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APPLICANTS' ANSWER TO SUSQUEHANNA
ENVIRONMENTAL ADVOCATES' MOTION
FOR ALLOWANCE OF NEW CONTENTIONS

On May 6, 1981, intervenor Susquehanna Environmental
Advocates (SEA) moved- for the admission of three proposed’ new
contentions. Applicénts object to the admission of proposed
Contention 20 unless it is rewritten as discussed below, object
tolthe adﬁission of proposed Contention 21 as dlacking specificity -
and basis, and do not object to the admission of proposed Con-

tention 22,

Proposed.Contention 20 (Emergency Plans)

As written, this proposed contention asserts that the;
emergency evacuation plans of Luzerne County and the Commonwealth
of Pennsylvahia do not meet the requirements of NUREG-0654 "in
at least lslépecific ways, outlined in documents submitted pre-

'viously by SEA." There is a serious question as to the timeliness
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of this contention since the Luzerne County and Commonwealth
plans to which SEA refers were issued in February 1980 and June
1980,urespectivel&. ‘In addition, the contention's. reference

to unspecified deficiencies described in unidentified "documents
previously submitted by SEA" clearly fails to meet the
specificity and basis requirements of 10 CfR §2.7i4.

In this particular case, however, there is only one docu-
ment "preYiously submitted by SEA" which purports to identify
the specific ways in which the emergency plans of Luzerne County
and the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania "do not meet the require-
ments of NUREG-0654." An undated document entitled "SEA Answers
to Interrogatories on Emergency Plan and New Contentions," re-
ceived by Applicants on March 19, 1981, consists of ten unnumbered
pages describing various planning standards and evaluatioh criteria
set forth in NUREG-0654, Rev. 1, "Criteria for Preparation and
Evaluation of Radiological Emergency Response Plans and Prepared-
ness in Support of Nuclear Power Plants" (November 1980) and
-alleging thatJthe emergency plans do not comply with these
standards and criteria.

However, a simple cross reference to that document is not
possible since it conéains statements which are incomprehensible,

as well as going beyond the scope of the proposed contention.

. For example, the following language appears on the third page

(unnumbered) of SEA's March, 1981 filing:

NUREG 0654 Rev. (section A. part 3 page 32)
requires that each plan include written
agreements of referring 'to that concept of
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operations. Neither the State nor the Local

plan fact, Civil Defense does not clearly

name these support organizations.
Admitting a contention including that kind of garbled language
would, sexrve no useful purpose.

A sensible approach for dealing with SEA's cross-reference
is to try to eliminate from the March 19, 1981 pléading, material
- which is incomprehensible and material which is outside the
scope of the proposed contention. Attachment A hereto is
" Applicants' version of the March 19, 1981 document with these
modifications indicated. Applicants would not object to the
admission of a contention which reads:

The emergency. evacuation plans submitted
by Luzerne County and the Commonwealth of
Pennsylvania do not meet the requirements
of NUREG-0654 as specified in Attachment

A. No operating license should be issued
until these plans meet NRC Requirements.

Proposed Contention 21.(Class 9 Accidents)

This contention reads:

Applicants' [sic] supplement to the Draft
Environmental Statement vastly understates
the health and economic effects of a Class
9 accident. In addition, it relies on in-
valid statistical analyses. In addition,
it relies on the Rasmussen :Report, which
itself did not take into consideration
human error. . In addition, it is -not site
specific, as required by NRC regulations.

Applicants believe that.this proposed contention does not meet

the criteria of 10 CFR §2.714 and should be denied.



Pursuant to 10 CFR §2.714(b), a contention to be accept-
able must include its "bases . . . set forth with reasonable
specificity." SEA's proposed contention 21 does not meet these
tests. The first sentence alleges that the supplement to the
Draft Environmental Statement (NUREG-0564, Supp. No. 2, March,
1981) "vastly understates the health and economic effects of
a Class 9 accident." This part of the contention gives no
indication of which aspects of the analysis are being ques-
tioned, how or why the analysis is understated and no hint of
the basis for the allegation. The sentence is simply a naked,
unsupported allegation.

The second sentence claims that the supplement to the
Draft Environmental Statement "relies on invalid statistical
analyses." Again, we are left to guess which statistical
analyses are invalid, the nature of the invalidity, and any
basis for the claim.

The proposed contention's third sentence asserts that the
Supplement "relies on the Rasmussen Report, which itself did
not take into consideration human error." Here, too, there is
neither specificity nor basis. The need for both with respect
to this allegation is particularly important, since the
Rasmussen Report did take human error into account. The inde-
pendent review of the Rasmussen Report sponsored by the
Commission devoted an entire section to the Rasmussen Report's
human factors analysis. NUREG/CR-0400, Risk Assessment

Review Group Report to the U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
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Proposed Contention 22 (Pipe Breaks in GE Reactors)

This proposed contention states:

Hot, radioactive water from an SDV (Scram

Discharge Volume) break can disable the

residual heat removal system, the RCIC

system, the core.sprays and the high-

.pressure coolant injection pumps--in

short,. all major safety systems except the

containment--in a short time. a
SEA provided no basis for this contention. However, a new con-
tention proposed by Citizens Against Nuclear Dangers deals with
the same issue and does include a basis. See '"Citizens Against

" .Nuclear Dangers Motion Opposed to Dismissal of Contention 10, and
a New Contentlon on the Potential Dangerous Flaw in the Design of
the Primary Coolant System", dated May 12, 1981, which references
the recent NRC report, NUREG-O78S; "safety Concerns Associated
with Pipe Break in a BWR Scram System" (March 1981).  For this
. reason, Applicants do not object to the admission of SEA's pro-

posed Contention 22. We do request that the Licensing Board con-
solidate SEA's and CAND's contentions on the scram discharge
volume. issue into a single contention.

Respectfully submitted,

SHAW, PITTMAN, POTTS & TROWBRIDGE

c O 4 ok,

Ja97E $llberg
Matias F . Travieso-Di

Counsel for Applicants
1800 M Street, N. W.
Washington, D. C. 20036
(202) 822-~1000

Dated: May 21, 1981
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ATTACHMENT A

TEXT OF PROPOSED CONTENTION 20

NUREG 0654 REV. 1 (section A. 1, b.) requires that
each organization and suborganization having an oper-

‘tional role shall specify its concept of operations,

- -and its relationship to the total effort. Luzerne

County Civil Defense's local plan gives merely an
outline of concept, leaving blank‘important informa-
- tion (page 6 of the Luzerne County plan) about tele-
_ phone and dispatcher communications. Moreover, the
Luzerne County plan (page 5; section 5) states that
the "county conducts program of public education,

training and exercise of emérgency forces and posts

. route signs and evacuation." - But the plan fails to

mention when, where and how the public education
and exercises wili take place. Nor does the plan
mention where signs will be posted. The plan further
states that the "radiological thyroid blocking
chemicals are stocked." The plan fails to mention
where and how the public will be informed of thyroid
blocking chemicals or where they will be stored.
“+« « . The state, and [Luzerne County plans] - do
not meet the requirements of NUREG 0654 REV. 1
(section A. 1. (c¢)) that requires eacg plan to il-

lustrate these interrelationships in a block dia-

gram.
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NUREG 0654 (Section A. 1, d) requires that each
organization shall identify a specific individual
by title who shall be in charge of the emergency

response. The Luzerne County Civil Defense plan

..states no such individual.

NUREG 0654 (section A. 2, a) requires that: "Each
organization shall specify the functions and respon-
sibilities for major elements and key individuals
by title of emergency response, including the fol-
lowing: Alerting and Notification; Communications,
Pﬁblic Information; Accident Assessment; Public
Health and Sanitation; Social Services; Fire and
Rescue; Traffic Control . . ..

Luzerne County -Civil Defense plan (page 11l)

states "see Annex E" for communications. and goes

on to state (page 11) they will notify Luzerne

County Chamber of Commerce to pass to busihess and

"industry in affected area." Plan does not state

how Chamber of Commerce would assume this responsi-
bility. There is no such organization called
Luzerne County Chamber of Commerce. Moreover, the
plan does not suggeét what will happen if a nuclear
incident occurs when the Chamber of Commerce is not
there to pass to business and industry, i.e. if
accident occurs after 5:00 P.M. when offices would

be .closed.
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Public Information in Luzerne County Civil Defense
plan .is'merely an outline (page 17 of LCCD plan).
It lists in 4 brief lines:
1. Develop media release (Plan does not state
- who will do this nor
for what purpose)
2. Brief local media . (Plan does not state

what media will be
briefed about)

3. Operate various (What does this have
control centers to do with public
information)
4. Monitor Media (Plan does not state

what media will be
monitored about)

Public Health and Sanitation is not mentioned in

LCCD plan.

Fire and Rescue: Utility plan- (page 5-8) states

there will be one drill per calendar quarter and
(page 8-3) states local fire and rescue companies
will be invited to participate in a training program.
LCCD plan (page 13) merely outlines "Fire & Rescue
Group" in 3 sentences, stating "units.” evacuating

from affected area will report to facilities in

Annex D." Annex D is not included in plan, nor is

‘ there any clear delineation of who the. fire companies

are.

~Traffic Control: Luzerne County Civil Defense plan

gives an outline of traffic control under "Police
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Group". It does not list what "units" are avail-
able for traffic control.

. « . Luzerne County Civil Defense plan gives a

' mere outline of responsibilities of medical groups.

(Page 15 of LCCD plan.) There are no names of mediﬁ
cal organizations who would be involved in an evacu-
ation. Under LCCD's "general evacuation," it states
they will evacuate Saint Stanislaus Home to

and evacuate invalids whose evacuation requires use
of ambulance. The LCCD plan does not tell us who
the ambulance associations are nor if they are
equipped to handle such an emergency.

NUREG 0654 - (section A. 2a) cites the description of
these functions shall include a clear and concise
summary such as a table of primary and'support re-
sponsibilities. None of the above, from Communica-
tions to Emergency Medical -~ Fulfills this requirement.

. . L]

NUREG 0654 REV. 1 "Notification Methods and Pro-

. cedures" (page 43) requires "the content of initial

and follow-up messages to response organization and

‘the public has been established and means to provide

early notification and clear instruction to "the

. populace." Luzerne County Civil Defense plan (page

6) cites under both selective evacuation' and general

evacuation that "County will notify Chamber of
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Commerce to pass on notification to business and

.industry. There is no clear outline of how this

will be accomplished and no letters of agreement
appear between Civil Defense and Chamber of Com-
merce. Cited under general evacuation (Luzerne
County plan, page 6), political subdivisions will

be responsible for door to door notification within
political boundaries. There is no mention of how
this notification would be executed within political
subdivision[s] nor who would be responsible for such
notification if a géﬁeral evacuétion is called.
There are no letters of agreements with political
subdivisions to assume that responsbility of noti-

fication.

NUREG 0654 (section E. 1, page 43). requires that

‘procedures for notification include means for veri-

fication of messages. Luzerne County plan makes no
mention of any verification of messages. Luzerne

County plan does not meet the requirements of NUREG-

0654 (appendix 3. page 3~2) which states "plan should

give a description of the information that would be
communicated to the public under given circumstances,
for continuing instructioh on emergency actions to
follow, and updating of information.

NUREG 0654 (section G 1 page 49) requires 'that each

organization shall provide a coordinated periodic
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dissemination of information to the public. It
shall include:

a) education information on radiation

b) protection measures

c) special needs of the handicapped.

Neither the State plan or the Luzerne County Civil
Defense plan gives any mention to periodic-'dis-
semination of information to the public.

Luzerne County Civil Defense plan doesn't meet
NUREG 0654 section G 2 [requirement] to see that the
public information program should include provision
for written material that is likely to be available

in a residence during an emergency. Nor does Luzerne

‘County plan meet NUREG 0654 (section G. 4. a.) re-

" Quirement designating a spokesperson who should. have

access to all necessary information. Luzerne County
plan gives no provision for the planning standard of
NﬁREG 0654 (section G), which states "procedures

for coordinated dissemination of information to the
public are established." Luzerne County plan gives
4 brief lines to "Public Information."

NdREG 0654 REV. 1 ( H 7, p. 54) states i:hat”'each
organization, where appropriate, shall provide for
offsite radiological monitoring equipment in the
Qiciﬁity of the nuclear facility." The Luzerne

County plan makes no provision for such equipment.
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NUREG 0654 REV. 1 (H 10, p. 54) requires that "each

organization shall make provisions to inspect, in-

~ventory and operationally check emergency egquipment/

instruments at least once each calendar quarter and
after each use. There shall be sufficient reserves
of instrument/equipment to replace those that are
removed from emergency kits for calibration or re-
pair." The state plan does not meet this require-
ment since it does not mention inspection, inventory,
or checking of such equipment, nor does it mention
reserves. . . . :

NUREG 0654 REV. 1 (H 11, p. 54) requires that "each
plan shall, in an appendix, include identification
of émergency kits by general category (protective
equipment and -emergency suppliesf." The state plan
and [Luzerne] county plan both fail to meet this
requirement since they do not include this info;ma-

tion in an appendix or elsewhere.

-NUREG 0654 REV. 1 (I 7, p. 57) requires that "each

organization shall describe the capability and re-
sources for field monitoring within the plume ex-
posure. Emergency Planning Zone which are an intringic
part of this concept of operations for the facility."
The Luzerne County plan makes no provision for such
monitoring. The state plan provides for such moni-

toring, but omits specifics such as type of equip-
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ment, number of fixed monitoring sites on their

location. With respect to in-place surveillance,
the state plan (DER, p. XIV-1) state; that "Genexr-
ally these include air samplers and TLD's" which

is too vague to comply with the NUREG requirement.
Referring to theu. . . state, NUREG 0654, REV. 1

(I 9, p. 58) states "each organization shall have

a capability tb detect and measure radioiodine
concentrations in air in the plume exposure EPZ as
low as lO-7 uCi/cc (microcuries per cubic centi-
meter) under field conditions." . . . [The] state
[plan does not] mention whether ([it has] this cap-
ability.

NUREG 0654, REV. 1 (I 10, p. 58) requires that the

. . . state ."establish means for relating the various
measured parameters (e.g. contamination levels,
water and air activity levels) to dose rates for key
isotopes" and provide "for estimating integrated dose
from the projected and actual dose rates and for
comparing these estimates with the protective action
guides." The requirement states that the "detailed
provisions shall be descriked in separate proce-
dures." * [The plan] fail([s] to meet this requirement
by being too vague about the procedures to be used,
failing to mention specific isotopes, and not re-

ferring to detailed provisions in separate procedures.
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The state plan (DER, p. XIII-2) says "estimates of
direct population exﬁosure from the passing cloud
and frém ground deposition are made from in place
air samples (sic) and from energy compensated TLD's."
The Luzerne County plan would not adequately' protect
the public in the plume exposure pathway EPZ, as re-
quired?by NUREG 0654 REV. 1 (J), in part because the
county plan has in some cases assigned tasks té
organizations that do not exist or are’ not aware of
having been assigned'such tasks:
1) The County plan states (pp. 6, 11, 12) that in
the event of.a decision to take cover or evacuate,
the county will notify the "Luzerne County Chamber
of Commerce" to pass notification to business and
industry. ©No organization by this name exists.
2) The County plan states (p. 7-8) "individuals
with no transportétion may request same through
local fire companies. Commercial buses will be dis-
patched to local fire stations in the affected area
to transpért these individuals." The county did not
consult either the fire‘companiés or bus companies
before including this procedure in the plan, or in-
form them of having included it.

Maps are not provided by . . . the .

county [or] state showing, "preselected radiological
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sampling and monitoring points, relocation centers
in host areas, and shelter areas" as required by
NUREG 0654, REV. X (J 10a, p. 61).

In the state plan (PEMA, p. 10) assigning to the
state Department of Health the responsibility to
"Develop procedures for stockpiling, in adequate

éupply, [distributing], and administering thyroid

. blocking agents and‘ such other radiological health

materials as may be required" does not meet the re-
quirement either as it states that 1) thyroid -

blocking chemicals are to be stocked (p. 5), 2) the
county medical officer will coordinate the distri-

bution with the state Department of Health (p. 7).,

. and 3) the county medical group will assist the

state Department of Health to their distribution
(p. 15) but gives no more specifics.

Neither the state nor [Luzerne] County plan meet the
requirement of NUREG 0654, REV. 1 (J 10f, p. 63)
that "State and local organizations' plans ;hould
include the method by which decisions by the State
Health Department for administering radioproductive
drugs to the general public are made during an
emergency and the pre-determined conditions under:
which such drugs may be used by offsite emergency
workers". Neither plan addresses these decision-

making issues at all.
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The state and [Luzerne] County plan meet the require-
ment of NUREG 0654, REV. 1 (J 10g p. 63) that they
specify the "means of relocation.” The County plan
(pp. 7-8) states "individuals with ﬁo transporta-
tion may request same through. local fire companies.
Commercial buses will be dispatched to local fire
stations", . . . fbut does not] specify the logis-
tics of the procedure. It states (p. 7) "schools
will be evacuated by school authorities with school
bus transportation to designated schools outside the
10-mile area," but does not name the schcois outside
the 10 mile EPZ, name the designated schools to '

which the children are to be evacuated, or specify

whether the capacity of. the school buses are sufficient

tQ‘evacuate the students without making return trips.
The state and [Luzerne] County plans do not meet the
requirement of NUREG 0654 REV. 1 (J 10h, p. 63) that
they include "relocation centers in host areas"

since neither plan names specific relocation centers.
The County plan (p. 7) states "Red Cross will open

reception’ centers at ' ' '

, and mass care centers in County

to accomodate 18,000 persons." The capacity of
18,000 persons is inadequate since the population of

the 10-mile EPZ is 47,171 (PEMA, appendix la, p. 1).

- The plan does not state that the Red Cross is capable

of staffing adequate relocation centers.
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Neither the state or [Luzerne] County plan includes
"projected traffic capacities of evacuation routes
under emergency conditions" as required by NUREG
0654, REV. 1 (J 10i, p. 63).

Neither the state or [Luzerﬁe] County plan includes
"jdentification of and means for dealing with poten-
tial impedimengs (e.g., seasonal impassability of
roads) to use of evacuation routes, and contingency
measures," as required by NUREG 0654, REV. 1 (J 10k,
p. 63). The oniy such references in the state plan
are (PEMA, p. l3f "jdentification of and means for
dealing with potential restrictions to the use of
evacuation routes to include alternates" is assigned
to the- Department of Transportation, and DER, Bureau
of Radiation Protection's plan states (p. VIII 4)
"had weather will also obviously influence the feasi-
bility of evacuation, thereby making sheltering and
other options attractive." 'The county plan only
states (p. 7) that "based primarily on police and
PennDot advice, modifications and detours will be
made to evacuation routes as situations develop."
Né;ther the state or [Luzerne] County plan include
"time estimates for ‘evacuation of various sectors

and distances based on a dynamic analysis (time-

.motion.study under various conditions) for the plume

exposure pathway emergency planning zone'" as re-
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quired by NUREG 0654, REV.. 1 (J 101, p. 63). The
state plan .only assigns to PEMA the function "con-
tinue to assess time estimates for protective action
responses and update procedures with an objective of
reducing actual response‘times to the extent pos-
sible" (PEMA, p. 12).

The plans of the . . . state do not adequately meet
the requirement of NUREG 0654, REV. 1 (J 10m, p. 64)
that they contain "the bases for the choice of recom-
mended protective actions from the plume exposure
pathway during emergency conditions. This shall
include expected local protection afforded in resi-
dental units or other shélter for direct and inhala-
tion exposure, as.well as evacuation time estimates."
Neither the state or [Luzerne] County plan meet the
requirement of NUREG 0654, REV. 1 (J 12, p. 65) that
"each organization shall describe the means for
registering and moniEoring oféevacuees étwlocation
centers in host areas."” The state plan (PEMA, p. 10)

only assigns to the state Department‘of Environmental

‘Resources the responsibility to "provide for the

monitoring of evacuees at relocation centers." The
county plan mentions (p. 14) initiating a "human
locator system for transients in area" but does not

mention registering or monitoring other evacuees.
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The state plan does not adequately specify protective
actions for the ingestion exposure EPZ. In particular,
it fails to meet th; folloying requirements of NUREG
0654, REV. 1 (J 11, p. 64):

1) The requirement that "the plan shall identify pro-
cedures for detecting contamination" is not met by

the plan stating "collection and analysis of environ-

mental materials will be useful in evaluating the

~ingestion pathway." (DER, p. XIV-2.)

2) It is required that the plan "identify procedures

. .« . for imposing protective procedures such as im-
poundment, decontamination, processing, decay,

product diversion, and preservation.” The plan dis-
cusses the protective procedures mentioned, but fails
to specify mechanisms for imposing and enforcing any
of them. It states, "protocol for the implementation
of any protective action involving dairy products or
any agriculture product will require the evaluation of
the circumstances with the appropriate agency of the
Pennsylvahia Department of Agriculture." (DER, p. -
IX-1.)

3) For the 50 mile ingestion pathway EPZ, [there is no]
mention [of] "maps for recording survey and monitoring
data, key land use data (e.g. farming), dairies,vfood
processing plants, water sheds, water supply intake

and treatment plants and reservoirs" except to state
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that "a map of dairy herd locations is given in the
specific site plan" (DER, p. XIV-2), which is not
included.
4) The plan does not include or mention “up—to—daté
lists of the name and location of all facilities
which regularly process milk products and other large
amounts of food or agricultural products originating
in the ingestion pathway emergency planning zone, but
located elsewhere."
Section K -.Radiological Exposure Control
3.b. No mention of how this should be done in
. « « [the State or Luzerne County] plans.
In state plans it is generally stated that
the Dept. of Environmental Resources shall —
be in charge of radiological protective
and health matters but nothing specific.
4. No such decision chain in any of the plans.
5.a. The DER, Bureau of Radiation Protection, is
to provide guidance in all -such matters,
but there is no specific plan. No mention
in . . . [Luzerne] county plans.
b. same as above.
6.a.b.c. No mention. A

7. No mention.

-The state and (Luzerne] County plans do not adequately

make arrangements for medical services for contaminated
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injured individuals. Specifically, they do not meet

the following requirements of NUREG 0654, - REV. 1

(p. 69):

"L1l) Each organization shall arrange for local and
backup hospitai services having the Eapability for
evaluation of radiation exposure and uptake,Aincludiné
assurance that persons providing these serxvices

are adequately prepared to handle contaminated in-
dividuals.

L3) Each state shall develop lists indicating the lo-
cation of public, private and military hospitals and
other emergency medical facilities within the state

or contiguous states considered capable of providing

- medical support for any contaminated individual.

The Luzerne County plan fails to adequately meet the
reentry and recovery planning requirement of NUREG
0654, REV. l’(M, p. 70). Beyond stating that
Pennsylvania Department of Environméntal Resources
Bureau of Radiological Health "will establish ané
disseminate appropriate re-entry criteria" (p. 18),

the only other reference to reentry and recovery in

' the county plan (p. 7) "reentry to evacuated areas

will be denied to all but residents who will be ac-
companied by mobile patfbl, Pa. drivers license will

be used as identifiéétion, and police cordon blocking
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entry to evacuated area will make maximum use of

local police to facilitate identifigation of area
residents" and (p. 19) "reentry will be based on
advice (sic) of BRH, DER. Evacuated area will be
denied to individuals not holding Pa. drivers license
showing them to be a resident of the area. Resi-
dents of the area will be allowed entry accompaniéd
by mobile patrol only with the exception granted by
Chief Police Group Luzerne County CD. Emergency
services of the area for a period of time before re-
entry 'to the general public is authorized."

The plans of the . . . state do not [meet] the NUREG
0654 REV. 1 requirement (M 3, p. 70) that "each

" e .)state plan shall specify means for informing
members of.the response organizations that a recovery
operation is to be initiated, and of any changes in
the organizational structure that may occur.”

NUREG 0654 REV. 1, requires (N, p. 71) that "periodic
exercises are (will be) éonducted to'evaluate major
portions of emergency resﬁonse capabilities, periodic
drills-are (will be) corrected." Tﬁe Luzerne .County
plan fails to meet this requirement, as it makes“no
mention of exercises or drills, except to list an
annex entitled "Training and exercises," which is

not included.

NUﬁEG 0654 REV. 1 (N 1lb) requires that "each organi-

zation should.make provisions to start an exercise
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between 6:00 P. M. and midnight and another be-

tween midnight’and 6:00 A, M. once every 6 years."
The plans of the . . . state fail to make this
provision. NUREG 0654 REV. 1 (N.lb, p. 71) "exer-
cise should be conducted under various weather condi-
tions." The plans of the . . . staée both fail to
specify this. NUREG 0654 REV. 1 (N 1 b) states

"some exercises should be unannounced." Thé state
plan makes no mention of having some unannounced

exercises. . . ..

"The state plan (PEMA, REV. 6/80) states (p. 1l4-1)

that "communication with federal emergency response
organizations and states within the ingestion path-
way shall be tested annually," whereas NUREG 0654,
REV. 1 (N 2a) requires this to be done quarterly.
NUREG 0654 REV. 1 (N 2a, p. 72) states that "com-
munications bétween the nuclear facility, state and

local emergency operations centers, and field as-

sessment teams shall be tested annually." . . .

[Tlhe state pian. . . [does not] mention the involve-
ment of field assessment teams in EXerciseé or
drills. :

NUREG 0654 'REV. 1 (N 2a, p. 72) states "communica-
tion drills shall also include the aspect of‘under—

standing the content of [messages]." . . . [Tlhe

.state's plan . . . [does not] mention including this

. aspect iﬁ drills.






[12]
[a]

[b]

[c]

[d]
[13]

[a]
[b]
. (el
[al

[e]
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[g]
(h]
(1]

Section O - Radiological Emergency Response Training

l.

1l.b

State plan just gives general objectives in
Appendix 10. In the' [Luzerne] County plan,
Annex M is listed "Training and Exercises" but
there is no Annex M. (see p. 21).

same as above for state and county plans.

4.a-j, same as above for state and county plans.

5'

same as- above for state and county plans.

Section P - Responsibility for the planning Effort:

1.

: 2 -

3.
4.

Development, Periodic Review and Dis-

tribution of Emergency'Plans

n[Luzerné]rCounty plans same as in section O

[Luzerne County:plans do not]. mention

[Luzerné County plans do not] mention -

State plan fails to mention that they will
"certify it to be current on an annual basis."

[N]lo mention in state plan

" [N]o mention in state plan

[N]Jo mention in state plan
[N]Jo mention in state plan
No. mention of this in . . . [state or Luzerne

County] plans.
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

‘NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In the Matter of

Docket Nos. 50-387
50-388

PENNSYLVANIA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
and-
ALLEGHENY ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE, INC.

(Susquehanna Steam Electric Station,
Unit No. 1)

Nt Nt Ml N St N N S

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

This is to certify that a copy of the foregoing "Applicants'
Answer to Susquehanna Environmental Advocates' Motion for Allowance
of New Contentions" was served by deposit in the United States Mail,
First Class, postage prepaid, tﬁis 21lst day of May, 1981, to all

those on the attached Service List.

Dated: May 21, 1981



UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION . I

BEFORE‘THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In the Matter of

PENNSYLVANIA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY

AND

ALLEGAEENY ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE,

(Susquenanna Steam Electric Station,

Units 1 and 2)

INC.

Docket Nos. 50-387
50-388

Nt sl N s Nl Nt S s NP S

SERVICE -LIST

Secratary of the Commission
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
" Washington, D. C. 20555

Administrative Judge James P. Gleason
513 Gilmoure Drive ‘
Silver Spring, Maryland 20901
Mr. Glenn O. Bright
Atomic Safety ané Licensing

3card Panel
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D. C. 20555

Dr. Paul W. Puxrdom
245 Gulph Eills Road
Radnor, Pennsylvania 15087
Atomic Safety and Licensing

Board Panel
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
. Washington, D. .C. 20555

Docketing and Service Section
QOffice of.the Secretary

~U. 8. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D. C. 20555

Dr. Judith B. Johnsrud .

Co=-Director

Environmental Coalition on
Nuclear Power

433 Orlancdo Avenue

State College, Pennsylvania 16801

Susquehanna Environmental Advocatas
c/o Gerald Schultz, Esquire
Post.Office Box 1560
Wilkes-Barre, Pennsylvania 18703

Mr. Thomas J. Halligan, Correspondent
The Citizens Against Nuclear Dangers
Post Office Box 5

Scranton, Pennsylvania 18501

Ms. Colleen Marsh

Box 558 A, R. D. #4

Mt. Top, Pennsylvania 18707

Jessica H. Laverty, Esquire

Office of the Executive Legal
Director

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Washington, D. C. 20555



Rarin W. Carter, Esquire

Department of Environmental Resources

- Commonwealth of Pennsylvania

505 Executive House
Post Office Box 2357

Harrisburg, Pennsylvania
\

Larry Chandler, Esquire
Office of the ‘Executive Legal

Director

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Washington, D. C.-

20555

17120

-

’

Mr. Thomas M. Gerusky, Director
Bureau of Radiation Protection
Department of Environmental

. Resources

Commonwealth of Pennsylvania
Post Office Box 2063
Harrisburg, Pennsylvaria 17120






