
site is identical to the CPS EPZ boundary, that was defined in 1985 following a detailed review
of the demography, topography, characteristics of the land, access routes, and jurisdictional
boundaries in the area surrounding the power facility. The review determined that the primary
basis for the EPZ boundary definition should be political jurisdictions, strong topographical
features (e.g., rivers and mountains), or manmade features (e.g., highways and railroads). The
area of the plume exposure EPZ is about 10 miles in radius. Figure 2.2-1 of the EGC ESP
Emergency Plan shows the radial boundary of the EGC ESP site plume exposure pathway
EPZ.

Section 2.2.2, “Ingestion Pathway Emergency Planning Zone,” of the EGC ESP Emergency
Plan states that Map E, “Dairies and Food Processing Plants, Water Basins and Public Water
Supply Intakes, and lllinois Department of Public Health Medical Facility Map,” of IPRA

Volume VIII identifies major roads, population centers, and public drinking water system intakes
from surface water sources within lllinois that are located within a 50-mile radius of the EGC
ESP site. The map also identifies the county boundaries.

13.3.3.1.2 Regulatory Evaluation

In Section 1.1 of the EGC ESP Emergency Plan, the applicant stated that it developed the plan
to comply with the requirements of 10 CFR 52.17, using the guidance in Supplement 2. In
Section 1.2 of the EGC ESP Emergency Plan, the applicant stated that the EGC ESP
Emergency Plan, in conjunction with future implementing and administrative procedures,
documents the methods by which the applicant’s emergency preparedness program meets the
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planning standards in 10 CFR 50.47(b) and the requirements in Appendix E to 10 CFR Part 50.
The staff finds that the applicant identified the regulatory requirements and guidance applicable
to the proposed major features of emergency plans for an ESP application.

In its review of the application, the staff considered the regulatory requirements in 10 CFR
52.17(b)(2)(i) and 10 CFR 52.18. In addition, the staff considered the regulatory requirements
in 10 CFR 50.33(g), 10 CFR 50.47(c)(2), and Sections I, lll, and IV of Appendix E to 10 CFR
Part 50 in its review of the size and configuration of the EPZs. Under 10 CFR 52.17(b)(2)(i), an
applicant for an ESP may propose major features of emergency plans for NRC review and
approval, in consultation with FEMA, in the absence of a complete and integrated emergency
plan. Under 10 CFR 52.18, after consultation with FEMA, the NRC will determine whether the
major features of the emergency plans submitted under 10 CFR 52.17(b)(2)(i) are acceptable.
RS-002 and Supplement 2 provide guidance concerning the review and evaluation of
emergency planning information given in an ESP application. Supplement 2 also provides
specific evaluation criteria for the major features of emergency plans, including those that apply
to determining the size and configuration of the EPZs.

Section IIl.A of Supplement 2 states that an ESP applicant choosing the option of proposing the
maijor features of an emergency plan should give special emphasis to the exact size of the
EPZs. Generally, the 10-mile and 50-mile EPZs consist of an area about 10 miles and 50 miles
in radius, respectively. Applicants should determine the exact size and configuration of the
EPZs with respect to local emergency response needs and capabilities, since the EPZs can be
affected by conditions, such as demography, topography, land characteristics, access routes,
and jurisdictional boundaries.

13.3.3.1.3 Technical Evaluation

The applicant described the exact sizes of the EPZs. The applicant also described the exact
size and configuration of the EPZs in relation to local emergency response needs and
capabilities, as they are affected by such conditions as demography, topography, land
characteristics, access routes, and jurisdictional boundaries.

13.3.3.1.4 Conclusions

As discussed above, the applicant proposed a plume exposure pathway EPZ of approximately
a 10-mile radius and an ingestion pathway EPZ of approximately a 50-mile radius, both that
reflect local emergency response needs and capabilities. Based on its review, the staff
concludes that the proposed major feature, that addresses the size and configuration of the
EPZs, is consistent with the guidance in RS-002 and Supplement 2. Therefore, this feature is
acceptable and meets the requirements of 10 CFR 50.33(g), 10 CFR 50.47(c)(2), 10 CFR
52.17(b)(2)(i), 10 CFR 52.18, and Sections |, Ill, and IV of Appendix E to 10 CFR Part 50,
insofar as it describes the essential elements of advanced planning the applicant considered for
the EPZs, as set forth above. EGC provided other information in the application that is outside
the scope of the staff’s review of this feature and is not discussed in this SER. Therefore, the
staff did not make findings regarding its acceptability.
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13.3.3.2 Assignment of Responsibility (Organization Control) (Major Feature A)
13.3.3.2.1 Technical Information in the Application

Section 3.1, “Concept of Operation,” of the EGC ESP Emergency Plan identifies the Federal,
State, local, and private sector organizations that are intended to be part of the overall response
organization for EPZs as the NRC, the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE), the Federal Bureau
of Investigation (FBI), the U.S. National Weather Service (NWS), the EGC ESP facility
organization, the corporate organization, and the public information organization. Section 3.4,
“‘Emergency Response Support and Resources,” of the EGC ESP Emergency Plan identifies
the support services organizations to the EGC ESP facility as the Institute of Nuclear Power
Operations; American Nuclear Insurers; Environmental, Inc.; Teledyne Brown Engineering;
DOE Radiation Emergency Assistance Center/Training Site (REAC/TS); Murray and Trettel,
Inc.; ICN Worldwide Dosimetry Service; Framatome Technologies, the future nuclear steam
supply system vendor; John Warner Hospital and Ambulance Service; Decatur Memorial
Hospital; DeWitt County Sheriff’'s Department; Clinton Fire Department; IDNS; and IEMA.

Volume | of the IPRA lists the State and local governmental agencies with responsibility for
emergency response in Sections F, “Overview, Operational Centers;” 11, “Overview, Utility
Emergency Plans;” 1J, “Overview, Contiguous States;” 2A, “Direction and Control, Office of the
Governor;” 2B, “Direction and Control, Chain of Command;” 3A, “Agency Responsibilities, State
Agencies;” 3B, “Agency Responsibilities, Federal Agencies;” and 3C, “Agency Responsibilities,
Private Organizations.”

Volume VIII of the IPRA lists the State and local governmental agencies with responsibility for
emergency response in Sections 1C, “General Information, Concept of Operations;” 1D,
“General Information, Participating State Agencies;” 2A, “DeWitt County, Functional Summary
Descriptions;” 2B, “DeWitt County, Initial Contact and Operational Response Levels;” 2E,
“DeWitt County, Emergency Facilities;” and 2F, “DeWitt County, Concept of Operations;” as
well as Annexes 2A, “DeWitt County Checklist Procedures;” 2B, “Clinton Checklist Procedures;”
2C, “Weldon Checklist Procedures;” 2D, “Wapella Checklist Procedures;” 2E, “DeWitt Village
Checklist Procedures;” and 2F, “Support County Checklist Procedures.”

Volume | of the IPRA describes State and local functions and responsibilities for major
elements of emergency response in Sections 1E, “Overview, Basic Functions,” 2A, 2B, 3A, 3B,
and 3C. Section 2A describes the responsibilities for the Office of the Governor, and

Section 3A describes the responsibilities of the 11 State agencies in the event of a radiological
emergency at CPS. The State of lllinois has overall command responsibility for radiological and
nonradiological aspects of a nuclear incident. Section 1E describes the basic emergency
response functions and Section 3A provides the specific duties of each State agency for
implementing these basic responsibilities. Section 2B describes the lllinois chain of command.
Section 3B notes the responsibilities of Federal agencies, while Section 3C details the
American Red Cross responsibilities.

In IPRA Volume VIII, Sections 2A and 2F and Annex 2A identify the major functions to be
performed by DeWitt County. In the area of protective actions, DeWitt County would undertake
traffic and access control; evacuation support; food, water, and milk control; exposure control;
law enforcement; emergency medical services; fire and rescue; and social services. Annex 2F

13-19



provides the support county functions and responsibilities, and Annexes 2B, 2C, 2D, and 2E
provide the functions and responsibilities for the three municipalities and one village in DeWitt
County. Tables F.2.c.1 through F.2.c.5 of IPRA Volume VIl relating to DeWitt County, the
municipalities of Clinton, Weldon, Wapella, and DeWitt Village, respectively, display agency
responsibilities by organization in matrix format.

Section 1A, “Purpose and Authorization,” of IPRA Volume |, provides the following legal
citations to support the activities of IDNS and IEMA in developing and maintaining the IPRA:

lllinois Emergency Management Agency Act (20 ILCS 3305)

Directive from Governor James R. Thompson, dated May 17, 1979

lllinois Nuclear Safety Preparedness Act (420 ILCS 5)

Department of Nuclear Safety—Powers Enabling Statute (20 ILCS 2005/2005-1)
Radiation Protection Act of 1990 (420 ILCS 40)

lllinois Nuclear Facility Safety Act (420 ILCS 10)

IDNS and IEMA are the primary State agencies with responsibilities for responding to a
radiological emergency. The IPRA protects the citizens of lllinois in the event of a radiological
accident. Other State agencies also have major responsibilities in an emergency, as described
in Section 3A of IPRA Volume I.

Section 2F of IPRA Volume VIl states that the principal executive officers of DeWitt County and
the risk municipalities are authorized to initiate actions and command emergency personnel in
any effort to protect the residents of their jurisdictions by their respective bylaws and charters
and by the lllinois Emergency Management Agency Act. In RAI 13.3-13(a), the staff asked the
applicant to describe the legal basis (i.e., reference specific acts, codes, or statutes) for county
or municipal authorities to comprise part of the overall response organization for the EPZs. In
response to RAI 13.3-13(a), the applicant stated that Section 1A of IPRA Volume | describes
this legal basis. This authorization document includes the political subdivisions of the State
(e.g., the county and municipal authorities). Specifically, one purpose of 20 ILCS 3305/2 is to
“confer upon the Governor and upon the principal executive officer of the political subdivisions
of the State the powers provided herein.”

Section 3.1.1.1.1, “United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission,” of the EGC ESP
Emergency Plan describes the role of the NRC in the event of an incident. Section 3.1.1.1.4,
“United States Department of Energy,” of the EGC ESP Emergency Plan describes the role of
DOE in the event of an incident. Section 3.1.1.1.6, “Federal Bureau of Investigation,” of the
EGC ESP Emergency Plan describes the role of the FBI in the event of an incident.

Section 3.1.1.1.7, “United States National Weather Service,” describes the role of the NWS in
the event of an incident. Section 3.1.2, “Applicant Response Organization,” describes the
applicant’s emergency response organization (ERO) that would replace the normal plant
organization during an emergency. The ERO will consist of the EGC ESP facility, corporate,
and public information response suborganizations. Section 3.4 of the EGC ESP Emergency
Plan describes the contractors that will be retained to provide supporting services to the EGC
ESP facility. The applicant will use a contract/purchase order with a private contractor in lieu of
an agreement letter for the specified duration of the contract. Appendix A to the EGC ESP
Emergency Plan describes support services under agreements or contracts. For the support
services listed in Section 3.4 of the EGC ESP Emergency Plan, the specific contractors may
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change but the functions will be maintained. The applicant will only ensure that the agreements
and contacts with the necessary third parties will be in place when the attributes of this plan
need to be in effect.

Section 3.1.1.3, “County Government Agencies,” of the EGC ESP Emergency Plan states that
the surrounding communities that comprise the plume exposure pathway EPZ have developed
integrated emergency response programs that call upon the resources of the community.
Section 3.1.1.3 also states that the community organizations will implement and coordinate the
community response to an emergency. In addition, Section 3.1.1.3 identifies the surrounding
communities as DeWitt, Macon, McLean, and Piatt Counties; the municipalities of Clinton,
Wapella, and Weldon; and the Village of DeWitt. In RAI 13.3-18, the staff requested a copy of
a letter of agreement with the DeWitt County Sheriff’'s Department that is dated 2003 or later.
The applicant provided a copy of such a letter in its response to RAI 13.3-18.

Section 3.2.5 of the EGC ESP Emergency Plan states that written agreements establishing
the concept of operations developed between the applicant and its support organizations
having an emergency response role within the CPS EPZ have been developed. These
arrangements identify the emergency measures to be provided, the mutually accepted criteria
for implementation, and the agreements for the exchange of information. Appendix A to the
EGC ESP Emergency Plan provides letters of agreement, contracts, and purchase orders
between the applicant and the various support organizations having a response role.

Chapter 2, “DeWitt County,” in IPRA Volume VIII contains letters signed by the county board
chairmen of DeWitt, Macon, McLean, and Piatt Counties, as well as the mayors of Clinton,
Weldon, Wapella, and DeWitt, acknowledging these duties, responsibilities, and relationships.

13.3.3.2.2 Regulatory Evaluation

In Section 1.1 of the EGC ESP Emergency Plan, the applicant stated that it developed the plan
to comply with the requirements of 10 CFR 52.17, using the guidance in Supplement 2. In
Section 1.2 of the EGC ESP Emergency Plan, the applicant stated that the EGC ESP
Emergency Plan, in conjunction with future implementing and administrative procedures,
documents the methods by which the applicant’s emergency preparedness program meets the
planning standards in 10 CFR 50.47(b) and the requirements in Appendix E to 10 CFR Part 50.
The staff finds that the applicant identified the regulatory requirements and guidance applicable
to the proposed major features of emergency plans for an ESP application.

In its review of the application, the staff considered the regulatory requirements in 10 CFR
52.17(b)(2)(i), 10 CFR 52.18, and Sections Ill and IV.A of Appendix E to 10 CFR Part 50.
Under 10 CFR 52.17(b)(2)(i), an applicant for an ESP can propose major features of
emergency plans for NRC review and approval, in consultation with FEMA, in the absence of
complete and integrated emergency plans. Under 10 CFR 52.18, after consultation with
FEMA, the NRC will determine whether the major features of emergency plans submitted
under 10 CFR 52.17(b)(2)(i) are acceptable. RS-002 and Supplement 2 provide guidance
concerning the review and evaluation of emergency planning information given in an ESP
application. Supplement 2 also provides specific evaluation criteria for the major features
of emergency plans, including those that apply to major feature A, “Assignment of
Responsibility—Organization Control.”
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Major feature A calls for the applicant to identify EROs, including functions and responsibilities
for major elements of response, and the legal bases for State and local authorities. The ESP
application should also describe contacts and arrangements between agencies and other
support organizations having a response role within the EPZs, and it should include any written
letters of agreement.

13.3.3.2.3 Technical Evaluation

As described above, the EGC ESP Emergency Plan, IPRA Volumes | and VIII, and the
applicant’s response to RAI 13.3-13(a) identify the Federal, State, local, and private sector
organizations (including utilities) that are intended to be part of the overall response
organization for the EPZs.

Volumes | and VIII of the IPRA identify the functions and responsibilities for major elements of
emergency response, such as command and control, alerting and notification, communications,
public information, accident assessment, public health and sanitation, social services, fire and
rescue, traffic control, emergency medical services, law enforcement, transportation, protective
response, and radiological exposure control. In addition, IPRA Volumes | and VIII (by reference
to specific acts, codes, or statutes) identify the legal basis for the State, local, and private sector
organizations that are part of the overall response organization for the EPZs to carry out their
identified functions and responsibilities.

The EGC ESP Emergency Plan, IPRA Volumes | and VIIl, and the EGC response to

RAI 13.3-18 adequately describe contacts and arrangements pertaining to the concept of
operations developed among Federal, State, and local agencies and other support
organizations having an emergency response role within the EPZs. The plan includes letters of
agreement. Sections 13.3.2,” Contacts and Arrangements with Federal, State, and Local
Agencies;” 13.3.3.4, “Emergency Response Support and Resources;” 13.3.3.7, “Emergency
Communications;” 13.3.3.10, “Accident Assessment;” and 13.3.3.13, “Medical and Public
Health Support;” of this SER also describe these contacts and arrangements.

13.3.3.2.4 Conclusions

As discussed above, the applicant identified the EROs, including the functions and
responsibilities for major elements of response, and the legal bases for State and local
authorities. In addition, the applicant described contacts and arrangements among the
agencies and other support organizations having a response role within the EPZ. Based on its
review, the staff concludes that the proposed major feature A is consistent with the guidance in
RS-002 and Supplement 2. Therefore, this feature is acceptable and meets the requirements
of 10 CFR 52.17(b)(2)(i), 10 CFR 52.18, and Sections Ill and IV.A of Appendix E to 10 CFR
Part 50, insofar as it describes the essential elements of advanced planning that the applicant
considered for organization control, as set forth above. EGC provided other information in the
application that is outside the scope of the staff’s review of this feature and is not discussed in
this SER. Therefore, the staff did not make findings regarding its acceptability.
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13.3.3.3 Onsite Emergency Organizations (Major Feature B)
13.3.3.3.1 Technical Information in the Application

In Section 3.1.2.4, “Interrelationships,” of the EGC ESP Emergency Plan, the applicant stated
that Figures 3.1-1, “Applicant Emergency Response Organization Interrelationships,” and 3.1-2,
“Agency Response Organization Interrelationships,” illustrate the major applicant organizations
and suborganizations, as well as government interrelationships, in the total response effort. In
RAI 13.3-5, the staff asked the applicant to provide additional information related to ERO
interfaces between and among the on-shift emergency response functional areas, local support
services, and State and local governmental response organizations. In its response to

RAI 13.3-5, the applicant noted that Figure 3.1-2 in the EGC ESP Emergency Plan provides the
interfaces between and among the on-shift emergency response functional areas and local
support services. However, Figures 3.1-1 and 3.1-2 do not show specific details for all of the
possible interrelationships because they vary with time (e.g., before and after activation of the
emergency operations facility (EOF) and the various State and local emergency operations
centers (EOCs)) and with the declared level of event (e.g., an unusual event versus a general
emergency). For example, for the declaration of an unusual event, the interrelationship occurs
directly between the control room and the required State or local service. However, in the latter
stages of a general emergency, interrelationships would occur through the established
communications paths and generally include the emergency director in the EOF placing a
specific request through the State EOC (SEOC).

In general, for significant events, the emergency response functional areas (see “Applicant” in
Figure 3.1-2 in the EGC ESP Emergency Plan) interface with the local support services through
the EOF and the State and local governmental response agencies (within their respective
EOCs), as shown on Figure 3.1-2 and as discussed in Sections 3.1.2.2, “Corporate
Organization,” and 3.1.2.5, “Corporate Emergency Director,” of the EGC ESP Emergency Plan.
Section 3.3.5, “Emergency Response Organization Positional Responsibilities,” identifies
specific exceptions to this general diagram under the responsibilities for the individual ERO
positions. For example, Sections 3.3.5.1.1, “Shift Manager (Shift Emergency Director), Control
Room;” 3.3.5.1.2, “Station Emergency Director, Technical Support Center;” and 3.3.5.2.2,
“Corporate Emergency Director, Emergency Operations Director;” indicate the command and
control functions, that direct these interfaces to cycle through the shift emergency director (in
the control room), the station emergency director (in the technical support center (TSC)), and
the corporate emergency director (in the EOF) as the activation of the organization progresses.
The current Figure 3.1-2 best reflects the majority of these permutations by showing the on-
shift emergency organization generally as “Applicant” and the State and local agencies and
services as “State Agencies” and “County Agencies.” Volume VIII of IPRA also addresses this
interface. For example, the figure titled, “DeWitt County Initial Notification,” in Chapter 2 of
IPRA Volume VIII shows the DeWitt County interfaces.

Section 3.2.3, “Non-applicant Nuclear Support Services,” and Appendix A to the EGC ESP
Emergency Plan, that includes a signature page documenting the annual review of the
agreement between CPS and the DeWitt County Sheriff’'s Department, address an agreement
to provide traffic control and law enforcement services.
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Sections 3.2.3 and 12.4, “Medical Transportation,” as well as Appendix A to the EGC ESP
Emergency Plan, describe arrangements that will be made, as necessary, with Clinton
Ambulance (John Warner Hospital) for prompt ambulance transport of persons with injuries
involving radioactivity to designated hospitals.

Sections 3.2.3 and 12.1, “Off-site Hospital and Medical Services,” of the EGC ESP Emergency
Plan address arrangements, confirmed by letter of agreement or contract every 2 years, that
will be maintained with a qualified hospital located in the vicinity of the EGC ESP facility for
receiving and treating contaminated or exposed persons with injuries requiring immediate
hospital care. The applicant identified John Warner Hospital in Clinton, lllinois, as the primary
supporting medical facility for injured persons who are contaminated with radioactivity.
Appendix A to the EGC ESP Emergency Plan includes a letter of agreement with the hospital.

Section 3.2.3 and Appendix A to the EGC ESP Emergency Plan identify arrangements with
Decatur Memorial Hospital to act as a supporting medical facility and provide medical services.
Appendix A to the ESP application includes a letter of agreement with the hospital.

Section 3.2.3 and Appendix A to the EGC ESP Emergency Plan identify arrangements with
the Clinton Fire Department to provide fire protection services and confined space rescue
operations. Appendix A includes a copy of a letter of agreement with the Clinton Fire
Department to provide fire response support.

13.3.3.3.2 Regulatory Evaluation

In Section 1.1 of the EGC ESP Emergency Plan, the applicant stated that it developed the plan
to comply with the requirements of 10 CFR 52.17, using the guidance in Supplement 2. In
Section 1.2 of the EGC ESP Emergency Plan, the applicant stated that the EGC ESP
Emergency Plan, in conjunction with future implementing and administrative procedures,
documents the methods by which the applicant’s emergency preparedness program meets the
planning standards in 10 CFR 50.47(b) and the requirements in Appendix E to 10 CFR Part 50.
The staff finds that the applicant identified the regulatory requirements and guidance applicable
to the proposed major features of emergency plans for an ESP application.

In its review of the application, the staff considered the regulatory requirements in 10 CFR
52.17(b)(2)(i), 10 CFR 52.18, and Sections Ill and IV.A of Appendix E to 10 CFR Part 50.
Under 10 CFR 52.17(b)(2)(i), an applicant for an ESP can propose major features of
emergency plans for NRC review and approval, in consultation with FEMA, in the absence of
complete and integrated emergency plans. Under 10 CFR 52.18, after consultation with FEMA,
the NRC will determine whether the major features of emergency plans submitted under

10 CFR 52.17(b)(2)(i) are acceptable. RS-002 and Supplement 2 provide guidance concerning
the review and evaluation of emergency planning information given in an ESP application.
Supplement 2 also provides specific evaluation criteria for major features of emergency plans,
including those that apply to major feature B, “Onsite Emergency Organizations.”

Major feature B calls for the applicant to identify interfaces between and among the onsite

functional areas of emergency activity, local services support, and State and local government
response organizations, including the services to be provided by local agencies.
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13.3.3.3.3 Technical Evaluation

As discussed above, the applicant identified, in the EGC ESP Emergency Plan and in its
response to RAI 13.3-5, the interfaces between and among the onsite functional areas of
emergency activity, local services support, and State and local government response
organizations.

The applicant also identified in the EGC ESP Emergency Plan the services to be provided by
local agencies for handling emergencies (e.g., police, ambulance, medical, hospital, and
firefighting organizations). The EGC ESP Emergency Plan adequately describes the
arrangements involving these services. The applicant also included written letters of
agreement.

13.3.3.3.4 Conclusions

As discussed above, the applicant identified the interfaces between and among the onsite
functional areas of emergency activity, local services support, and State and local government
response organizations for the ESP site. In addition, the applicant identified the services and
described the arrangements to be provided by various local agencies, and it submitted
adequate letters of agreement. Based on its review, the staff concludes that the proposed
maijor feature B is consistent with the guidance in RS-002 and Supplement 2. Therefore, this
feature is acceptable and meets the requirements of 10 CFR 52.17(b)(2)(i), 10 CFR 52.18, and
Sections lll and IV.A of Appendix E to 10 CFR Part 50, insofar as it describes the essential
elements of advanced planning that the applicant considered for the onsite ERO, as set forth
above. The applicant provided other information in the application that is outside the scope of
the staff’s review of this feature and is not discussed in this SER. Therefore, the staff did not
make findings regarding its acceptability.

13.3.3.4 Emergency Response Support and Resources (Major Feature C)
13.3.3.4.1 Technical Information in the Application

Section 3.4.5, “United States Department of Energy Radiation Emergency Assistance
Center/Training Site,” of the EGC ESP Emergency Plan states that the DOE REAC/TS will
provide services of medical and health physics support. The applicant has made provisions for
requesting assistance from the DOE REAC/TS through a letter of agreement, as noted in
Appendix A to the EGC ESP Emergency Plan.

Section 3.1.1.1.7, “United States National Weather Service,” of the EGC ESP Emergency Plan
states that the NWS provides meteorological information during emergency situations.
Therefore, no special provisions for requesting assistance are needed.

Section 3.1.1.1.4, “United States Department of Energy,” describes the applicant’s procedure
for seeking assistance from DOE, as outlined in the Federal Radiological Monitoring and
Assessment Plan.

Sections 3A(8), “lllinois Department of Nuclear Safety,” and 3B in IPRA Volume | provide the
State’s procedures for requesting Federal assistance. The IDNS is authorized to request
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Federal assistance depending on the severity of a radiological incident, as outlined in the
Federal Radiological Emergency Response Plan (FRERP) and in the Radiological Assistance
Program.

Section 3.4.3, “Environmental, Inc.,” of the EGC ESP Emergency Plan states that the applicant
will rely on Environmental, Inc., to provide radiological environmental monitoring services in an
emergency situation. In addition, Section 3.4.5, “United States Department of Energy Radiation
Emergency Assistance Center/Training Site,” of the EGC ESP Emergency Plan states that the
DOE REAC/TS will provide medical and health physics support services. The REAC/TS will
also provide advice on the health physics aspects of situations requiring medical assistance.
Section 3.4.7, “ICN Worldwide Dosimetry Service,” of the EGC ESP Emergency Plan states
that ICN Worldwide Dosimetry Service will provide extremity dosimetry services. In an
emergency, ICN Worldwide Dosimetry Service will also provide additional dosimetry to the
affected nuclear facility and EOF. Section 3.4.8, “Framatome Technologies (Post-accident
Sample Analysis Program),” of the EGC ESP Emergency Plan states that Framatome
Technologies (Post-accident Sample Analysis Program) will maintain its hot-cell in a state of
readiness so that a sample analysis can be completed within 24 hours of sample receipt.

Section 3A(8) in IPRA Volume | provides the State’s procedures for requesting Federal
assistance. IDNS is authorized to request Federal assistance depending on the severity of a
radiological incident, as outlined in the FRERP and in the Radiological Assistance Program. In
RAI 13.3-13(b), the staff requested a description of the general capabilities of radiological
laboratories (besides the two IDNS mobile laboratories) to provide radiological monitoring and
analyses services. In response to RAI 13.3-13(b), the applicant stated that Section E1 in IPRA
Volume 1 describes the general capabilities of radiological laboratories (besides the two IDNS
mobile laboratories). These labs include the IDNS laboratory in Springfield and the laboratories
to be provided by the Federal government under the FRERP.

Section 3.4 of the EGC ESP Emergency Plan states that the applicant will retain contractors to
provide supporting services to the EGC ESP facility. Section 3.4 also describes the support
services available under the agreements or contracts listed in Appendix A to the EGC ESP
Emergency Plan. The applicant further stated that, for the support services listed in

Section 3.4, the specific contractors may change but the functions will be maintained.

Section 2F of IPRA Volume VIII provides matrices of the DeWitt County and participating
municipal emergency response agencies and all of the State, local, and private agency
organizations that are expected to play an active role in an emergency. Section 2J, “DeWitt
County, Evacuation Plan,” of IPRA Volume VIII briefly summarizes the evacuation plan and the
agencies responsible for different aspects of the evacuation. Section 3D, “Sheltering Guide,
Registration Centers and Congregate Care Shelter Spaces,” of IPRA Volume VI lists the
registration centers and congregate care shelters. Appendix D, “Registration Centers and
Congregate Care Shelters,” to IPRA Volume Vil is a list of the registration centers and
congregate care centers, while Appendix E, “Shelter Profiles,” to IPRA Volume Vil is a
compilation of the sheltering profiles (i.e., the location, contact number, and amenities of the
congregate care centers). Map C in IPRA Volume VIl displays the location of the registration
centers and congregate care shelters in relation to the EPZ.
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13.3.3.4.2 Regulatory Evaluation

In Section 1.1 of the EGC ESP Emergency Plan, the applicant stated that it developed the plan
to comply with the requirements of 10 CFR 52.17, using the guidance in Supplement 2. In
Section 1.2 of the EGC ESP Emergency Plan, the applicant stated that the EGC ESP
Emergency Plan, in conjunction with future implementing and administrative procedures,
documents the methods by which the applicant’s emergency preparedness program meets the
planning standards in 10 CFR 50.47(b) and the requirements in Appendix E to 10 CFR Part 50.
The staff finds that the applicant identified the regulatory requirements and guidance applicable
to the proposed major features of emergency plans for an ESP application.

In its review of the application, the staff considered the regulatory requirements in 10 CFR
52.17(b)(2)(i), 10 CFR 52.18, and Sections lll, IV.A, IV.B, IV.C, IV.D, and IV.E of Appendix E to
10 CFR Part 50. Under 10 CFR 52.17(b)(2)(i), an applicant for an ESP may propose major
features of emergency plans for NRC review and approval, in consultation with FEMA, in the
absence of complete and integrated emergency plans. Under 10 CFR 52.18, after consultation
with FEMA, the NRC will determine whether the major features of emergency plans submitted
under 10 CFR 52.17(b)(2)(i) are acceptable. RS-002 and Supplement 2 provide guidance
concerning the review and evaluation of emergency planning information given in an ESP
application. Supplement 2 also provides specific evaluation criteria for the major features of
emergency plans, including those that apply to major feature C, “Emergency Response Support
and Resources.”

Major feature C calls for the applicant to describe contacts and arrangements for requesting
Federal assistance, as well as assistance from radiological laboratories and nuclear or other
facilities and organizations. The application should also identify the general capabilities and
expected availability of radiological monitoring and analyses services.

13.3.3.4.3 Technical Evaluation

The Federal government maintains an in-depth capability to assist licensees, State, and local
governments through the FRERP. The ESP application adequately addresses provisions for
requesting Federal assistance through the EGC ESP Emergency Plan and IPRA Volume I.

The EGC ESP Emergency Plan, IPRA Volumes | and VIIl, and the applicant’s response to

RAI 13.3-13(b) identified radiological laboratories, their general capabilities, and their expected
availability to provide radiological monitoring and analytical services during an emergency. The
EGC ESP Emergency Plan and IPRA Volumes | and VIII also identify nuclear and other
facilities and organizations that can provide assistance in an emergency. In addition, the EGC
ESP Emergency Plan describes the contacts and arrangements the applicant has made with
the response organizations identified in Section 13.3.3.2.1 of this SER.

13.3.3.4.4 Conclusions
As discussed above, the applicant described provisions for requesting Federal assistance, and
identified nuclear and other facilities and organizations that can be relied on to provide

assistance in an emergency, including the general capabilities and availability of radiological
laboratories. In addition, the applicant described the contacts and arrangements made with the
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response organizations. Based on its review, the staff concludes that the proposed major
feature C is consistent with the guidance in RS-002 and Supplement 2. Therefore, this feature
is acceptable and meets the requirements of 10 CFR 52.17(b)(2)(i), 10 CFR 52.18, and
Sections lll, IV.A, IV.B, IV.C, IV.D, and IV.E of Appendix E to 10 CFR Part 50, insofar as it
describes the essential elements of advanced planning that the applicant considered for
emergency response support and resources, as set forth above. EGC provided other
information in the application that is outside the scope of the staff’s review of this feature and is
not discussed in this SER. Therefore, the staff did not make findings regarding its acceptability.

13.3.3.5 Emergency Classification System (Major Feature D)
13.3.3.5.1 Technical Information in the Application

Sections 4.1, “Unusual Event,” 4.2, “Alert,” 4.3, “Site Area Emergency,” and 4.4, “General
Emergency,” of the EGC ESP Emergency Plan identify four emergency classes—unusual
event, alert, site area emergency, and general emergency, respectively.

Section 1C, “Overview, Accident Classification,” of IPRA Volume | states that the emergency
classification scheme to be used in the event of an emergency would include unusual event,
alert, site area emergency, and general emergency. The applicant’s four classifications, as
defined in the EGC ESP Emergency Plan, are consistent with these.

Section 1C of IPRA Volume VIl also provides a listing of the four emergency classification
levels—unusual event, alert, site area emergency, and general emergency. The applicant’s
scheme is consistent with this listing as well.

13.3.3.5.2 Regulatory Evaluation

In Section 1.1 of the EGC ESP Emergency Plan, the applicant stated that it developed the plan
to comply with the requirements of 10 CFR 52.17, using the guidance in Supplement 2. In
Section 1.2 of the EGC ESP Emergency Plan, the applicant stated that the EGC ESP
Emergency Plan, in conjunction with future implementing and administrative procedures,
documents the methods by which the applicant’s emergency preparedness program meets the
planning standards in 10 CFR 50.47(b) and the requirements in Appendix E to 10 CFR Part 50.
The staff finds that the applicant identified the regulatory requirements and guidance applicable
to the proposed major features of emergency plans for an ESP application.

In its review of the application, the staff considered the regulatory requirements of 10 CFR
52.17(b)(2)(i), 10 CFR 52.18, and Sections Ill and IV.C of Appendix E to 10 CFR Part 50.
Under 10 CFR 52.17(b)(2)(i), an applicant for an ESP may propose major features of
emergency plans for NRC review and approval, in consultation with FEMA, in the absence of
complete and integrated emergency plans. Under 10 CFR 52.18, after consultation with FEMA,
the NRC will determine whether the major features of emergency plans submitted under

10 CFR 52.17(b)(2)(i) are acceptable. RS-002 and Supplement 2 provide guidance concerning
the review and evaluation of emergency planning information given in an ESP application.
Supplement 2 also provides specific evaluation criteria for the major features of emergency
plans, including those that apply to major feature D, “Emergency Classification System.”
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Major feature D calls for the applicant to establish a standard emergency classification scheme
that is consistent with Appendix 1 to Revision 1 to NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1. Major

feature D also calls for the State and local organizations to establish an emergency
classification scheme that is consistent with that proposed by the applicant.

13.3.3.5.3 Technical Evaluation

The applicant established an emergency classification scheme comprising four
categories—unusual event, alert, site area emergency, and general emergency. These four
categories meet the guidance in Appendix 1 to Revision 1 of NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1. The
applicant’s scheme also includes a fifth emergency class, “recovery,” as stated in Section 4.5,
“Recovery,” of the EGC ESP Emergency Plan. The staff did not regard this fifth emergency
class as essential to its review and, therefore, did not consider it. The applicant’s emergency
classification scheme is consistent with that established in Volumes | and VIII of IPRA.

13.3.3.5.4 Conclusions

As discussed above, the applicant specified a standard emergency classification scheme, that
is consistent with that set forth in Appendix 1 to NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1 and with those
established by the State and local EROs. Based on its review, the staff concludes that the
proposed major feature D is consistent with the guidance in RS-002 and Supplement 2.
Therefore, this feature is acceptable and meets the requirements of 10 CFR 52.17(b)(2)(i),

10 CFR 52.18, and Sections lll and IV.C of Appendix E to 10 CFR Part 50, insofar as it
describes the essential elements of advanced planning that the applicant considered for the
emergency classification system, as set forth above. EGC provided other information in the
application that is outside the scope of the staff’s review of this feature and is not discussed in
this SER. Therefore, the staff did not make findings regarding its acceptability.

13.3.3.6 Notification Methods and Procedures (Major Features E)
13.3.3.6.1 Technical Information in the Application

In Section 5.1, “Bases for Emergency Response Organization Notification,” of the EGC ESP
Emergency Plan, the applicant stated that, in cooperation with the State of lllinois and county
authorities, it has established mutually agreeable methods and procedures for notifying offsite
response organizations consistent with the action level scheme discussed in the previous
section. These methods and procedures apply to CPS and other EGC facilities within the State
of lllinois.

Sections 1D, “Overview, Operational Response Levels,” 3A, and 4A,”"Communications, Nuclear
Accident Reporting System,” in IPRA Volume | list procedures for the notification of State
agencies and local communities based on emergency classification levels.

Sections 1C, 1D, and 2B, as well as Annexes 2A, 2B, 2C, 2D, 2E, and 2F of IPRA Volume VIII,

describe detailed notification procedures, based on the CPS and State emergency classification
levels, for the counties and risk municipalities.
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Sections 5.2.1, “On-site,” 5.2.2, “Off-site,” and 5.2.3, “Support Organizations,” of the EGC ESP
Emergency Plan describe the methods for alerting, notifying, and mobilizing onsite, offsite, and
support organization emergency response.

Sections 3A, 4B, “Communications, Nuclear Accident Reporting System,” 4C,
“‘Communications, IDNS Radio Network,” and 4D, “Communications, State Agency
Communications Networks,” in IPRA Volume | provide the procedures that lllinois State
agencies use to mobilize and activate emergency response personnel. Sections 3A(3),
“Agency Responsibilities, State Agencies, lllinois Emergency Management Agency,” and 3A(8)
in IPRA Volume | state that the IEMA and the IDNS, respectively, receive notification of an
unusual event concurrently from CPS through the nuclear accident reporting system (NARS).
As described in Section 3A of IPRA Volume |, each agency has procedures to mobilize staff by
commercial telephone, pager, or radio commensurate with his or her responsibilities in an
emergency. The IEMA notifies the county and municipal governments as appropriate via
NARS.

Sections 1C, 1D, 2B, 2C, “DeWitt County, Call List,” and 2D, “DeWitt County, Flow Diagram
Notes for DeWitt County Initial Notification,” as well as Annexes 2A, 2B, 2C, 2D, 2E, and 2F of
IPRA Volume VIII, provide specific mobilization and activation procedures for the counties and
municipalities within the plume exposure pathway EPZ.

Section 5.5, “State and County Information Dissemination,” of the EGC ESP Emergency Plan
explains that the State of lllinois and county emergency response plans include procedures for
how State and county officials should make a public notification decision promptly (within about
15 minutes) once the plant has informed them of an emergency. Currently, the applicant’s
system for disseminating information to the public includes notification by prescripted messages
through appropriate broadcast media, such as the emergency alert system (EAS).

Subsections 5.5.1, “Notification of the Public,” and 5.5.2, “Messages to the Public,” of the EGC
ESP Emergency Plan describe dissemination systems that are already in service and will be
used for a future EGC ESP facility.

Section 1G, “Overview, Notification of the Public,” of IPRA Volume | discusses activation of the
alert notification sirens, deployment of emergency service vehicles, and operation of the EAS.
The electronic and mechanical sirens emit a blast and have voice capabilities. The siren
system, supplemented by mobile public address (PA) systems, provides coverage to essentially
100 percent of the plume exposure EPZ. After the sounding of the sirens or notification by
mobile units, radio broadcast informs members of the public within the plume exposure pathway
EPZ of what actions to take.

Section 2A, “DeWitt County, Functional Summary Descriptions,” in IPRA Volume VIl specifies
that DeWitt County activates the alert notification sirens upon instruction from IEMA. The
county prepares messages, provided in the annexes, to be sent out over the EAS, once
approved by IEMA.

13.3.3.6.2 Regulatory Evaluation

In Section 1.1 of the EGC ESP Emergency Plan, the applicant stated that it developed the EGC
ESP Emergency Plan to comply with the requirements of 10 CFR 52.17, using the guidance in
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Supplement 2. In Section 1.2, “Planning Standards and Evaluation Criteria,” of the EGC ESP
Emergency Plan, the applicant stated that the EGC ESP Emergency Plan, in conjunction with
future implementing and administrative procedures, documents the methods by which the
applicant’s emergency preparedness program meets the planning standards in 10 CFR
50.47(b) and the requirements in Appendix E to 10 CFR Part 50. The staff finds that the
applicant identified the regulatory requirements and guidance applicable to the proposed major
features of emergency plans for an ESP application.

In its review of the application, the staff considered the regulatory requirements in 10 CFR
52.17(b)(2)(i), 10 CFR 52.18, and Sections Ill and IV.D of Appendix E to 10 CFR Part 50.
Under 10 CFR 52.17(b)(2)(i), an applicant for an ESP may propose major features of
emergency plans for NRC review and approval, in consultation with FEMA, in the absence of
complete and integrated emergency plans. Under 10 CFR 52.18, after consultation with FEMA,
the NRC will determine whether the major features of emergency plans submitted under

10 CFR 52.17(b)(2)(i) are acceptable. RS-002 and Supplement 2 provide guidance concerning
the review and evaluation of emergency planning information given in ESP applications.
Supplement 2 also provides specific evaluation criteria for major features of emergency plans,
including those that apply to major feature E, “Notification Methods and Procedures.”

Major feature E calls for the applicant to describe the mutually agreeable bases for notifying
response organizations, consistent with the emergency classification scheme in Appendix 1 to
NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1, including the method for alerting, notifying, and mobilizing
personnel. The application should also describe the administrative and physical means for
notifying and promptly instructing the public within the 10-mile EPZ.

13.3.3.6.3 Technical Evaluation

The EGC ESP Emergency Plan and IPRA Volumes | and VIl describe a mutually agreeable
basis for the notification of response organizations that is consistent with the emergency
classification scheme set forth in Appendix 1 to Revision 1 of NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1.
These documents also describe a method for alerting, notifying, and mobilizing emergency
response personnel. In addition, the EGC ESP Emergency Plan and IPRA Volumes | and VI
describe the administrative and physical means for notifying and promptly instructing the public
within the plume exposure pathway EPZ.

13.3.3.6.4 Conclusions

As discussed above, the applicant described the mutually agreeable bases for notifying
response organizations, that is consistent with Appendix 1 to NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1, and
includes the method for alerting, notifying, and mobilizing personnel. In addition, the applicant
described the administrative and physical means for notifying and promptly instructing the
public within the 10-mile EPZ. Based on its review, the staff concludes that the proposed major
feature E is consistent with the guidance in RS-002 and Supplement 2. Therefore, this feature
is acceptable and meets the requirements of 10 CFR 52.17(b)(2)(i), 10 CFR 52.18, and
Sections lll and IV.D of Appendix E to 10 CFR Part 50, insofar as it describes the essential
elements of advanced planning that the applicant considered for notification methods and
procedures, as set forth above. EGC provided other information in the application that is
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outside the scope of the staff’s review of this feature and is not discussed in this SER.
Therefore, the staff did not make findings regarding its acceptability.

13.3.3.7 Emergency Communications (Major Feature F)
13.3.3.7.1 Technical Information in the Application

Section 6.1, “Communications/Notifications,” of the EGC ESP Emergency Plan states that, for
the EGC ESP facility, the applicant will maintain the capability to make initial notifications to the
designated offsite agencies on a 24-hour-per-day basis. The offsite notification system,
referred to as the NARS, is a dedicated communications system that links the facility control
room, EOF, TSC, and State and local authorities. Facsimile and commercial telephone lines
will back up the NARS. State and county warning points will be continuously staffed. In
addition, the applicant has established several dedicated communication systems that will
ensure reliable and timely exchange of information necessary to the effective command and
control of any emergency response. This includes information (1) between EGC and State and
local agencies within the EPZs, (2) between EGC and the Federal EROs, (3) between the plant,
the EOF, and the State and county EOCs, and (4) between the emergency response facilities
(ERFs) and field monitoring teams. In addition, facility communication links will exist to ensure
appropriate information transfer capabilities during an emergency. The facility may also use PA
systems, facility radios, and pagers to augment its communication capabilities.

Sections 3A(3), 3A(8), and 4A of IPRA Volume | identify NARS as the primary source of
communications among the ESP site, State agencies, and local governments. Commercial
telephones will be used for confirmation. No State, other than lllinois, is located within the EPZ
of the EGC ESP site.

Section 2G,” DeWitt County, Communications,” in IPRA Volume VIII specifies the
communications systems utilized by DeWitt County (NARS and telephone). Annexes 2A, 2B,
2C, 2D, 2E, and 2F of IPRA Volume VIII specify the communications systems used by DeWitt
County, the risk municipalities, and the support counties.

Section 6.3, “USNRC Communications (Emergency Notification System and Health Physics
Network),” in the EGC ESP Emergency Plan states that the applicant will install dedicated
telephone equipment between the EGC ESP facility’s control room and the NRC, with an
extension of that line into the TSC. The EOF will have available a separate line capable of
being patched into the facility through the NRC. The NRC will use this line for event
notifications and status updates.

A separate dedicated telephone, the health physics network, will also be available to convey
health physics information to the NRC from the TSC and EOF, as requested. This telephone
can also be used as an open line. The NRC will direct the installation and the use of its own
telephones as indicated in Figure 6.1-3, “USNRC Communications for Nuclear Response.”

Section 6.1.8, “Emergency Response Data System,” of the EGC ESP Emergency Plan states
that the Emergency Response Data System (ERDS) will supply the NRC with selected plant
data points on a near-real time basis. The ERO will activate the ERDS as soon as possible, but
no later than 1 hour after declaration of an alert, a site area emergency, or a general
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emergency. The selected data points will be transmitted via modem to the NRC at
approximately 1-minute intervals.

Section 2B of IPRA Volume | lists some of the Federal agencies that may be needed in the
event of an incident at a nuclear plant. Section 3A(8) of IPRA Volume | describes the duties of
IDNS in an emergency, including the responsibility for contacting the appropriate Federal
agencies whenever an accident more severe than an alert is reported. Section 3A(8) also
references the FRERP and Radiological Assistance Program. In RAI 13.3-13(c), the staff
requested a description of the provisions for prompt communications between the Federal and
State EROs. In response to RAI 13.3-13(c), the applicant stated that Section F1(1), “Overview,
Operations Centers, State Emergency Operations Center,” and Section 2B of IPRA Volume 1
describe the provisions for communications between the Federal and State EROs. Section 6A,
“Preparedness Functions, Exercises and Drills,” of IPRA Volume | and Section 1C of IPRA
Volume VIIl also discuss these communications provisions. Section 3A(8) of IPRA Volume |
indicates that the Radiation Emergency Assistance Center (REAC) will contact the Federal
agencies, and Section 3B of IPRA Volume | states that the Governor or his designee is
authorized to request Federal assistance.

The applicant stated that the shift manager will be responsible for initiating a call-out to activate
the ERO. The applicant will use an automated notification system to rapidly notify members of
the ERO. The system, in use at the CPS and planned for use at the EGC ESP facility, consists
of a computer with modem equipment capable of initiating and receiving telephone calls. When
contact is made, the system will automatically request security identification and then respond.
The system will call the paging system vendor. The pager vendor’s system will accept group
and individual numbers from the ERO notification system, activating several radio transmitters
that in turn will activate personal pagers belonging to members of the ERO. The system will
incorporate redundant power, phone, and computer components with geographic separation.
Implementing procedures will specify the course of action to be taken, should the ERO
notification system fail. In case of system failure, facility personnel will manually activate the
ERO group page feature and/or directly call-out key emergency response personnel.

Section 3A of IPRA Volume | contains a list of State agencies and gives details of the
notification process for their staffs.

Sections 1C and 1D of IPRA Volume VIl state that DeWitt County receives initial notification
from IEMA via NARS and notifies the risk municipalities and support counties. Annexes 2A, 2B,
2C, 2D, 2E, and 2F of IPRA Volume VIII detail the emergency personnel notification procedures
of DeWitt County, local municipalities, and support counties.

Section 6.4, “Medical Communications,” of the EGC ESP Emergency Plan states that
communications will be established with the primary and backup medical hospitals described in
Section 12.1, “Off-site Hospital and Medical Services,” of the plan. Facility personnel will
establish communications with medical transportation services via commercial telephone lines.

Section 3A(9), “Agency Responsibilities, State Agencies, Public Health,” of IPRA Volume |
describes the lllinois Department of Public Health (IDPH) communications as relying on an
emergency management system using radio, telephone, or telemetry. The system links the
IDPH to hospitals, ambulances, and other emergency vehicles.
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Section 2G and Annexes 2A, 2B, 2C, 2D, 2E, and 2F of IPRA Volume VIl state that the John
Warner Hospital representative at the DeWitt County EOC is responsible for communicating
with the hospital and arranging for ambulance support (Annex 2B), although the means of
communication are not specified. The DeWitt County EOC will coordinate medical support for
risk counties and municipalities.

13.3.3.7.2 Regulatory Evaluation

In Section 1.1 of the EGC ESP Emergency Plan, the applicant stated that it developed the plan
to comply with the requirements of 10 CFR 52.17, using the guidance in Supplement 2. In
Section 1.2 of the EGC ESP Emergency Plan, the applicant stated that the EGC ESP
Emergency Plan, in conjunction with future implementing and administrative procedures,
documents the methods by which the applicant’s emergency preparedness program meets the
planning standards in 10 CFR 50.47(b) and the requirements in Appendix E to 10 CFR Part 50.
The staff finds that the applicant identified the regulatory requirements and guidance applicable
to the proposed major features of emergency plans for an ESP application.

In its review of the application, the staff considered the regulatory requirements in 10 CFR
52.17(b)(2)(i), 10 CFR 52.18, and Sections I, IV.A, and IV.E of Appendix E to 10 CFR Part 50.
Under 10 CFR 52.17(b)(2)(i), an applicant may propose major features of emergency plans for
NRC review and approval, in consultation with FEMA, in the absence of a complete and
integrated emergency plan. Under 10 CFR 52.18, after consultation with FEMA, the NRC wiill
determine whether the major features of emergency plans submitted under 10 CFR
52.17(b)(2)(i) are acceptable. RS-002 and Supplement 2 provide guidance concerning the
review and evaluation of emergency planning information given in an ESP application.
Supplement 2 also provides specific evaluation criteria for major features of emergency plans,
including those that apply to major feature F, “Emergency Communications.”

Major feature F calls for the applicant to identify communication provisions with State and local
governments within the EPZs, with Federal EROs, and with fixed and mobile medical support
facilities. The application should also describe provisions for alerting and activating emergency
personnel.

13.3.3.7.3 Technical Evaluation

The staff reviewed the applicant’s response to RAI 13.3-13(c) and found it to be acceptable
based on the evaluation below.

The communication plans for emergencies described in the EGC ESP Emergency Plan and
IPRA Volumes | and VIII have provisions for communications among contiguous State/local
governments within the EPZ, and, as needed, with Federal EROs. In addition, these
communication plans for emergencies have provisions for alerting and activating emergency
personnel in each response organization. Finally, the plans describe the communication
arrangement for fixed and mobile medical support facilities.
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13.3.3.7.4 Conclusions

As discussed above, the applicant identified communication provisions with State and local
governments within the EPZs, with Federal EROs, and with fixed and mobile medical support
facilities. In addition, the applicant described provisions for alerting and activating emergency
personnel. Based on its review, the staff concludes that the proposed major feature F is
consistent with the guidance in RS-002 and Supplement 2. Therefore, this feature is
acceptable and meets the requirements of 10 CFR 52.17(b)(2)(i), 10 CFR 52.18, and
Sections lll, IV.D, and IV.E of Appendix E to 10 CFR Part 50, insofar as it describes the
essential elements of advanced planning that the applicant considered for emergency
communications, as set forth above. EGC provided other information in the application that is
outside the scope of the staff’s review of this feature and is not discussed in this SER.
Therefore, the staff did not make findings regarding its acceptability.

13.3.3.8 Public Education and Information (Major Feature G)
13.3.3.8.1 Technical Information in the Application

Section 7.1, “Public Information Publication,” of the EGC ESP Emergency Plan explains that the
State has an overall responsibility to maintain a continuing disaster preparedness public
education program. Section 7.1 also states that the emergency public information publication
for the applicant’s generating facilities is and will be updated annually, in coordination with State
and county agencies, to address how the general public is notified and what their actions
should be in an emergency. The applicant also stated that it will distribute the EGC ESP site-
specific publication on an annual basis by mail to residents within the 10-mile plume exposure
pathway EPZ, as well as to appropriate locations where the transient population may obtain a

copy.

Section 7.2, “Public Education Materials,” of the EGC ESP Emergency Plan states that public
information publications will instruct members of the public to go indoors and turn on their
radios when they hear the alert notification sirens operating. These publications will also
identify the local radio stations that the public should listen to for emergency-related
information.

Sections 7.1 and 7.2 of the EGC ESP Emergency Plan state that the public information
publication will include educational information on radiation, a description of the events that
require public notification and what to do if a “take shelter” or “evacuate” recommendation is
given, a map of major evacuation routes, a list of communities likely to serve as host shelter
areas, and instructions on how to obtain additional information, especially for the disabled or
their caretakers and those without transportation. In addition, the publication will include an
address, telephone number, and email address to contact for further information. In

RAI 13.3-7, the staff requested that the applicant provide the respiratory protection information
included in its emergency information program. In its response to RAI 13.3-7, the applicant
stated that the public information publications for CPS currently provide respiratory protection
information. These publications address respiratory protection information by providing general
radiation information, actions to be taken for a “shelter-in-place” recommendation, and contacts
for additional information. The current “shelter-in-place” actions include the following
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statements regarding respiratory protection (i.e., protective measures) consistent with
Section 5.5.2 of the EGC ESP Emergency Plan:

Go indoors and stay there. Close all doors and windows and shut off any
systems that draw in outside air, such as furnaces, fireplaces and air
conditioners.

As indicated in Section 16.4, “Emergency Plan and Agreement Revisions,” of the EGC ESP
Emergency Plan, when an application for a COL references the EGC ESP Emergency Plan
pursuant to Subpart C, “Combined License,” of 10 CFR Part 52, “Early Site Permits; Standard
Design Certifications; and Combined Licenses for Nuclear Power Plants,” it is anticipated that
the application will incorporate the EGC ESP Emergency Plan into the EGC nuclear
standardized radiological emergency plan in effect at that time, including, in an appropriate
annex, the addition of plant-specific information associated with the EGC ESP facility. Along
with the adoption of the EGC nuclear standard radiological emergency plan, the COL facility will
adopt consistent public information publications and distribution practices.

Section 5C, “Public Information,” of IPRA Volume | describes a program whereby the State of
lllinois, the operating utilities, and the affected county governments distribute information
booklets on an annual basis. The State coordinates this activity with the utility as described in
Section 7.1 of the EGC ESP Emergency Plan. The public information booklets entitled,
“‘Emergency Information,” are distributed by mail to the public residing within the 10-mile EPZ.
Utility billing records or zip codes are used to compile distribution lists and are updated
annually. In addition to direct mailing, booklets are available to transients and EPZ visitors at
area motels, health care facilities, recreational areas, and other public areas.

Section 2K, “DeWitt County, Public Information Considerations,” in IPRA Volume VIll indicates
that the emergency information booklet includes instructions on how to obtain additional
information, instructions to follow if shelter-in-place or evacuation is recommended, educational
information concerning radiation, a map of major evacuation routes, and a list of communities
that are likely to serve as host communities for evacuees. The booklet also contains
information that is used to identify persons within the EPZ who have special concerns related to
their ability to follow protective actions. These special concerns include hearing and walking
difficulties, transportation issues, and special medical needs.

Section 7.5, “Media Orientation,” of the EGC ESP Emergency Plan states that the applicant’s
Midwest Regional Operating Group (MWROG) Emergency Preparedness Department, in
conjunction with the Communications and Public Affairs Department, will annually provide the
applicable news media with information concerning the emergency plan, radiation, and points of
contact for release of public information in an emergency.

Section 5D, “Public Information, Media Education,” in IPRA Volume | and Section 2K in IPRA
Volume VIII describe the program for acquainting the media with the emergency plans,
information concerning radiation, and points of contact for release of public information in an
emergency. To acquaint the news media with the IPRA, information is provided annually to the
media in the vicinity of each nuclear power station. Information is provided by a briefing
session, participation in an IPRA exercise, or a mailing of informational material. Any one of
these three methods provides information on the IPRA concept of operations, accident
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classification scheme, communications, protective actions, parallel actions, public information,
and the EPZ.

In RAI 13.3-13(d), the staff requested a description of the State and local programs for
acquainting news media with emergency plans, information concerning radiation, and points of
contact for the release of public information in an emergency. In response to RAI 13.3-13(d),
the applicant stated that Section 5D in IPRA Volume 1 provides a description of the State and
local programs for acquainting news media with emergency plans, information concerning
radiation, and points of contact for the release of public information in an emergency.

13.3.3.8.2 Regulatory Evaluation

In Section 1.1 of the EGC ESP Emergency Plan, the applicant stated that it developed the plan
to comply with the requirements of 10 CFR 52.17, using the guidance in Supplement 2. In
Section 1.2 of the EGC ESP Emergency Plan, the applicant stated that the EGC ESP
Emergency Plan, in conjunction with future implementing and administrative procedures,
documents the methods by which the applicant’s emergency preparedness program meets the
planning standards in 10 CFR 50.47(b) and the requirements in Appendix E to 10 CFR Part 50.
The staff finds that the applicant identified the regulatory requirements and guidance applicable
to the proposed major features of emergency plans for an ESP application.

In its review of the application, the staff considered the regulatory requirements in 10 CFR
52.17(b)(2)(i), 10 CFR 52.18, and Sections lll, IV.B, IV.D, IV.E, and IV.F of Appendix E to

10 CFR Part 50. Under 10 CFR 52.17(b)(2)(i), an applicant for an ESP may propose ma