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Current workload and timing constraints prohibit an
elaborate description of details relating to some
seven plans relating to San Onofre. In light of
the detailed citation of current findings in the
informal plan review and the exercise evaluation,

1 find it appropriate to make reference to those
documents for response to these contentions.




Q.1

Q.2

Q.3

Q.4

State your name and title:
Kenneth W. Nauman, Jr., Emergency Management Specialist, Federal

Emergency Management Agency, Region IX.

Do you have a statement of professional qualifications?

Yes. A copy of my statement of professional qualificatiomsis

attached to this testimony.

what is the purpose of this testimony?

The purpose of this testimony is to address Contentions 1 and 2
raised by Intervenors GUARD in this operating licensing proceeding
each of which is related to the emergency preparedness of the San
Onofre Nuclear Generating Station, Units 2 and 3 (SONGS 2 and 3).
My testimony will examine the state of of f-site emergency

preparedness as it affects GUARD's contentions.

~UARD Contention 1 states:

whether the state of emergency preparedness for
SONGS 2 and 3 provides reasonable assurance that

the offsite transient and permanent population
within the plume exposure pathway Emergency Planning
Zone, 10 C.F.R. & 50.47(c)(2), for SONGS 2 and 3 can
be evacuated or otherwise protected in the event of
a radiological emergency with offsite consequences
occurring at SONG3S 2 and 3, as required by 10 C.F.R.
& 50.47(a)(1), (b)(10), and Part 50, Appendix E.IV.

‘ With respect to the portion of Contention 1 dealing with
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evacuation time eatimaves, L.e., Part 50, Appsndix B.1V, to
- yhat extent are avacuation time ssrimates conslderad by you

fn ,cur wvaluatlon of offaite emergency preparedaoess for
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A. The avecuatiou time estimates were revliewed la accovrdance
wirh NURRG 0654/FEHA REP=1 to the extunt that thay ware
{ndicated in the emergeunay planning and that emerzency direction
and contral) personnel ponstdezed them in their protective actlon

peoommendations.
Q.5 What cxiteria did you apply Ln your evaluation?

A. The crireria applied were those reflected i HUREG U634/

PEMA REP-1, Rev, 1, Part J, Protective Responde.
.0 pescride the resuies of that evaluatiom?

A. The asgessment reflected the juytsdictiona have considared
the evaluation time ewtimates developed in the SONGS study by
/. Smith and Asscclates sud reflected gn lntentlon to give
comsldoration of time wstimales 1 dealing with protective

respouse An an emmcgeiluy aituarion.

Q.7 In your opinion, du the evacuatlon time estimates which
you have evoluated meet the oviteria which you have

{dencified in your respouse to Question 5 sbave?

]
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meet the criteria.

ntention 1 dealing with

-ective measures for offsite

sulation within the plume exposure

wted this area for SONGS 2 and 3?

ined the capability of offsite organization to
other protective measules for the of
population within the piume exposure
is required by planning standard
evaluation, 1 applied the
'

'Criteria for Preparaticn

Emergency Respc > Plans and




-t to each of the juris-
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have 1 ied onse to Question 9

>ard to each of e guidance elements contained

jurisdictions related

J
the plan review
12S produced by FEMA Region IX (Informal
to Alex Cunningham, State of California
,regency Services, dated April 27, 1981; and,
Of fsite Emergency
They identified
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radiological response areas. 1t is my opinion that the
jurisdictions have met the planning standard 10 C.F.R.,

vara. 50.47(2)(10) except to the extent that further develop-
me~t of protective action procedures for ingestion pathway

EPZ has to be completed.

GUARD Contention 2 states:

Whether there is reasonable assurance that the emergency
response plauning and capability of implementation for
SONGS 2 and 3, effecting the offsite transient and per-
manent population, will comply with 10 C.F.R., Section
50.47(a) (1) and (b) or (c)(1) as regards:

A. the procedures for notification by Applicants of
State and local response organizations, 10 C.F.R.
Section 50.47(b)(5), and for notification of and
continued communication among emergency personnel
by all involved organizations, 10 C.F.R, Section
50.47(b) (6}

B. the means for notification and instruction to the
populace within the plume exposure~pathway Emergency
Planning Zone, 10 C.F.R. Section 50.47(8)(5);

Cc. the information and the procedures for dissemina-
tion of information to the public within the plume
exposure pathway Emergency Planning Zone on a
periodic basis on how they will be notified and what
their initial action should be in the event of an
emergency, 10U ¢.F.R. Section 50.47(b) (7);

D. the arrangements for medical services for contaminated
and injurec individuals, 10 C.F.R. Section €0.47(b)
(12);

E. necessary transportation and communication equipment,
and the operation of the emergency operations centers
of the principal response organizations, 10 C.F.R.
Section 50.47(b)(8);

F. the capability of each principal response organization
to respond and to augment this initial response on a
continuous basis, 10 C.F.R. Section 30.47(b) (1)



radfological emcrgency résponse training to those
who may be called oa to assist 1o an ewmergency,
10 C.F.R. Section 50.47(b){15);

the pothods, staffing, systems, and equipment for
assessing and wmonitoring actual or potential off=-
site consequences of a radiological emergency
condition within the plume exposure pathway EPZ
for SONGS 2 aad 3, 10 C.F.R. Section 50.47(b)(9);

the physical design, communications equipwent, and
operating procedures for the interia Emergeacy
Operations Facility, 10 C.F.R. Section 50.47(b)(3)
and (b)(8);

the methods, systems, and eguipment for assvssiug
and monitoring acrual or potential offsite couse-
quences of a radiological emergency condition vithin
the ingestion pathway EPZ for SONGS 2 and 3, 10 C.F.R.
Section 50.47(b)(9); and
geoeral plans for reentry and recovery plans and
procedures, 10 C.F.R. Section 52.47(b)(13).
To the extent that the standards of NUREG 0654/FEMA REP-1, Rev. 1,
have been applied to the review of emergency response planning

snd capability of juplementation regarding SONGS 2 and 3, and assumiag

the contenti~n asks 1f there is a reasonable assurance that the

{tems A-K (less J) will be or have been addre~sed in planning,

the acswer 1s in the affimmative. (This assumes reentry and

recovery planning »iil be sccomplished.)

2nd Part of
Q.12 With respect to Contention 2.A, have you examined the procedures

of offsite response prganications for notification of and
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coatinued coumunicatioa arong ema2rgency personael by all

invoived response organizations?

2ad Part oi

A,12

Q.13

Q.14

Yes, the procedures of offsite response organizatiops for
potification and comsunication regarding emergency personael
were exaalned in accordance with NUREG 0654, VEMA REP-1, Rev. B

standarde 11.E and iIL.F.

With respect to Contention 2.A, do the procedures for notifica~-
tion of and contioued comzunication mmomg emergency personnel
which you have described in response to Question 12 above meet

planning standard 10 C.F.R. Section 50.47(b) (6)?

Yes. Additionally, siren systems are being installed at this
time and are forecast to be in place before iicensing. Plans

and procedures currently exist for gotification and coxaunication.

With reepect to Contention 2.8, have you exazined the means
esrablished by offs te response organizations for notification
and instruction to the populace within the plume exposure pathway

EPZ?

Yes, the standards of NUREG 0654/FEMA EEP-1, Rev. 1, Part 11.B,
were applied. These means include, establish goverments’
keleco-nunicnticnn systems, gover-ment vehicles, media, sireas,

and Emergency Broadcast System equipment.



Q.15

-8~

With raspect to Contention 2,.B, do the mcana which you have
deseribed in response to Question 14 above for notification
and {nstruction to the populace withip the plume exposure

pathway EPZ meet planniog standard 10 C.P.R. Séction S0.47(b)(5)?

Yes, to the exrenr that they have been addressed 1in planning

and were critiqued by the informal plan review document referred
to in the answer to Question 10, When sireos are installed and
tested and plans and SOP's finalized/updated, they should meet
the standard. Future evaluation of the demoustrated imple-
mentation will validate the capability to meet the standard from

an ieplementation standpoint.

With respact to Contention 2.C, bave you examined procedures
established by offrite response orgacizations for disseminction
of 1nforweiion iu the public within the plume exposure pathway
EPZ ou a periodic basiez as to how the public will be notified

and what its initial action should be in the eveat of an

emgrgency?

Yea. WURES NES//PEMA BEP-1, Rev. 1, planning standard I1.E was
applied Lo the plavs. Frocedures are jdentified that the urility
will provide iuvformational disseminatious through mailings on a
pertodic basis. Additional cuverage through motels, recreation

areac, and other trassiezt locations is planned.

ﬁirh respect to Conteutlion 2.C, do the procedures which you have

.
described in response to Question 16 above, meet planning standard

10 C.¥.R. Section 50.47(b)(7)?




lures to the exteat

tified in the iuforwal plan revicy cited in Question 10.

With respect to Conteation 2.D, hav. you exacined the arrange=

ments made by offsite response orgarizations for pedical servic~s

for contanrinated and Injured irdividuvals?

Standard L was applied to the
have been identified and have received
'ndling patients subject to radiation contamination.
Do the arrangesents for medical secvices made by offsite response
organizations for contaminated and injured individuals described
»agponse to Question 18 above meet planuing standard 10 C.F.R.

Section ».Ql(b)(l't).

To a limited extent, yes. Some specific actions were cited as
aot observed in the informal plan review, Refereance the citation

of informal plac review in the response to Questiom 10.

With respect to Contention 2.E, have you examined provisious of
the principal offgite response organizations to provide trans-
portation and comaunications equipment during an emergency and

to establish esmergency operations centers.

Yes. Provisious of NURRG 0654/FEMA REP-1, Rev. 1, Standards 11.C,
E, F. B, J, and L were applied to the plans reviewed, PEmergency

Operating Centers and the transportation and cocmunications assets

of the two counties and two cities, the U.S. Marine Corps, and the

State and Federal organizations are available to support an emergency.
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0.21. Do the umeErgeacy cperarion ceaters csrablished by the principal
offsite regponga urgsnizstions avd thele conmitoent of trangporta-
tion gf‘conmuatcatlmna‘cqutpmant degcribed fu your responue to

Queartoﬁ 20 @bove weet planalng steadard 10 €. PR, Section $0.47(b)(8)?

A. Yes, Orange and San Diego counties have established and operational EOC's
with required emergency response plan and equipment to respond to transportation

and communications most likely to occur.

(.22  With respect Lo Contention 2,F, have you ¢xsofued the capabilicy ot
the priocipal olfeles vesponse organlzstions te respond to ai eGeT=

guncy &nd to augment eny faitisl reeponse an & contloucus haaisy

i\ Yes. JFravistons of 1QIREC k5S4 PRMA HEP~), Hev., 1, standards A end
G ware applied to the plane veviewsd. The capability to respond waa
damonetrated rhrough past Aeimonetreted disueter respoasc and through

rlanning o7 lented to principles of mutual ald and redundant etullieg.

Q.23 loes the capabi) ity ot cach principal offeite responde orgarizetion
to respond tu ga emergency snd to augmert Lhis fattlsl responae
on & continuous bhasty dezcribed f youtr respaonae to (lueat lon 27

above neet plsnntag standard 10 ¢.F.R., Secelon 40,4710 (17

A Yes. The hasic plunning c¢f the furisdicttiona, coupled with the
State sad Jucel mutual ald ugteements, and Fedeual guppart through

the quh:prsanizatlon provlde the necessary ragponse capability.

-



yy wxamiced radivloglcal
has been provided ta offslite

on to gsglat in an emergency?

Yes. Training ha- been reviewed under NUREG-0654/FEMA Rep-1, Rev.
standard 0 and said standard applies to response plans. Training
ided to response personnel has teen limited. Addi-

)

; has been tdentitled as belng needed. Lo¢al furis-

1fied who have had training given by

ad BM courses and s3zocliated

Medical radiological couvses
diclonal training 13
on the specific techniques oL

nzeation pathway gampling, as well




2 H. have you cxamined the methuda,
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organizattona for azdesszing ad monltoving actual o p tentlal .

yloplcul emergency conditton within

NUREQ 0KS4/FEMA REP-1, Rev. 1, atandard T wag applied to

exiats in lim{ted quantitles,
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FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY

Region IX 211 Main Street, Room 220 San Francisco, CA 94105

PROFESSIONAL QUALIFICATIONS

KENNETH W. NAUMAN, JR.
Emergency Management Specialist
Plans and Preparedness Division
Federal Emergency Management Agency
Region IX, San Francisco, California

| am an Emergency Management Specialist in the Plans and Preparedness
Division of the Federal Emergency Management Agency, Region IX, San
Francisco, California, and a Radiological Emergency Preparedness Site
Froject Officer for the San Onofre Nuciear Generating Station (SONGS).
i was also the principal coordinator of findings of the SONGS Exercise
Findings and Plan Review document: developed in 1981.

| participated in the NRC/FEMA Radiological Emergency Response Planning
(RERP) Course, Radiological Emergency Preparedness Planners, and the DOE
Emergency Response Course at the Nevada Test Side in 1979 and 1980.

| received a Bachelor of Arts Degree in Political Science from the
University of Oregon in 1965. | attended the McGeorge College of Law,
University of the Pacific. Sacramento, for 14 years prior to a call to
military service.

| served in the United States Air Force as a pilot, operations officer,
plans officer, and Disaster Preparedness Officer during a tour of active
duty from 1367 to 1373. Ffrom 1273 to date, | have served with the United
St-tes Air Force Reserve, serving in the above duties, and as a Base
Disaster Preparedness Augmentation Officer, McClellan AFB, California.

| attended the USAF Disaster Preparedness Course, Lowry AFB; Senior
Officer's Disaster Preparedness Course, Disaster Preparedness Refresher
Course, and numerous seminars, training meetings, and conferences dealing
with radic'ugical and emergency planning. During Air Force duty, ! served
as Evaluatiun Team Chief, team member and instructor of emergency response
programs, as well as sarticipating in two actual disaster/accident response
events.

Prior to employment with the Federal Emergenry Management Agency, |

served as an Smergency Mctilization Plans Officer (Civilian) with the

U.S. Army for 2% years. Duties included planning, management, and
execution of functions related to emergency movement and control (handling)
of up to 15,000 personnel in various types of situations.



Professional Qualifications
Kenneth W. Nauman, Jr.

Service with the Federal Emergency Management Agency included planning,
development, policy implementation, and liaison work with local, State,
and Federa! governmentis a3 ~c!] as private enterprise. Areas of
involvement included program management and development relating to
r-isis Relocat:on Planning and general emergency pianning. Further work
included course development, management, and instruction of radiological
defense training, and development of radiological defense plans. | have
attended, directed, and instructed in radiological defense courses (RDO-1I,
Radiological Monitoring, and Raitiological Instructor Training) developed
by the Defense Civi! Preparedness Agency. | have written numerous plans
regarding general and specific disaster response, both in the Air Force
and in DCPA/FEMA, Further, | have completed the FEMA Career Development
Phase Courses 1! and 111, and the Air Force Command and Staff College
Course.

Most recent assignment is to the Radiologicei Emergency Preparedness
Program as project officer for offsite planning for SONGS and evaluation
Team Chief for exercises within “egion IX. Additional duty involvement
with the program began in 1980 with primary duty beginning in February
1981.




