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[Applicants' Proposed Findings Of Fact And
Conclusions Of Law On Intervenor's Contention A8
Regarding Emergency Planning In The Form Of a]
SUPPLEMENTAL PARTIAL INITIAL DECISION

1. This supplemental partial initial decision resoclves
those issues in a controversy arising under Intervenor
Bursey's Contention A3. That contention was as follows:

“The Applicant has made inadequate
preparations for the implementation
of his emergency plan in those areas
where the assistance and cooperation
of state and local agencies are
required."”

T e Legal Standard

2. Nuclear facility licensees and applicants for
operating licenses are required by NRC regulations to
develop emergency response plans (10 C.F.R. Part 50,
§50.47 and Appendix E). Section 50.47 of Part 50 states

specifically as follows:

(a)(l) No operating license for a
nuclear power reactor will be issued
unless a finding is made by NRC that
the state of on-site and off-site
emergency preparedness provides reason-
able assurance that adeguate protective
measures can and will be taken in the
event of a radiological emergency.
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3. Portions orf the NRC regulations require Lice sees

and Applicants to coordinate their plans with state and
local agencies over whom NRC does not have jurisdiction.

In recognition of this, Section 50.47(a)(2) provides that
NRC will base its findings as to the adequacy of off-site
emergency plans on review of the Federal Emergency Manage-
ment Agency (FEMA) determinations as to whether state and
local emergency plans are adequate and capable of being
implemented, and that NRC itself will assess the adequacy
and capability of implementation of the Applicants' on-site
emergency plans. Evaluation of off-site emergency prepar-
edness is the function of FEMA in the first instance. A
FEMA finding constitutes a rebuttable presumption on the
question of adequacy. (10 C.F.R. §50.47(a)(2)).

4. section 50.47(b) lists sixteen standards which
on-s.te and off-site emergency response plans for nuclear
power reactors, must meet. As indicated in a footnote

to Section 50.47(b), the standards are complemented by
specific criteria in NUR.G-0654 (FEMA REP-1), which appear-
ed in its final form as Rev. 1 in October, 1980. The key
issues to be determined by this Board as they relate to the
listed standards are embodied in the terms "adequate and
capable of being implemented." As is clear from the Inter-
venor's contention on this issue, he was concerned primarily

with the ability of .~ . .icants to implement their emer-

£

gency plans, spec . ~here that implementation requires
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7. Th2 following representatives of the State and Local
Governmental bodies were called: Thomas E. Longshore, Jr.
(Newberry County), Colonel James DelLoache and Colonel Hugh

K. Boyd (Richland County), James R. Andonaegui (Lexington
County), George Douglass (Fairfield County), T. Eston Marchant,
Joseph F. Hipp, Jr., General George R. Wise, Paul Lunsford,
Pamela N«zal, and Tom Beckham (South Carclina Adjutant
General's Office, Division of ©merge iy Preparednecs), Dr.
Robert Jackson and Heyward Shealy (South Carolina Department
of Health and invironmental Control). The Intervendar also
called several of SCE&G's employees regarding the company's
information brochure, who will be identified in the course

of our discussion of tl.at matter. The NRC Staff sponsored

as its witnesses on emergency planning, Jack D. Richardson
(FEMA) and Thomas A. Kevern (NRC Staff), and at the reconvened
hearings on September 22, Brian K. Grimes, (NRC Staff). The
Applicants pretented Kenneth E. Beale, Dr. Robert J. Budnitz,
Dr. William R. Stratton, and Lewis Storz.

The Emergency Plans

8. Before discussing the tectirony. it will provide
necessary background to review the documents of primary
importance to the emergency planning issue. These documents
are of course the emergency plans themselves - that of the

Applicants, those of the counties directly concerned, and

those of the State.




9. The Applicants' emergency plan, entitled Virgil C.
Summer Nuclear Station, Radiation Emergency Plan was admitted
as Applicants' Exhibit 30(a) (Tr. 3115). To that pian was
attached an evacuation time assessment study, admitted as
Applicants' Exhibit 30(b) (Tr. 3122).

10. The State of South Carolina's disaster preparaz2dness
plan which encompasses planning for a wide variety of
natural and man made disasters has two components relevant
to the Summer site. They are the State of South Carolina
Operational Radiological Emergency Response Plan (SCOREP)

for the Summer site and the State of South Carolina Technical
Radiological Emergency Response Plan, admitted as Applicants'
Exhibits 15(5) and 15(b) respectively. (Tr. 3116).

11. The Newberry, Richland, Lexington, and Fairfield
County plans were admitted as Applicants' Exhibits 11, 12,

13 and 14, respectively. (Tr. 3118).

12. We will first discuss Part 3, V.C. Summer Fixed
Nuclear Facility Site Specific Radiological Emergency
Response Plan to SCOREP (Applicants' Exhibit 15(a)). As
stated on page 3-1 of that document, it provides for guid-
ance, coordination and utilization of state and other re-
sources in support of local governments in the event of

a nuclear accident at the V.C. Summer Nuclear Station.
Possibly the most significant section of Applicants' Exhibit

15(a) in terms of the contentions in this case is Section IV




dealing with plan execution, since the contention relates
more to execution than to content.

13. Section IV contains a statement on the concept

of cperations and includes a detailed discussion of the
classifications of emergencies in order from the least to
the most serious (Unusual Zvent, Alert, Site Emergency, and
General Emergency). Classificaticn of events is primarily
the responsibility of the utility. (Applicants' Exhibit
15(a) pages 3-3 and 3-4). For example, under IV(A) (II)(d),
we are advised that in a General Emergency, local govern-
ments and the Bureau of Radiological Health (BRH) of thu
South Carolina Department of Health and Environmental
Control are immediately notified by SCE&G. SCE&G recom-
mends protective actions to be instituted immediately. The
counties react and provide for the protective actions, in-
cluding evacuation and/or shelt:ring of the populace. The
state and local responses are activated and their emergency
operation centers are made operational. Upon establishment
of state operational capability, the Forward Emergency
Operations Center (FEOC) will assume coordination and
resource responsibility for off-site operations. (Appli-
cants' Exhibit 15(a). page 3-4).

14. This sort of detailed procedure for execution con-
tinues throughout the State planning document. For instance,
we further see that if evac sation or other protective

measures are required, they will be implemented in the

affected sectors of the emergency planning zone on order



from the FEOC only, except in the event of an immediate

General Emergency. In that event, the local governments
will carry out any protective measures recommended by the
Applicants' personnel without waiting for the FEOC to be
operational. (Applicants' Exhibit 15 (a) (IV) (A) (v), page

3-4.) The Plan directs specifically what the state highway

patrol's respoc.nse will be in cordoning off the facility and
restricting access; we are told who is responsible for the
monitoring within the 10-mile EPZ as well as the 50-mile EP2Z
as well as how decontamination will be accomplished. There
is also a procedure for the utilization of federal radiolo-
gical emergency response resources for off-site radiological
emergenrncy response. (Applicants' Exhibit 15(a)(IV)(A)(viii),
page 3-5.)

15. The State Plan lists in detail what the responsi-
bilities of state government will be in the execution of tne
plan, i.e., what the offices of the Goverror, the Adjutant
General, the Emergency Preparedness Division, the Department
of Health and Environmental Control, the State Law Enforcement
Division, the Department of Wildlife and Marine Resources,
the Department of Social Services, and other state agencies
are responsible tc provide or to accomplish. (Applicants'’
Exhibit 15(a) pages 3-5 through 3-7). For example, the
Office of the Adjutant General is responsible for providing

a representative at the FEOC as well as the State Emergency
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Operations Center, to provide public information support

to the office of the Governor, to be prepared to provide
resources as requested by appropriate authority as well

as be prepared to assist in decontamination procedures.

They also are required to provide a Forward Emergency
Operations site and support at the Winnsboro Army National
Guard Armory. (Applicants' Exhibit 15(a), page 3-6).

16. Also contaired within the State Plan are specific
procedures for the execution of responsibilities by county
and municipal governments. Fairfield, Newberry, Lexington
and Richland counties are listed, along with their responsi-
bilities. Generally referenced are counties located

in the 50-mile EPZ along with a listing of their responusi-
bilities. (Applicants' Exhipbit 15(a), pages 3-7 and 3-8).
Coordinating in: tructions are given to delineate specific
responsibilities for protective responses, acciden%t assessment,
training, medical and health support, exercises and drills,
planning, reception stations and evacuation procedures,
administraticn of potassium ioudide, provisicn ifor dosimeter/
film badges for county radiclogical emergency response
personnel as well as provision for dosimeters and film
badges at the FEOC. (Applicants' Exhibit 15(a), pages

3-8 and 3-9). There is also a section on direction and

control, providing iistruction as to the control of off-site

operations at different points and providing information




concerning control and communications. (Applicants' Exhibit
15(a), pages 3-9 and 3-10). There are maps and organizitional
charts showing lines of authority.

1%, Annex D to Applicants Exhibit 15(a) is a reception
centers and evacuation procedures section. It provides for
the procedures to be followed for establishment and operation
of reception centers and for evacuation in the event it is
required. As in the main body of the document, it contains

a concept of operations and provides for the specific
responsibilities of the various of:.ces of state government
and of local government units involved. It contains coordinat-
ing instructions and a secticn on administration and logistics
as well as one on command and control. There are several
appendices to Annex D which provide more specific instruction
and listing of responsibilities regarding reception center
procedures (Appendi. 1) and evacuation of V.C. Summer
employees (Appendix 2).

18. Annex F provides for a specific alert notification
system and procedures (Applicants' Exhibit 15(a)). Again, as
in the main document, Annex F contains a general section
having a statement of purpose, reference to maps and charts,
statement of the planning basis, a section on mission and a
section on execution which contains a statement of the

concept of operations and a statement of responsibilities

for state and local government agencies and coordinating
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for development, maintenance and coordination of technical
radiological response efforts in support of the SCOREP
objectives and concepts.

21. The Technical Plan specifies that the Bureau of
Radiological Health has direct responsibility to provide
technical assistance and resources necessary to evaluate

and assess the consequences of a radiological incident, to
provide protective action guidance to state and local
authorities and to oversee decontamination and re-entry
operations.

22. The Technical Plan describes in detail the support-
ing organizations which will be asked to render assistance
when necessary. It contains a specific, detailed implementa-
tion plan, emergency response procedures, and a sec.ion on
emergency data including names and telephone numbers of
emergency and support personnel as well as a listing of
special equipment and supplies available. It has appendices
covering protective action guides, environmental monitoring
and sampling and laboratory analysis capability, an environ-
mental and health effects assessment plan, a listing of
emergency decontamination procedures, recovery and re-entry
procedures, an emergency radiological assistance team
handbook, a statement on training, letters of agreement and
memoranda of pnderstanding with owners and operators of
fixed nuclear facilities (including South Carolina Electric

& Gas Company) and support organizations, and maps.
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23. In regard to the ‘>'nty emergency operations plans,
all four appear to be well coordinated as they have essenti-
ally the sa format and contain the same types of informa-
tion in nea:rly the same amount of detail. Each of the
counties, Newberry, Richland, Lexington and Fairfield,
already had emergency operations plans reflecting their
planning efforts for coping with a wide variety of natural
and poscsible man-made catastroph's, as evidenced by the fact
that the fixed nuclear facility radiological emergency plans
for each of the counties represent an annex to the main
plan. For Newberry, Lexington and Fairfield counties, each
is designated Annex Q. For Richland county, it is designa-
ted Annex E-1 (Applicants' Exhibits 11 through 14, respec-
tively). We will take the Fairfield county plan as an
example, since Fairfield county is the county within which
the Summer facility is located and within which a large part
of the IO-mile'EPZ is contained.

24. The Fairfield county plan is set up in the same
format as the state plan. The first section is a general
section wherein is discussed the purpose of the plan and the
authority for drafting and implementation of the plan at a
state and county level. There is a list of references to
the South Carolina Comprehensive Disaster Preparedness Plan,
the South Carolina Operational Radiological Emergency Response

Plan, the South Carolina Technica. Radiological Emergency Response
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Plan, the Facility Plan, and NUREG -0654. There is a
listing of tw>lve maps showing things such =s the two-mile,
five-mile and ten-mile sectors, traffic control points and
evacuation routes, the sector population estimates and the
Fairfield County agriculturally oriented aspects of the
plan. There is a definitional section for such things

as "fixed nuclear facility," sometimes abbreviated in the
plans as "FNF." There is a discussion of organizations
involved, both in the governmental and private sectors.
The Fairfield Plan contains a situational discussion, i e.,
a discussion of factors which provide the context within
which the Emergency Operations Plan (EOP) must operate,
listi-3 the situation on the national, state and local
scene, and referencing the Summer facility, supporting
organiza* ons, assumptions concerning tricgering events,
and planuing bases (Applicants' Exhiiit 14, pages Q-1
through Q-11). There is a simple statement of mission,
which is in ge2neral the same for each of the four counties:
“Fairfield County will provide for the protection of the
county populace and their property from the effects of
ionizing radiatior from a radiological accident at the V.C.
Summer Nuclear Station F.N.F. through an organized and
coordinated Radiological Emeryency Response.” (Applicants'
Exhibit 14, III page Q-11.)

25. As in the state plan, The Fairfield Plan has an

extensive section on execution which contains a statement



of the concept of operations, ar explanation of the direc-
tion and control for Fairfield County 2nd the implementation
of the plan, a discussion of the warning systems, and a
notification communications section which explains notifi-
cation of Unusual Events, Alerts, Site Emergencies, and
General Emergencies. The Fairfield County Plan has a
section on accident assessment, one on public fiformation,
cone on public health and sanitation, one on social services,
one on fire and rescur mergency medical services, law
enforcement, transportuation and protective response. The
section on protective response (Applicants' Exhibit 14, 1V,
M, page Q-22) discusses the policy and procedure on radio-
protective drugs for emergency workers, radioc-protective
druas for local populace, protective sheltering, and evacu-
ation (including population distribution maps and evacuation
times as well as evacuation for non-ambulatory evacuees).
The execution =ection also has a discussion of radiological
exposure control, medical recovery and reentry of affected
areas, equipment availability and distributicn, exercises
and drills, radiological emergency response training and
coordinating instructions. (Applicants' Exhibit 14, pages
Q-11 through Q-36).

26. The Fairfield plan contains a Fairfiel. County radio-
logical emergency response organization chart. Applicants'

Exhibit 14, Appendix 1, page 58), a radiological emergency
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response organizaticns summary table which delineates
agencies with primary, as against support, responsibilities.
(1a., page 59.)

27. Appendix 3 to the Fairfield Plan is dedicated to
describing the traffic evacuation routes from the lU-mile
EPZ and listing traffic control points for the evacuation of
the 10-mile EPZ. (Id., page 60.) Appendix 4 contains
procedures for alerting county warning teams and residents
in the 10-mile EPZ (warning teams are utilized in the event
of unavailability of the siren system). (Tr. 4445).
Specific messages to be disseminated by the warning teams
a.e listed. (Applicant's Exhibit 14, page Q-€¢ .-b.) This is
followed in Appendix 5 by a public information procedure
descrioing in detail what happe..” in terms of public infor-
mation upon confirmation of a nr’..ification of an accident at
the V.C. Summer faci.. . (Id. page Q-62.) There is a
two-mile evacuation and road tlock plan contained in the
Fairfield plan. (Appendix 6, page Q-63.)

28. Appendix 7 contains a dose record form. There are
further appendices which contain information or procedures
relative to implementation of the Fairfield County radiological
emergency response plan (Appendix 8), Fairfield County
emergency response organization (Appendix 9), a discussion
of NUREG-0654 criteria (Arrendix 10), a discussion of the

V.C. Summer nuclear station and surrounding site (Appendix




- 16 =

11), listing of letters of agreement for implementation cof
the plan (Appendix 12), a description of radiological
emergency kits available (Appendix 13), a discussion of
exerc:ses and drills for testing the plan (Appendix 14), a
directory of persons in the 10-mile EPZ requiring special
-xgistance in case of ev/acuaticn (Appendix 15), and others.
29. This survey of tne matters addressed in the Fairfield
County Emergency Operations Plan, which is representative of
the emercency operations plans for the other three counties,
demonstrates the comprehensiveness of the written plans. We
ncte in passing, moreover that the witnesses who appeared
from each of the counties and testified concerning their
plans possessed a jood kxnowledge of their respective

plans and of the methods of implementation of the plans.

30. Similar to the State and the Counties' plans in the
amount of detail and scope of coverage, the Applicants’
emergency plan; Virgil C. Summer Nucl:-ar Station h d‘ation
Emergency Pl in (Applicants' Exhibit 30(a)) is set up in a
format following that of NUREG-0654. The Applicants' plan
begins on page P-1 with a cross reference index wherein each
NUREG-0654 reference section is identified with a correspond-
ing V.C. Summer emergency plan reference section. Thus, the
NUREG guidance and the Applicants' response to that guidance

can be compared with relative ease.
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31. Following an introduction section, which includes
definitions, the Applicants' plan has a section on Scope and
Applicability. This includes discussions on the following
topics: general information and site description; popula-
tion “‘stribution; emergency planning zones; purposes and
objectives, including regulatory reguirements; purpose of
emergency preparedness, and objectives of the emergency

plan; a summa' of the emergency plan interrelationships
*4cluding other Applicant plans, participating governmental
agencies, and local services support); a summary cf emer-
gency planning logic; discussion of emergency classifica-
tions, including the emergency classification system; the
spectrum of postulated accidents (including classification

of postulated accidents and instrumentation capability for
detection); organizational control of emergencies (including
normal station organization and on-site emergency organiza-
tion, the off-site emergency organization, .ocal services
support, coordination with state and local government agen-
cies and public notification); emergency measures (including
activation of emergency organization, assessment actions,
corrective actions, and protective actions); emergency facil-
ities and equipwent (including Applicants' on-site emergency
centers, Applicants' emergency operations facility, the county
and state emergency centers, the news media area, the communi-

cations system -- which in turn includes normal communications

systems and emergency communications systems as well as
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alarms, assessment facilities (including radiation moni-
toring system, fire protection and detection devices);
protective facilities and equipment (including first aid and
medical facilities and damage control equipment); means for
maintaining emergency preparedness (including organirational
preparedness, training, drills, exercises, and emergency
coordinator); educational information to the public; review
nd updating of the emergency plan implementing procedures;
maintenance and inventory of emergency equipment and supplies;
and finally, reentry and recovery, (including a recovery
organization). (Applicants' Exhibit 30(a), passim.)

32. Applicants' plan is a workable resource document which
makes good use of graphics. It includes figures showing the
genczral site location, site arrangement, the one-to-ten-mile
population distribution, the ten-to-fifty-mile population
distribution, the ten-mile (plume exposure pathway) emergency
planning zone: and the fifty-mile (ingestion pathway)
emergency planning zone and the percent occurrence of wind
direction. It also has figures illustrating or showing
interrelationships with government agencies, the South
Carolina Electric & Gas Company organization, the V.C.

Summer Nuclear Station organization, the on-site emergency
organization, the off-site emergency orjanization, the
interface between on-site and off-site c¢mergency organiza-
tions, the evacuation routes, the emergency facilities'

general locations, the emergency facilities' communications,
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the environmental sampling locations, and the recovery
organization. (Applicants’ Exhibit 30(a), passim.

33. The Applicants' plan also features useful summaries

of important information which can be consulted in tabular
form. Included are tables showing emergency classif-
ications and degree of involvement by participating groups
(page 13), a summary of emergency action levels (page 19),
typical instruments for accident detection and classification
of hypothesized accidents (page 32-E), staffing requirements
for emergency conditions (page 5z-A), forms of initial
emergency messages (page 52-D), follow-up emergency messages
(page 52-F), sample emergency instructions and information
for the public (pag:: 52-1), and recommended protective actions
.0 avoid whole body and thyroid doses from exposure to a
gaseous plume (page 61). It provides a summary of actions
for the various emergency classes (page 61-A), radiation
monitoring system description (page 8l1), typical instruments
available for monitoring major systems (page 86), environ-
mental sampling stations (page 88), and periodic training of
emergency response personnel. (page 99).

34. Having surveyed the content of the various plans,
there is no question in our mind that they are comprehensive
and we find they satisfy regulatory requirements. The Appli-
cants, the Counties and the State Agencies involved have
evidently considered the wide range of problems, and the
resources which would be needed to cope with them in a coordi-

nated fashion, that would be presented by an incident which
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can have =2ffects across geographic and political boundaries.

This state of planning stands in sharp contrast to pre-TMI
emergency planning.

3s. Having reviewed the contents of the various state,
local and facility plans, we now will address the specific
areas of inquiry by the Intervenor which by inference are
those areas believeda by him to represent or be susceptible
to inadequate implementation. The Board will take up in a
later and separate discussion, however, consideiation of
these issues as they may relate to the postulated accident
scenario presented by Intervenor's witness Kaku.

36. The issues on which Intervenor concentrated his
guestioning and whkich the Board discusses separately are

as follows: Public education, Applicants' emergency brochure,
public notification in the event of evacuation, transporta-
tion in the event of evacuation, evacuation routes and
times, deconta.rination, medical services, potassium iodide,
livestock and food crop contamination, and coordination with
and readine: of secondary agencies. These will be
discussed in turn, followed by our discussion of matters
pertaining to Dr. Kaku's postulated accident scenario.

Public Education

37. As conceived by the Intervenor, the issue of public
education relates to his thesis that in order for the public
to respond as desired and expected in the event of an emer-

gency situation at the Summer Station, they must specifically
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be informed as to the nature of the hazards which could be

resented by a worst-case
s Y

facility (Tr.

should they not respond in such an event (Tr.

2138),

atastrophic nuclear accident at
what might happen to the public

2017), and

what steps agriculture producers might need to take in terms

of having protected
for
applicable guidance
Applicants has been
corresponding

Following

their livestock.

the thrust of

grain supplies or sheltering available

(Tr. 2163-67, 2019). In contrast, the

in NUREG-0654 and the approach taken by

to address the range of emergencies and

actions.

Intervenor's line of

on training and knowledge of accid con-

the positinn of the NRC

whether 1t that each party

involved in emergency planning have a clear understanding of

the extent of a nuclear accident that may occur at the plant

the
potential

Staff's witnesses Kevern and Richardson

firmative, but Kevern went

that each indivicual or agency knowledge-

f the role which that individual or agency must carry

nd does not mean that all response personnel must have

1iled understanding of accident scenarios and the

assocliated with any particular scenario.
d :
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39. Staff's witness Grimes, Director of the Division of
Emergency Preparedness, Office of Inspection and Enforcement,
confirmed Mr. Kevern's appraisal with the very practical
observation that the emphasis in training on radiation
matters must be upon carrying out the normal emergency
functions rather thar upon imparting any significant know-
ledge of radiation effects or plant accident parameters;
i.e., firemen should be trained in extinguishing fires,
policemen in law enforcement, etc. (Tr. 4593-93).

40. The Board agrees that it is not necessary, and
neither practical nor desirable, that each individual or
agency possess the same level of understanding of the many
components of the emergency planning program. Knowledge and
guidance on all issues must be present and available within
the emergency organizations, but only as appropriate to the
tasks assigned.

41. Mr. Themas E. Longshore, Jr., Director of the
Department of Public Safety for the County of Newberry,

ii. response to questioning by the Intervenor on the respon-
sibility of his office for public education, said that his
office had striven to accomplish a degree of public educa-
tion about what to do in the event of a nuclear accident
through informational broadcasts and that this effort has
been complemented by South Carolina Electric & Gas Company
(Tr. 2016). Mr. Longshore did give the opinion that the

more informed citizens are, the more likely it is that they
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will survive when a need arises. (Tr. 2021). He stated
also, however, that the interest of Newberry County in the
preservation of life and property is best served by winning
the trust and confidence of the population and asking the
population to work with them following the instructions they
are given because those instructions are given in their bLest
interests. (Tr. 2017).

42. Colonel DeLoache and Colonel Beyd of the Richland
County Civil Defense Agency l/responded to two more

limited questions by Intervenor. Asked by the Intervenor
whether there has been any effort on the part of South
Carolina Electric & Gas Company to educate the public about
what tc do when they hear sirens, Colonel DeLoache iesponded
that once the sirens are installed, there will be a much
improved education program. (Tr. 2067) He also stated that
currently SCE&G and Richland County were working on an
educational materials to bring into the area (Tr. 2067).

43. Colonel DeLoache did not agree with Intervencr's
statement that at this point in time the general public in
the area is not well enough educated as to protective
measures. (Tr. 2068).

44. In response to an Intervenor gquestion concerning

continuing public education, Colonel Boyd replied that

1/ At the time of the hearings, Colonel Boyd was the Director of

~ the Richland County/City of Columbia Office of Civil Defense.
Colonel DeLoache had just retired from that position effective
June 30, 1981. (Tr. 2046-47).
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ne would ensure that there is a continuing public education
program in the area of protective measures. (Tr. 2068-69).
Colonel Boyd stated that SCE&G was working with them, had
been helpful, and was expected to cooperate in the future.
(Tr. 2069).

45. Mr. James Andonaegui, Coordinator for Lexington
County emergency preparedness, in response to questions by
Intervenor, said that his agency did intend to have an
appropriate public education program. (Tr. 2135). He

felt that getting people knowledgeable about what to do and
what not to do is the "secret of the whole thing". (Tr.
2135-36).

46. Pressed by the Intervenor as to what information
the populace in Lexington County should be given in the
education program, Mr. Andonaegui said that he would con-
sider imparting to them that information pertinent to them
in the emergency evacuation plan such as, what the warning
signals are, ﬁ&w the populace would be notified, where they
would be expected to go, and what routes they would leave
the area by -- not the pros and cons of the nuclear issue.
(Tr. 2137-38).

47. Mr. Andonaegui did state that while at this point
there are no television programs he is aware of to educate
people as to the kinds of things that might be expected of
them in an emergency situation, he felt that it miIjht be

helpful to have such a program. However, he pointed out
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that the portion of his county within the 10 mile EPZ is
only a relatively small area with a population and the
persons in that area can be reached by more personal means
such as town meetings as well perhaps as by mass media.

(Tr. 2150-51).

48. Mr. George Douglass, Director of Disaster Preparedness
of Fairfield County, stated that he has made appearances oOn
various radio talk shows and has spoken at civic clubs in
the area. (Tr. 2162). He agreed with Intervenor that

public education is important and opined that a public
education program should be geared to the fact that accidents
could occur at the V.C. Summer Nuclear Plant and the public's
role in evacuation, including instructions as to what the
public should do during the period following the emergency
(Tr. 2163). He would not put a great deal of emphasis on

the impacts of an accident but would concentrate on explana-
tion to the public of what they should do, how they should
accomplish self protection. (Tr. 2163).

49. Ms. Judith P. Turnipseed, Information Special-

ist with the Division of Public Safety within the Office of
the State Adjutant General responded to Intervenor's question
as to whether she felt there needs to be more public educa-
tion as to the potential impact of an accident. She said
there always needs to be more public education and the

public education program will continue and intensify around

the V.C. Summer Plant councerning emergency preparedness and
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response and what the public would be advised to do in an
emergency. (Tr. 1946, 1953).

50. Ms. Turnipseed stated that there had heen no
reluctance on the part of the state agency representatives
to go on talk shows to talk about evacuation but as yet
there has not been an aggressive public education campaign
(Tr. 1953-54). Up to the time of the hearings, her office
had been working primarily in the emergency information
area, that is organizing or working with the emergency
broadcast system of educational television, but within
several months of the date of the hearing (June, 1981) she
expected to be aggressively back into the public education
program. In no sense did Ms. Turnipseed conclude that what

had been done to date or what was planned for the future was

inadequate in the areas of emergency information and education.

Emergency Information Brochure

51. A part of the Applicants' public information program
in response té the requirements of the NRC regulations

and NUREG-0654 consists of publication and dissemination of
a public information brochure. (Intervenor's Exhibit 4, Tr.
4008). The Intervenor seized upon an issue proposed as a
contention by the Fairfield United Action ("FUA") and its

unsuccessful bid to intervene in these proceedings.z/ The

2/ We stated in our June 19, 1981 Order denying the
NRC Staff's Motion to Strike, Among Other Things,
Fairfield United Action's May 28, 1981 Prefiled
Testimony, fairness required that we permit this
Intervenor to utilize whatever of FUA's contentions

and underlying bases therefore which were not stricken
for some other reason.
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allegaticn of FUA pursued by the Intervenor is that the
public information materials (the brochure; distributed by
the Applicants relative to radiological emergency response
planning are inaccurate, intentiocnally deceptive regarding
potential health effects of radiation, and present evacua-
tion routes which could result ir persons unwittingly
evacuating through the plume. (FUA Contention 8).

52. Intervenor's case on the emergency trochure issue

- consisted of the brochure itsel{ and his questioning the
panel of SCE&G personnel whom he subpoened in regard to
the emergency brochure as well as a few guestions posed to
other witnesses subpoenaed at the Intervenor's request and
brief questioning of Intervenor's witness Kaku.

53, The panel on the emergency brochure appeared in
response to a subpoena issued by the Board at the request of
Intervenor which required the presence of those persons
within SCE&G who were responsible for the preparation and/or
review of the emergency brochure. (Tr. 2980).

54. The first individual, Mr. K.E. Beale, who was also
the Applicants' chief witness on the overall emergency
planning issue, is the emergency planning coordinator for
South Carolina Electric & Gas Company. Mr. Beales' guali-
fications in connection with this issue were that, since
1964 he has had extensive experience in radiological

monitoring and health physics supervision in the nuclear
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power industry, as well as prior involvement in emergency
planning. He has also had education and training in this
area.

55. Mr. William R. Baeher was another member of the
panel. He is Manager of Corporate Health Physics and
Environmental Programs for the nuclear engineering and
licensing group of South Carolina Electric & Gas Company.

He has a B.S. in physics, a masters degree in nuclear
engineering with a radiological science option and also nas
} ad extensive experience in radiological monitoring and
health physics supervision. He had responsibility for
formulation of the initial Georgia State Radiological
Emergency Plan and respons:bility for planning, development,
and initial implementztion of the Environmental Surveillance
Program in that state. He has been with South Carolina
Electric & Gas Company since 1973.

56. The ney- witness on the panel was Mr. Douglas C.
warner. Mr. Warner is Manager. Nuclear Fuel Management,
within SCE&G's nuclear services department. He has both his
bachelors and masters degree in nuclear engineering.

57 The final member of Applicants' panel was Ms.

Rehecca M. McSwain, Supervisor of Nuclear Information for
South Carolina Electric & Gas Company. Ms. McSwain holds a
B.S. degree in Science Education and is pursuing a masters
degree in teaéhing natural science. She is a former school

teacher and has been with SCE&G for two years.
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58. It will be useful at this point to describe the V.C.
Summer emergency information hirochure. Since it is a
document intended for mailing without an envelcpe, the

front of the brochure announces what it is -- V.C. Summer
Emergency Information. The back of the brochure contains
the necessary postage information and space for address.
Upon first opening the brochure, one views a photograph of
the facility under construction with text indicating the
purposes of the brochure: to acquaint the reader with

the V.C. Summer Nuclear Station and familiarize tne reader
with emergency procedures. The reader is told who developed
the emergency plans for the 10-mile emergency planning
radius and is advised where he may go to secure additional
information about the plans.

59. The next unfolding of the brochure reveals

the bulk of text, which is in a question and answer format.
The first question is, “"How does the V.C. 3ummer Station
work?" In five one-toc-three-sentence paragraphs, the reader
is given a simple explanation. A simplified drawing of a
reactor, a steam generator, and a turbine generator occupies
the middle of the page.

60. The next three guestions deal with radiation:

what about radiation? How do you know how much radiation is
given off? What about radiation from an accident like the
one at Three Mile Island? The responses to these guestions

include discussion about natural background radiation and
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radiation from the medical use of x-rays. There is discus-
sion explaining radiation measurement units. There is
discussion concer.uing radiation released at TMI with a
comparison as “. the amo::nt one might _e¢ceive flying 3,000
miles in a jet aircraft. There is a chart occupying a lower
section of the pamphlet comparirng amounts of low level
radiation from common soO.:-ces.

6l. Next, there is a series of emergency response ques-
tions - What should I do if something goes wrong at the V.7.
Summer Plant? How will I be notified? Will I need to
evacuate my .me if there is an accide % at the nuclear
plant? and What if I do have to evacuate?

62. The answers to the emergency response questions
advise the reader that should sorething happen at the
nuclear site endangering the health of the public, persons
who may be affected will be ~otified immediately and told
what to do. ‘Fraders are advised that, if a serious s‘tua-
tion develops, a siren will sound and they are to go inside
their homes and turn on the radio to an emergency broadcast
station (a listing of which is also provided) for more
information. Readers are further told that there is a
range of protective actions which may be advised up to and
including evacuation. The specific instructions on what to
do in case of evacuation are contained in the response to

the question “"What if I do have to evacuate?”
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63. The reverse side of the complet. ly opened brochbure
shows a colored map of the approximate 10-mile EPZ divided
into sectors with a legend at the bottom of the page

showir., +nach county each sector is in, what the primary
evacuation routes are for the particular sector, and where
the reception center for that sector is located.

64. The panel was first asked what health effects were
ref--red to in the 25,000 mr number listed in the table

s the level at which health effects can first bc detected.
Intervenor was told by Mr. Baeher that the 25,000 mr number
refers to somatic immediate effects due to acute radiation
exposure (Tr. 3004). Intervenor inguired whether somatic
eff.. s might be seen as a result of exposures at less than
25,000 mr. Mr. Baeher responded that below 14 rems (14,000
mr) somatic effects are almost ingossible to see due to
natural variations in population, and between 14 and 20 rems
the probability of detectable somatic effecis is low (Tr.
3005-3006). Intervenor then asked whether certain federal
guidelines for public exposure might b a better level for
the brochure to reflect than the 25,000 mr. Mr. Baeher
responded that it might be if the purpose of the brochure
were tc discuss such federal guidelines (Tr. 3023). Mr.
Baeher pointed out the limited size and the limited purpose
of the brochure (Tr. 3023).

65. The Boérd recognizes the implications of the Interve-
nors questions in this area. A brochure such as this can
inflience public attitudes, depending upon what one empha-

sizes, in terms of health effects for instance (Tr. 3059).
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66. The Buard observes that it would be a fair idea in
the sense of a working goal to present something which is
objective and will outline the boundaries of the range

in an objective way (Tr. 3062). We note in that regard that
according to a direct statement introduced into the record
by Ms. McSwezin upon taking the stand (following Tr. 3001),
the radiation exposure information char’ is to be redone by
the Applicants to better present the information for ease of
reading and understanding.

67. The inclusion or exclusion of this chart does not
appear to be crucial to compliance with regulatory require-
ments and guidance. If it 1s to be included, Applicants

are committed to consider a change in those numbers (Tr.
3001). The NRC Staff suggested somewhat lower numbers (Tr.
3335-36).

€8. The Intervenor next took exception to a part

of the descrip:icn of how the V.C. Summer Station works
wherein there is talk about the "uncontaminated water in the
second loop (steam line)” and subseguently the "spent,
pollution-free steam". 1n response to Intervenc:'s questions
concerning the technical accuracy ¢f this language, Mr.
warner suggested that the modifying word "relatively" might
appropriately be applied to each of the guestioned terms.
This is consistent with the cbservation of Mr. Kevern at
paye 14 of his prefiled testimony wherein he says that with

respect to the contamination levels in the secondary loop,
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71. The Board agrees with the overall evaluation of the
staff that the brochure is well done (Kevern testimony

at page 14, following Tr. 3281) but agrees also with the
conclusion already reached by Applicants themselves that
there is room for improvement (Tr. 3001). Even without
modification, however, the brochure as it exists appears to
meet the requirements ~f the regulations as elaborated upon
in Part II of NUREG-0654. With the modifications Applicant
described, the matter of the krochure is mooted.

72. Staff's witness Grimes made the summary point

on public education: While it is required that there be
information made available on what actions should be taken
by the public during an emergency situation; and while it is
desirable to have information available and to educate the
public immediately arcund the plant about the nature of
radiation, it is not important and certainly not essential
(as Intervenor would have it) that members of the general
population have a comparable level of understanding of a
nuclear accident and its risks as those persons most immedi-
ately involved in plant operation and emergency planning.
(Tr. 4594).

Public Notification

73. Next, the Intervenor questiocned witnesses on

the issue of public notification, i.e. how it is that the
public will be notified of the occurrence of an event at the
V.C. Summer Nuclear Station which may require protective

action up to and including evacuation.
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74. As it eventuated, Intervenor's inquiries in this
area centered on the guestion of Applicants complian:e

with Section 50.47(b)(5) of Part 50 of NRC regulations
wherein it is provided in part that the Applicants, together

with or through state and local response organizations, must

provide means to give early notification and clear instructions

to the populace within the plume exposure pathway Emergency
Planning Zone. Appendix III to NUREG-0654 provides further
discussion of the means for providing prompt warning and
notification to respo' .2 organizations and the population as
will meet the requirements of the regulations.

75. The Applicants were installing at the time of the
July and September hearings an acoustic alerting system
(sirens) which will be designed to meet the reguirements of
Appendix III of NUREG-0654 (Beale testimony page 23, follow-
ing Tr. 3002). UYntil a complete installation of that
system, the Applicants are relying upon emergency vehicle
sirens and door-to-door nctifications (Id.)

7€. Asked by the Intervenor what his understanding

of public notification in the event of a general emergency
would be, Mr. Longshore of Newberry county stated that when
completely equipped, the Newberry County warning system will
allow for outdoor warning sirens which will convey a message
to the residents that they should *une to local broadcast
media ¢o achire emergency information and instructions from
those broadcasts (Tr. 2014). Mr. Longshore testified that

he had assured that the public will know what to do by
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virtue of local radio announcements kiroadcast over the last
five years. These broadcasts featured recorded sounds of
waruing sirens indicating what the different patterns of
those sirens mean. The bottom line message throughout the
public broadcast is that, upon hearing an alert on :na
cutdoor warning viren, residents should tune to local AM
radio stations to receive esmergency informaticn (7Tr. 2014).
77. The same general information is echoed by repre-
sentatives of the other three counties-Richland County

(Tr. 2056), Lexington County (Tr. 2130), and Fairfield
County (Tr. 2161-62).

7€. Colonel DzLoache, of the Richland-City of Columbia
Emergency Preparedness Cifice elaborated upon the noti-
ficatio.. mechaniem by explaining that tl.e notification

to his office would come from the plant using a ring-down
telerhone and that upon receiving this notification his
office would g}ve the authority for the sirens to be sounded,
giving him time to notify the local radio stations so that
when the siren is sounded those who immediatel; turn on the
radio will be given immediate information (Tr. 2055-2056).
79. Colonel DeLoache and Colonel Boyd also described
further the alternate means of notificction involving a
sheriff department airplane eguipped with louvd speakers,
enforcement vehicles with sirens, volunteer fire departments,
community orgénizations and other similar organizations

whose cooperation they indicate they will have in assuring

area wide ccverage in a notification situaticn (Tr. 2066-67).




=3

80. Mr. Andonaegui of the Lexington County Office

of Emergency Preparedness likewise provided additional
information indicating that in Lexington county there is a
twenty ir hour a day operational communications center |
which complements a ring-down phone connected directly with ‘
the emergency operation center at the nuclear facility.

81. With reference to the second step of the public

notification process, i.e., giving the public necessary

information once they have been alerted to turn to their

emergency broadcast stations on radio or television, refer

to our subsequent discussion of the testimony of Mr. Bowers
of the educational television network (paras. 174-176 infra).
82. With regard to messages that would be given to the
public upon tuning into the emergency broadcast system
stations, the Intervenor implied in guestions Lo representa-
tives of the Office of Emergency Preparedness Division of
the Adjutant General's Office that information such as esti-
mates of quantities of noble gases, radiocactive iodine and
particulate releases ought to be included in those messages.
(Tr. 1943-44). The response by Ms. Turnipseed was that, in
an attempt to keep messages short and specific as to what
the listening audience should do, it was determined that the
messages would be geared mcre toward the specifics of what
people were to do in so far as evacuation and protection

wera concerned (Tr. 1944). Intervenor did not point to any

authority for the proposition that such technical information

should be included, and, indeed, it appears that there is none.
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83. The effectiveness of Applicants' emergency noti-
fication procedure was also challenged by the Intervenor

on the basis of an item noted as deficiency by the Federal
Emergency Management Agency (Testimony of Jack D. Richardson,
Attachment C, page 3 following Tr. 3287) wherein it was
stated as follows: "A site emergency was declared at 10:15
a.m. but the EBS system was not activated until 10:50 a.m.
thus, the required time to notify the public was greater
than the 15 minute criterion. The current public alerting
and notification system does not meet NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1
Rev.l Criteria. Significant off-site radiation levels
existed (simulated for exercise play) and the public was not
notified in a timely manner."

84. As Mr. Richardson indicated in responding to Inter-
venor's question concerning that deficiency, the State
disagreed with the merits of .nat criticism by pointing out
that the 10:13 a.m. site emergency notification from the
Summer Plant indicated no off-site readings and therefore no
projected releases. Therefore, no protective actions were
required (Tr. 3292). The provisions listed in Appendix I,
NUREG-0654 do not require the activation of the public
notification system at a time when there are no off-site
readings and no projected releases. Mr. Beale agreed with
the State's assessment of the situation (Tr. 4448-49). The
requirements at the time of the exercise were met. However,

the s . te has since changed the "trigger" level for public

notification. Mr. Richardson reported that the State's
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response committed that in the future, public information
will be released over the emergency broadcasting system
within 15 minutes after notification under any situation of
a site emergency. This will be done as a conservatism on
the part of the State (Tr. 3292).

85. While Mr. Richardson did not specifically agree with
the State's reply tc that criticism, he did admit that the
difficulty was a problem with the scenario rather than the
capability to notify the public and that he believes the
capability to notify the public will be there once the com-
plete emergency notification system is installed (Tr. 3294).
The Board concludes that there is reasonable assurance

that public notifications will be made in a timely manner.

Transportation

86. Transportation in the event of an evacuation is the
next tcpic the Intervenor probed with his gquestions.

The testimony of the witnesses subpoenaed by the Board at

the request of the Intervenor constituted his direct case

on the issue of transportation.

87. NRC regulations, 10 C.F.R. §50.47, do not contain any
specific requirements regarding public transportation.
Section 50.47(b)(10) does state that a range of protective
actions must be developed for the plume exposure pathway EF2
for emergency workers and the public, but nothing specific

is said about transportation. However, public transportation
seems to be a factor in some aspects of evacuation time assess-

ment studies (Appendix IV to NUREG-0654). In pursuing
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this line of gquestioning, the Intervenor was probing the
issues raised in Fairfie;d United Action's proposed Contentions
F and P and contention 9 which read as follows (References
+o0 Section numbers and appendices are o NUREG-0654 as

contained in FUA's proposed contentions):

"Contenticn 7E.(I1.J.8. and Appendix A). The
Applicant has not developed realistic estimates of
evacuation times and has not employed the methodo-
logy set forth in Appendix IV.

"Conteantion 7F.(I1I1.J.10.c). The Applicant has
failed to provide adequate means for protecting
those whose mobility is impaired by lack of vehicles.

“"Contention 7P.(Appendix IV). The Applicant has

failed to comply with the requirements of Appendix

IV for determining and describing evacuation times,
has failed to establish the acceptability of the
criteria used to establish evacuation times, and

has failed to demonstrate the capability of Applicant
and State and local governments to assure *imely
evacuation under accident conditions. :

"Conternition 9. The State of South Carolina
and the counties surrounding the Summer Station do
not have the capapility for implementing protectiw-:
measures based upon protective action guides and
other criteria as they apply “o residents of the
Plume ExpUsure Pathway who do not own or have
access at all times to private vehicles."”

Mr. Longshore of Newberry County was the first

witness to be guestioned by Intervenor on this subject and
was asked whether he had been involved in making sure that
the 4,500 residents of Newberry county within the 10 mile

EPZ have adequate transportation in the event of an accident

2003). Mr. Longshore responded that the Newberry

County Emergency Plan has a transportation annex which is

also addressed in the annex for nuclear emergencies, and
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that they have addressed the availability of transportation

facilities in the transportation annex (Tr. 2003-04). Mr.

Longshore further explained that the inventories of the
exact number of vehicles, their location and availability

are continuously updated and maintained by a designated

transportation officer who also happens to be the school

bue maintenance supervisor in Newberry County (Tr. 2004).

89. Asked by the Intervenor whether he has a list

of residents in the area who are either handicapped or

without private transportation, Mr. Longshore said that

such information is or file with the Department of Social

Services arn: cosrdinated with the local social services

agency and the Newberry County Council on Aging. Thus, to

the best of his knowledge, Mr. Longshore replied, he had

1identified those persons (Tr. 2004-05). Mr. Longshore dia

admit th t it may be possible that some persons might be

omitted from that list (Ti. 2005).

90. Intervenor ingquired whether Mr. Longshore ha«

any concerns about the fact.that school buses are normally |
driven by teenagers. Mr. Longshore replied that there was a

concern and that as a result there is consideration being

given to an alternate manpower force to operate the school

is arrived at, an amendment to the Newberry plan will be
made (Tr. 2021).

91. According to Colonel DeLoache of Richland County,

they will depend at least in part on the availability

buses and that as soon as a viable solution to that problem
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of some 39 South Carolina Electric and Gas Company buses
which he states could move a minimum of 1,500 people

per hour (Tr. 2062). Asked by the Intervenor whether he
had in hand a signed agreament from SCE&G which agreed to
transport evacuees, Colonel DeLoache responded that he did
(Tr. 2063).

92. Colonel DeLoache opined that, after the time a
decision is made to initiate evacuation, he believes that
some persons will be out within 15 minutes, some within 45
minutes, and some within an hour, depending upca the time of
day and the activities in which the individuals were involv-
ed at the time (Tr. 2092).

93. Mr. Andonaegui, of Lexington County also indicated
that, if transportation facilities were required beyond the
local capability, they would look tc SCE&G to make some
buscs available.(Tr. 2028). This was specifically mentioned
in response tc Inteérvenor's suggested hypothetical evacua-
tion of an elementary school which lies outside of the
10-mi'e FEPZ.

94. A high school lies within the 10-mile EPZ and Mr.
Andonaegui indicated that the thirteen school buses located
at that school would be more than sufficient transportation
to evacuate the school if it became necessary (Tr. 2125).
95. Mr. Andonaegui stated that it would also le pos-
sible that other school buses would be available within

the county inasmuch as one of the members of the emergency
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operation center staff for Lexington county is the
coordinator for all school bus transportation within the
county and therefore he would have at his fingertips the
availability cof transporcation resources (Tr 2142).

96. In terms of the evacuation time for the Lexington County
residents within the 10-mile EPZ, Mr. Andc.uegui, making the
assumption that warning sircens are in piace, stated that

a transportation and evacuation time assessment made by
Wilbur Smith and Associates (Applicant's Exh. 30B, Tr. 3222)
indicated a total of 66 minutes wculd be regquired and that
this includes 60 minutes for notification receipt and
preparation by the population for evacuation. In short,
only 6 minutes travel time would be necessary to evacuate the
population to the reception center (Tr. 2156). The total
population within the approximate 11 square mile area of
Lexington county within the 10-mile EPZ is 712 persons

(Tr. 2156).

97. Mr. George Douglass, Director of Disaster Freparedness
for Fairfield County, was the next witness gquestioned by the
Intervenor on the subject of transportation. In respornse to
an Intervenor question, Mr. DPouglacss indicated that his
office had determirec that 20-30% of the 3,C00 plus persons
within the 10-mile EPZ would need transportation assistance
(Tr. 2168). There are approximately 40 square miles within
the 10-mile EPZ in Fairfield county (Id.). Mr. Douglass

was aware that more extensive transportation resources
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for evacuation might well ke needed for evacuation of this
area than some others because it is rural and a large
percentage of the population may be impoverished (Ti. 2169),
apparently tcking into account that the family vehicle would
not be at the residence at all <imes.

98. As to how this 20-30 percent of the population will

be evacuated, Mr. Douglass stated that the County has
arranged for buses and drivers to pick up and transpoi:
persons with the coordination and guidance of law enforce-
ment, rescue, and emergerncy med.cal services. (Tr. 2170;.
99. Mr. Douglass a. 'owledged that since stidents

are normally assigned to drive school buses, special arrange-
ments might be required in the event of an emergency when
the student drivers were not available. Mr. Douglass
inaicated that the County !as alternative plans. If, during
school hours, an emergency occurs, buses will be readily
available and » he regular student drivers will be used to
evacuate the students. However, in the event the emergency
occurs during non-school hours or on the wa2ekend or during
vacation periods, the buses will be driven by their school
bus maintenance drivers and shop drivers available {rom

the Fairfield County engineering department. (Tr. 2180).
10C. Asked by the Intervenor whether there would be enough
school buses to accommodate school children and the additinnal
non=scheol po;ulation in the event of an evacuation, Mr.

Douglass responded that he feels there will be enough buses
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since there are also additional buses and vans available
through county acencies such as the Department of Social
Services, the Council on Aging, the various rescue squads
and fire departments as well as the emergency medical
service vehicles. (Tr. 2181).

101. The Intervenor als» cuestioned the Applicants’
witnesses Kenneth E. Beale and John C. Cosby regarding
evacuation times anéd transportation. Mr. Cosby is a
transportation consultant with Wilbur Smith and Associates,
the consulting firm which prepared the evacuation time
assessmerit for the EPZ around the Summer facility. The firm
is based in Columbia and has prepared a number of such
studies for nuclear facilities around the country, as will
be noted later.

102. Mr. Beale's prefiled testimony on FUA Contention 7E
explained that in early 1980, SCE&G prepared estimates of
evacuation times with the 10-mile EPZ but that the initial
assessment was developed with no cuidance from the NRC. 1In
late 1980, Wilbur Smith and Associates was reguesteu to
prepare an evacuation time assessment study using the guide-
lines set forth in Appendix IV of NUREG-0€54 (Beale Testimony,
12).

103. The Wilbur Smith and Associates study was submitted
to ths NRC Staff in April of 1981. The results of the study
indicate that households with cars available can be mobilized

and begin evacuation within 60 minutes of 2 warning with a total
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time lapse from the moment of warning to the time the last
car would leave the EPZ boundary under normal ccnditions of
81 minutes. (Beale Testimony, 13).

104. In response to FUA Contention 7F concerning trans-
purtation impaired individuals, Mr. Beale pointed out that
NUREG-0654 referenced in the Contention related only to
institutionalized or other confined individuals such as
those in prisons or hospitals and that che 10 mile area
surrounding the Summer Station has no such institutions
(Beale Testimony, 14). He further pointed out that the
county emergency plans have specific guidelines and instruc-
tione on the requirements for such matters. (Id.)

105. Mr. Reale's response to the allegations in FUA Con-
tention 7P Qas to refer to the response on Contention 7E
which indicated preparation of an evacuation time assessment
study by Wilbur Smith and Associatet in compliance with the
cuidance of NUREG-0654.

106. Mr. Beal%'s prefiled response to FUA Contention 9 was

primarily a reference to the county plans and facilities.

107. Upon taking the stand, Mr. Cosby was asked by the Inter-

venor how he performed the study insofar as the mechanics
involved in determining the £1 minute evacuation time are
concerned. (Tr. 3161). Mr. Cosby said he used the standard
procedure which his company had employed in a number of

such similar studies performed for FEMA (TMI, Enrico Fermi,
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Midland, Millstone, Shoreham, Beaver Valley, and Limerick
(Tr. 3161, 3163).

108. The procedure used by Wilbur Smith and Associates
involves identification of the emergency planning zone
itself, the socio-economic conditions of the population in
that area, and determination of natural boundaries which
might divide that population i-to well understood or well
accepted zones (which were in this case compatible with the
0-2 mile, 2-5 mile and 5-10 mile annular rings around the
site) (Tr. 316'-62). Next they resorted to various statis-
tical data including U.S. Census Studies and others to
identify the numbers of people within each of the zones, the
number of households with cars, the statistical average of
population per househcld, and the numbers of households
owning more than one car. With that information they deter-
mined the population per household and the approximate num-
ber of people in the households without cars. (Tr. 3162).
109. After tge population information was processed,

they then determined available highway facilities relative
to each zone and establisked an evacuation netwcrk designed
to lead the population radially away from the site and
related this network to the households, resulting in further
subdivision of each evacvation zone and traffic planning
zone. (Tr. 3162-63).

110. The data thus gathered was applied to a computer

model (which has been used in studies for other nuclear
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facilities as mentioned above), which related the network

of roads and their capacity with approximate operating speed
to volumes of traffic assigned to each centroid. They then
used the public response time distribution which is the
statistical measure of the time within which persons will
respond to warnings, prepare to leave their homes and
actually leave their homes and enter the evacuation network.
(Tr. 3163).

111. This model thus produced the times of travel from
varicus centroids to the external areas of the emergency
planning zone and it was on this basis that the figure of 81
minutes was calculated under normal conditions. (Tr. 3163).
il2. Responding to the question by the Intervenor of where
the buses for the transportation disadvantaged persons were
to come from in his study, Mr. Cosby resporided that the
plan required buses from all counties affected. (Tr. 3166).
113. The est:mates provided in the Applicant's evacuation
time assessment study covered both normal and adverse
conditions and took into account public transportation as
well as private vehicles. This evidence was not controverted,
and was consistent with the estimates of county planners
recounted above. From the evidence, we are convinced that
there is reasonable assurance that evacuation can, even

under adverse circumstances, be accomplished ios a most

timely fashion.
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Decontamination

114. Another subject about which In‘.:rvenor interrogated
witnesses was the capacity of the emergency response agencies
to provide the necessary decontamination facilities. Section
50.47 of Part 50 of the NRC Regulations makes no specific
reference to decontamination facilities. NUREG-0654, in Part
11, Section 5.4.. K.5.a., K.5.b., and K.7 does specify evalua-
tion criteria for emergency plan coverage of decontamination,
but primarily for emergency workers. FUA proposed no con-
tentions encompassing this issue, and the Intervenor's con-
tention did not clearly cover it. Nevertheless, the matter
of decontamination for the public as well as emergency work-
ers is one the Board chose to consider without objection.
115. Mr. Longshore was the first to testify on this
subject. In response to a guestion by the Intervenor as to
what the contaminated individual in his county should do,

Mr. Longshore explained that, assuming there were no compli-
cating injuries, decontamination would be the first step and
that the decontamination would bz accomplished at the recep-
tion center prcovided for those persons being evacuated

from the 10-mile EPZ. (Tr. 20C2).

ils6. Mr. Longshore further explained that a radiological
monitoring teamm would review each person coming into the
evacuation center, and determine whether or not that

person had suffered contamination. (Tr. 2011). Such
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decontamination or monitoring would be conducted under the
supervision of local radiological defense officers, of whom
there are three, including himself. (Tr. 2012). If his
county's ability to respond to decontamination reguirements
were exceeded, Mr. Longshore indicated that he would request
the state emergency preparedness division to provide addition-
al manpower. (Tr. 2011).

117. For Richland County, Colonel DeLoache explained that
they have monitoring teams to oversee these decontamination
procedures and that they have established a decontamination
point at the Ballentine Fire Station with & possible backup
at the Columbia Bible College. (Tr. 2074). Explaining
further how the procedure would work, Colonel Deloache said
that the popﬁlation would be instructed to take clean
clothes with them. The contaminated clothes would be
collected and cleaned. (Tr. 2074).

118. Asked by the Intervenor what would happen if the
Ballentine Fire Department happens to be in the plume
exposure pathway, Colonel DeLoache repeated his state-

ment about the availability of the Columbia Bible

College and he communicated alsoc the availability of the
State Park Hospital. Showers are available at all of these
facilities. (Tr. 2075-76).

119. Mr. Andonaegui, Coordinator for Emergency Prepar-

edness in Lexington County, was first asked whether a
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statement on page Q-22 of the Lexington County Emergency
Plan was still correct. That statement, which is item
number 13 on that page, reads as follows:

“Lexington County does not have the capa-

bility for derermining the need for a

decontamination; Lexington County will rely

on the State which retains this respon-

sibility in SC Technical RERP."
Mr. Andonaegui responded that that hus not changed except
in the respect that if he had sufficient monitors of the
needed sensitivity and contamination were detected, people
could be asked to take showers. (Tr. 2133). Thus, as it
stands, the state will perform this function for Lexington
County.
120. Asked what would happen if it were determined that
someone was contaminated, Mr. Andonaegui responded that they
would sinply be asked to take a shower, and of course they
would be checked again and would dress in clean clothing.
(Tr. 2134). The Board sought clarification of a comment
by Mr. Andona;gui indicating that the ambulance drivers
are trained to detect contamination levels of individuals
and presumably make a determination whether some individual
might need to be decontaminated. (Tr. 2145). Mr. Andonaegui
cunfirmed *hat this was correct and added that not only are
most ambulance drivers trained in radiological monitoring,
but they are all gualified emergency medical services per-

sonnel and the majority are advanced medical technicans,

i.e., paramedics. (Tr. 2145-46).




121. The Board was additionally ~oncerned whethe:r there
would be sufficient changes of clothes available in Lexington
County for all the individuals who might need to be decon-
taminated. Mr. Andonaegui said that the people would have
their own clothing with them to change after showering and

in addition, his office does have a number of sets of army
fatigues which could be used for that purpose. (Tr. 2146-47).
122. Responding to a Board concern as to what would happen
with wash water used to decontaminate large pieces of equip-
ment such as police cars or fire equipment, Mr. Andcnaegui
said that a temporary dike of some variety could be construct-
ed surrounding the vehicles in a parking area to prevent the
water from entering the normal drainage system ani that if
the tempcrary dams or dikes constructed with the equipment

at hand proved to be inadequate, other equipment within the
Department of Public Works such as bulldozers and road
scrapers could be called into service If necessary. (Tr.
2147-48).

123. Mr. Douglass of the Fairfield County emergency
organization was asked who accomplishes decontamination

at the reception Center in Fairfield County. He responded
that the Social Services (anparently referring to the county
social services group) will do it for the most part and that
they are trained to monitor for contamination and will be
assisted by the county emergency medical services personnel.

(Tr. 2182).
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124. As expressed by General Wise of the Office of the
Adjutant General, the National Guard has some firefighting
units whose firetrucks could be used to decontaminate
vehicles. (Tr. 2210).

125. Applicants’' witness Beale, during the hearings

on September 22-24, supplied additional information for
the record concerning decontamination capabllities in the
area as conveyed tc Mr. Beale by representatives of the
various county organizations. Mr. Beale testified that
Lexington County has available to them seventy-two showers
for decontamination purposes; Richland County has sixty-
nine showers available; Newberry County has forty showers
available; and Fairfield County has twenty-four showers
available. (Tr. 4446). In addition, there are portable
facilities which can supplement the fixed facilities. The
U.S. Army installation near Columbia, South Carclina, Fort
Jackson, has several decontamination units. (Tr. 4446-47).
On the record, adequate resources for decontamination of
emergency workers and the public have been provided.

Medical Facilities

126. Section 50.47(b)(12) of Part 50 of the NRC's Regula-
tions specifies that arrangements are tc be made for medical
services for contaminated, injured individuals. Section L
of Fart 11 of NUREG-0654 provides evalution criteria to
determine the acceptability of emergency plans with regard

to this requiremen-.
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127. The Board noted in its order of September 14, 1981,
ruling on the admissibility of Dr. Kaku's testimony, dis-
cussed later, that there appear to be no numerical criteria

in NRC regulations or guides against which to judge the
adequacy of the provisions made by the Applicants and the
governmental agencies involved for treatment of contam-
inated, injured individuals. This would be a problem if the
demand which might reascnably be placed on such facilities
were shown to be very great and the capacity of such facili-
ties comparatively limited. Neither turned out tc be the

case here.

128. In addition to arguably fitting within the Intervenor's
stated contention, as a shortcoming in Applicants' arrangements
with off-site agencies, the medical facilities guestion was
raised in two of FUA's proposed contentions, contentions 7K
and 7L. They read as follows:

"K. Hospital and medical services for the
general public are not provided for.

L(II.L.2.) Onsite emergency first-aid
capability is inadequate."

129. Mr. Longshore of Newberry Countyv was asked by the
Intervenor whether his organizaticn has arrangements for

local and backup hospital and meaical services. (Tr. 2007).
He responded that they did and they were using Newberry County

Memorial Hospital as the primary receiver of emergency cases

within Newberry County (Tr. 2008). They have backup emergency
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agreements whereby Richland Memorial Hospital is used as a
secondary point and on occasion Self Memorial in Greenwood,
South Carolina is utilized. (Tr. 2008). The Newberry County
Memorial Hospital does have some ability to deal with
radiation contamination emergencies due to the fact that it
has a Department of Nuclear Medicine (Tr. 2008). Mr. Long-
shore did not know what the capacity c¢f Newberry County
Hospital was in terms of its ability to handle individuals
in a situation of radiocactive contamination. (Tr. 2009).
130. Asked about ambulance sevrvice in Newberry County, Mr.
Longshore explained that in Newberry County, ambulance
service is provided through the County Memorial Hospital,
and in addition there are three volunteer rescue squads
which provide emergency ambulance service. (Tr. 2039).

131. For Richland County, it was explained by Colonel Boyd
that Richland Memorial Hospital will handle those people who
have a wound or injury as well as contamination with radia-
tion. Qak Ridge woulid be the backup for treatment of any
individuals who were exposed to very high dosec of radiation.
(Tr. 2077). According to Colconel Boyd, it would be up

to the radiation medical department of Richland Memorial to
determine whether an individual had had such exposure as to

radiation to warrant transfer to Oakridge. (Tr. 2078).

132. The Intervenor asked how many people Richland Memorial
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Hospital can handle and was told by Colonel Boyd that they
can handle between 10 and 50 individuals. Beyond that it
may be necessary to request the assistance of Moncrief Army
Hospital at Fort Jackson. (Tr. 2079). He further rostu=-
lated that they could move a number of their people to the
Orangeburg and Kershaw areas as well as Newberry and Fair-
field. (Tr. 2080).

133. For Lexington County, Mr. Andonaegui was unable

to say with certainty how many individuels the Lexington
County Hospital could accommodate, but did estimate 10.

(Tr. 2134-35).

134. In response to a Board question concerning backup
medical capabilities, Mr. Andonaegui said the County Medical
Officer of Lexington County would be responsible for knowing
which hospitals are available and making those determinations
with the Chief of Staff of the hospital. (Tr. 2149). He
also mentioned the possible availability of Richland Memorial
Hospital and Moncrief Army Hospital. (Id.) In Fairfield
County, Mr. Douglass testified that for persons that might
require hospitalization, his county had an arrangement with
Richland Memorial Hospital. (Tr. 2182-83).

135. Mr. Beale testified that SCE&G had agreements with
two medical facilities -- Richland Memcrial Hospital and Oak

Ridge, Tenuessee (Tr. 3138) with reference toc exocsed
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workers at the plant. (Id. and Beale prefiled testimony

in response to to FUA Contention 7K.)

136. During the time between the close of the June =

July hearing sessions and the resumption of hearings in
September, Mr. Beale was able to secure additional infor-
mation concerning overall capacity of area hospitals.
According to Mr. Beale, in the Richland County area, Pro-
vidence Hospital has said it will receive 14 patients who
are contaminated; Richland Memorial Hospital has said they
would receive up to 24 contaminated patients. (Tr. 4442).
In Lexington County, the Lexington County General Hospital
has said they could receive 4 contaminated, injured persons.
(Tr. 4442-43,. 1In Newberry County, Newberry County Memorial
Hospital has indicated it would receive radiological or
contaminated patients but did not specify a number. (Tr.
4443). Moncrief Army Hospital at Fort Jackson which is in
Richland County has indicated it would receive 25 contamin-
ated and injured patients as a backup to other area facili-
ties. (Tr. 4443). As to available capacity in the rest of
the State, Mr. Beale wus able to identify 28 hospitals which
could receive contaminated and injured individuals; althcugh
a number of individuals for each facility was unavailable,
at least one each can be counted. (Tr. 4443). Finally, the

South Carolina National Guard has indicated that within their
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available mobile hospital units there are approximately

400 cots. Mr. Beale also noted backup capacities in North
Carolina, Gecrgia and Tennessee. (Tr. 4444).

137. There appeared at one point to be some confusion
concerning the capacity of Richland Memorial Hospital to
treat injured, contaminated persons. Mr. Boyd had men-
tioned 10 to 50 such persons. Mr. Beale testified at one
point that Richland Memorial Hospital could handle about 4
people at any one point in time. (Tr. 3263). An affidavit
of a staff member of the Richland Memorial Hospital, Dale
Campbell, indicated that Richland Memorial H~spital radia-
tion emergency area has four treatment areas. Mr. Beale
clarified that there arc¢ four treatment rooms, meaning that
after injured persons who are contaminated are decontamin-
ated, they can be moved to other areas or other rooms as
ordinary patients. (Tr. 3264). Then, taking into account
other areas of the hospital which cculd be pressed into
service, the total was raised to 24 ccntaminated injured
persons at Richland Memorial. (Tr. 4442). No doubt Mr.
Boyd had in mind rooms available once patients were
decontaminated.

138. Mr. Jack Richardson of FEMA, who testified on behalf
of the NRC staff, in responding to FUA Jontention 7K at page

8 of his prefiled testimony. s ated that the State had

identified 22 hospitals in the State as being capable of
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handling radioclogically contaminated patients. (This

figure 1s somewhat less than the figure given by Mr. Beale,
but was evideatly based on an earlier survey by the state
than Mr. Beale's September data from state sources). He
explained that the State plan lists hospitals which can
receive and process for further treatment specific cases of
radiolegical contamination and stated that mincr cases of
contamination will be treated by showers and new clothing
while more serious cases will be treated by medical person-
nel and loczl hosyitals with transfer to regional medical
centers as necessary. (Richardson testimony, p. 8 following
Tr. 3287). The Board is satisfied that adequate capacity is
available for contaminated, injured persons.

139. The Intervenor presentel no testimony and asked no
questions with regard to FUA's Proposed Cont.ntion 7L. The
only evidence on the record concerning this Contention is
the prefiled written testimony of Mr. Beale on behalf of the
Applicants. (EBeale testimony, 19.) Mr. Beale inlicates
that the nuclear plant and SCE&G corpcrate offices have
implemented congoing first-aid training programs and that
annual refresher training on first-aid will be given

to Summer Station personnel to maintain a proper level of
preparedness for basic first-aid applications. Further,

the Summer Station Radiation Emergency Plan provides in
Table 5-1 that as a minimum, two people will be available

on shift for purposes of rescue and first-aid. 1In the




circumstances, there i. nothing for us to resolve on the

first-aid matter.

Potassium Iodide

140. A natter allied with the medical services gquestion
is that of the availability of thyroid blocking agents

for members of the public and emergency workers. FUA
Proposed Contention 7G (II.J.10.e.) states that no plans
have been made for the distribution »nd use of potassium
iodide for the general public.

141. Section 50.47 of part 50 of NRC Regulations does

not mention thyroid blocking agents. Section 50.47(b)(10)
merely spec’fies that a range of protective actions must be
developed for the plume exposure pathway EPZ for emergency
workers and the public.

142. Section J of Part II of NUREG-0654, in paragraph e,
specifies that provisions must be made for the use of radio-
protective drugs, particularly for emergency workers and
institutionalized persons within the plume exposure EPZ
whose immediate evacuation way be infeasible or very
difficult.

143. The State of South Carolina Technical Radiological
Emergency Response Plan, in section B.V., states a policy on
potassium iodide as a thyroid blocking agent. ,Applicants'
Exhibit 15(b).) That statement is simply that the State

through the Emergen:y Preparedness Division will procure

adequate supplies of potassium iodide to provide a stockpile
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capabilities for implemenrting protective measures based upon
protective action guides and other criteria should be
consistent with the recommendations of the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare (now DHHS)Q// Federal Drug
Administration regarding radiocactive contamination of human
food and animal feeds. (NUREG-C654, Part II, Section J. 9).
It also provides that each State snould specify the protec-
tive measures to be used for the ingestion pathway, includ-
ing the methods for protecting the public from consumption
of contaminated food stuffs. This should include criteria
for deciding whether dairy animals should be put on stored
feed. (NUREG-0654, Part II, Section J.1l1).

146. Appendix I to the South Carolina Technical Radiolo-
gical Emergency Rosponse Plan (Applicants' Exhibit 15(b))
contains protective action guides for milk and food which
list contamination levels for various radiocactive isotopes
as protective action indicatcrs. The Plan requires, among
other things, that the Bureau of Radiological Health of the
Department of Environmental Control analyze food stuffs
produced in the ingestion zone EPZ and recommend interdic-
ticn of items exceeding the stated limits. The Plan further
provides that the Bureau of Radiological Heaith will recom-
mend sheltering of dairy animals in the event of a release

of iodine, cesium or strontium; fodder and forage will be

3/ i.e., the Department of Health and Human Services.



- 63 =

analyzed to determine the need for continued shelter. (lg.
Section I-4).

147. In addition, Appendix II of the State Technical
Radiological Emergency Response Plan contains a description
of offsite radiological monitoring eguipment and programs
which include monitoring of such things as particulate and
gaseous air samples, surface water samples, ground water
samples, potable water samples, raw milk samples, soil
and/or bottom silt samples, fish and/or shellfish samples,
and vegetation samples.

148. Other than asking a few questions to county represen-
tatives as to their role in determining the need for food
crop seizure and/or placing livestock on stored feed, to
which he received responses consistent with the program
identified in the State Technical Radiological Emergency
Response Plan, the Intervenor did not elicit any information
requiring the Board's resolution on this matter. It does
not appear that there is any evidence of failure of Appli-
cants to make required arrangements with governmental response
bodies. The Intervenor did ask Ms. McSwain, of the Emergency
Information Brochure panel, whether the brochure will be
revisea to include information concerning the agricultural
or livestock considerations, and Ms. McSwain responded that
it would be. (Tr. 3071).

Emergency Exercise

149. A critical step in the process of arriving at
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approved emergency plans for the state and local governments
as well as the Applicants is the successful conduct of an
emergency drill. Section 50.47 of Part 50 of the NKC
Regulations at paragraph (b)(14) requires that pericdic
exercises be conducted to evaluate major portions of emergency
response capabilities, that periodic drills be conducted to
develop and maintain key skills, and that deficiencies
identified a result of exercises or drills be corrected.
Section II N of NUREG-0654 specifies evaluation criteria
against which Applicants, state and local plan provisions

for drills and exercises are to be judged.

150. Neither the Intervenor's contention nor FUA's

proposed contentions specifically targeted emergency exer-
cises and drills for criticism. Rather, the successful
exercise tends to disprove the alleged lack of coordination

in the implementation phase cf emergency planning.

151. On May 1, 1981, a radiological emergency exercise

was carried out for the Summer facility to test the inte-
grated capability of the Applicants and the state and local
governments as well as a major portion of the basic elements
of the emergency preparedness plans and organizations. (Beale
Testimony, 4; Richardson Testimony, 3). One should keep in
mind the distinction between the gradually escalating scenario
for the May 1, 1981 emergency exercise and the drastic acci-
dent scenario postulated by Dr. Kaku on behalf of the Inter-

venor. The scenario for the exercise simulated a gradually
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deteriorating situation in which each of the four categories

of emergency was reached in sequence, (Tr. 4448) while Dr.

Kaku's scenario would result in almost immediate declaration
of a general emergency. Dr. Kaku's hypothetical scenario is
discussed separately toward the end of this Supplemental
Partial Initial Decision.

152. While some of the responses of witnesses gquestioned
by the intervenor reflected, és stated by them, their exper-
iences in the emergency dril. conducted on May 1, tﬁe Board
relies heavily on the assessments of the NRC Staff and FEMA
since theirs appear to be the only integrated analyses of

the exercise provided for the record, and includes detailed

findings and recommendations.

153. The Board notes that Section 50.47(a)(2) requires the
NRC to base its finding (1) that state and local emergency
plans are adequate and capable of being implemented on a
review of the FEMA findings and determ.nations and (2) that
the Applicants' on-site emergency plans are adeguate and
capable of being implemented on the NRC's own assessment.

It is further provided that, in any NRC licensing proceeding,
a FEMA finding will constitute a rebuttable presumption on the
question of adeguacy.

154. As earlier indicated, Mr. Jack D. Richardson, Acting
Regional Director, Plans and Preparations Division, Region

IV of the Federal Emergency Management Agency, appeared for

the NRC Staff on this subject. Mr. Richardson holds a degree
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in education. He served for 13 years in the private sector
before joining the Defense Civil Preparedness Agency as a
regional field officer and subsequently as Director of ‘“he
Field Services Office from 1973 to 1979 when FEMA was formed
by an Executive Order of the President. In addition to his
other responsibilities, Mr. Richardson serves as Chairman of
the Region 1V Radiological Assistance Committee (RAC) com-
posed of members from the Department of Energy, the Depart-
ment of Transportation, the Environmental Protection Agency,
the Food and Drug Administration, Department of Health and
Human Services, the NRC, and the U.S. Department of Agricul-
ture. In 1981 Mr. Richardscn was named as Acting Director,
Plans and Preparedness Division, FEMA Region IV. In that
position, he is charged, among other things, with the
management and direction of plans and preparedness programs
and staff.

155. In his prepared testimony, Mr. Richardson first gave
an assessment of the state and local agency plans in response
to Intervenor's contention. He concluded that the plan would
be effective in reducing injury or hardship to local citizens
and is capable of being implemented. He noted that there were
a few minor exceptions and deficiencies waiich have been noted
to the responsible state cfficials and which ‘e expected
would be corrected. He testified further that the li.ited
number of deficiencies noted in the exercise indicates that

the Applicants and the state and local governments have
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engaged in extensive coordination of their plans.

156. In describing the nature of the emergency exercise
conducted at the plant on May 1, Mr. Richardson explained
that it was a substantial exercise involving all major
components of the emergency response forces and that it
provided for a real time review of individuals and organiza-
tions as to their knowledge and abilities to protect the
public in the case of a general emergency. (Richardson
Testimony, 3).

157. FEMA comments on the emergency exercise were con-
tained in Mr. Richardson's letter of May 8, 1981 (Attachment
C to Richardson Testimony) to the Director, Emergency
Preparedness Division, State of South Carclina. It lists
deficiencies observed during the exercise. Mr. Richardson
concludes that if the State corrects these deficiencies, he
would have no reason to believe that the plan could not be
implemented as well, if not better than the exercise. (1d.)
158. The Board no*es further with regard to Mr. Richard-
son's letter to Ceneral Wise, that the final paragraph
congratulates South Carclina for the excellent radiological
emergency giceparedness effort. (Richardson Testimony,
Attachm=znt C).

159, In addition to Supplement 2 to the Safety Evaluation
Report Staff Exhibit 3(Tr. 1057), the Staff presented the

prefiled testimony of Thomas A. Kevern (followirg Tr. 3281).
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Mr. Kevern is a nuclear engineer in the Emergency Pre-
paredness Licensing Branch of NRC, Division of Emergency
Preparedness, Office of Inspection and Enforcement. His
position is that of Emergency Preparedness Team Leader and
in that position he is responsible for the review and
evaluation of emergency plans pertaining to ~uclear power
plants. He has the responsibility of reviewing the emer-
gency plans pertaining to the V.C. Summer Nuclear Station.
Mr. Kevern has a Bachelor's Degree in Industrial Engineering
and a Masters of Science Degree in Systems Management. Mr.
Kevern has had significant nuclear experience in the U. S.
Navy.

160. Mr. Kevern's prefiled testimony related entirely

to the proposed Fairfield United Action contentions. As

an attachment to his testimony, however (Attachment D), he
has included a copy of Report No. 50-395/81-09 of the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission which is the report on the May 1
emergency exercise.

161. s.ccording to the report, the inspection involved

253 inspector hours on-site in the area of a coordinated
radiological emergency exercise. The overall result as
stated on the first page of the report was that in the areas
inspected, no violations or deviations were identified. The
report goes on, however, to give a detailed, point-by-point
assessment (Attachment D, beginning at page 5) of compliance

with the standards set forth in Section 50.47 of Part 50
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of the NRC Regulations.

162. It was noted that deficiencies were identified by
SCE&G as a result of the exercise and that essentially all
the findings described in the NRC report were identified by
the Applicants' personnel. This speaks well of the Applicants’
desire and willingness to carry out the purpose of exercises
and drills which is in no small part to identify weaknesses
so that they may be corrected. (Id. para. 20).

163. As an overall exercise evaluation, paragraph 22 of
Report No. 50-395/81-0¢ stated that the inspectors concluded
that the emergency exercise for the V. C. Summer Nuclear
Station demonstrated the Applicants' ability to respond to
and effectively manage an emergency condition at the facility
and that the state of emergency preparecdness provides
reasonable assurance that adequat: protective measures can
and will be taken in the eveat of a radiological emergency.
We agree. We also conclude, as evidently did the NRC Staff,
that the "deficiencies" noted in the report are not such
that they cannot be adequately addressed and rectified

by the Applicants in a reasonable fashion, leading to the
expectatior of satisfactory implementation of emergency
plans.

164. With regard to the remainder of Fairfield United

Actions' proposed contentions which the Board may have
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not directly addressed thus far in its findings, the Board
notes that Mr. Beale, on behalf of the Applicants, Mr.
Kevern, on behalf of the NRC Staff, and Mr. Richardson, on
behalf of FEMA, each in turn submitted written responses to
those contentions. To the extent the matters raised by
those contentions or any othe; matter adverse to licensing
have not already explicitly or implicitly been disposea of
in these findings, the Board finds that such found no
evidentiary support and are resolved against the Intervenor.

Coordination With And Readiness
Of Secondary Agencies

165. In addition to calling the officials directly respon-
sible for emercency planning in the four-county area involved
in the planning for the V.C. Summer nuclear plant as well as
the state officials directly involved in emergency planning
for nuclear facilities, Intervenor Bursey called representa-
tives from a number of agencies less directly involved. He
apparently hoped to demonstrate their lack of training in
and knowledge of emergency planning issues and the failure
of coordination be‘ween th je agencies and the county and
state entities most directly involved in drafting and imple-
mentirg emergercy plans. Mr. Bursey's efforts proved just
the opposite as will be disclosed in the following discus-
sion. The Board was impressed with the overall level of

involvement and coordination on the part of myriad
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agencies having responsibilities in the state and

local emergency planning efforts.

166. Mr. Robert MacMillan, Assistant Director cf the
Transportation Division of the South Carolina l'ublic

Service Commission, testified that he served in the function
of Transportation Coordinator. When a request for trans-
portation for evacuaation is received, the Emernency Prepar-
edness Division of the State Adjutant General's Office would
call upon him. (Tr. 1772-73). As a coordinator for transpor-
tation, he in turn would look to the South Carolina Depart-
ment of Education to prouvide school busses where necessary.
(Tr. 1776). Should it becc.ie necessary to arrange private
sector busses to assist in evacuation, he was confident that
he could promptly arrange for private busses. (Tr. 1777).
167. Mr. William H. Funchess, an agricultural extension
leader with Clemson University responsible for off-campus
educational progr: s in 14 counties in Soutn Carclina,
testified that he had been involved in development of the
emergency plans as they related to his agency. (Tr. 1802).
He listed the responsibilities of his agency in the event
there was a nuclear incident requiring their involvement.
Some of these responsibilities include: advising as tc the
locatici. of possible acreages of edible crops, be.ries,
fruits, etc., in the contaminated area; advising as to

the location and size of dairies in contaminated area;

advising as to the location and number of livestock and
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poultry in the contaminated area; advising as to on-farm
storage of grain and edible agricultural products in the
contaminated area; advising as to available shelter for
livestock in the contaminated area; advising as to whole-
sale distribution sources for agricvltural products in the
contaminated area; advising as to available stored grain
and other feed and silage for animals in the contaminated
area; furnishing information and in-pectors for assessing
damage to farms; providing guidance and assistance to
agencies who are responsible for evacuation and care of
livestcck; coordinating, identifying and establishing
evacuation reception areas for livestock and effecting
return of such animals to the owners; assisting in the
decontamination or disposal of livestock, feed, milk

and other contaminated farm products; assisting in the
control of livestock and agricultural products exposed to
radiation or contamination; providing informational and
educational material to farmers, ranchers, and others on
protective measures for themselves and tieir property
against hazards associated with disasters; and Zinally,
providing advice on clean-up of damage to property, sanita-
tion precautions, insect controls, and food preparation in
disasters, and advice for recovery actions for damaged farms

and renovation of damaged equipment or property. (Tr.
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1803-1804). He testified that he has assembled a list

of dairy producers, agricultural producers and agricultural
water resources in the four county area nearest to the
nuclear rlant. (Tr. 1807).

168. In response to a question by the Intervenor as

to whether the agricultural coatingency plans are well
enough developed at this point for the farmers in “~1e 10
mile zone or even the 50 mile zone around the plant to feel
comfortable, Mr. Funchess responded that he felt that the
plan is well enough developed and that his agency has the
mechanism to get the information immediately out to the
farmers whenever it is needed. (Tr. 1814). There was no
significant evidence in the record to refute Mr. Funchess'
statement. Intervenor adduced inconclusive testimony
reflecting understandable concerns (which were for the most
part ‘o do with compensation for damages and beyond the
scope of the proceeding) through his witness Coleman, to
whose testimony we now turn.

169. Charles Howard Coleman is a beef cattle and dairy
farmer who lives within ten miles of the facility. (Tr.
1822, Coleman Affidavit, p. 2 following Tr. 1828). He
testified at the request of the Intervenor. He expressed
concern about the impact an ordered evacuation might have
upon his operation, particularly in terms of any requirement
that his livestock be placed on stored feed. (Tr. 1823-24).

His concerns seemed primarily financial and he sugcested
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that the applicants should bear the financial burden (Tr.
13824, Coleman Affidavit, p. 3). He also suggested a need
to plan a means for evacuated dairymen to get back in an
evacuated area to feed and milk the cows. (Tr. 1825). He
was perhaps not aware that the need for dairy farmers to
reenter the evacuated area had already been recognized and
a procedure developed. (e.g., Tr. 2060,. He observed that
he had not spoken with a representative of either Clemson
University or Applicants (Tr. 1822) and that he felt a need
for more knowledge about the emergency plans (Tr. 1826). He
did not contradict any of Mr. Funchess' testimony.

170. Intervenor also called Mr. J. T. Hance, a staff
forester in the central office of the South Carolina Forestry
Commission. Mr. Hance testified that he usually works with
the Disaster Preparedness Agency (State of South Carolina)
in the Forestry Commission's cooperation with them. (Tr.
1846). According to Mr. Hance, the role of the Forestry
Commission in a possible accident involving a radiological
release at the V.C. Summer plant is to provide back-up
communication with the Forestry Commission's two-way radio
net between the Forward Emergency Operations Center (FEOC)
and the State Emergency Operations Center (EOC). (Tr.
1846). They also provide a person with the rorestry Com-

mission in both centers who can make a..isions on behalf of

the Forestry Commission in commitment of resources in
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support of an emergency operation. (Tr. 1846).

iy Questioned about training for its members, Mr.

Hance responded ihat his agency has participated in an
exevcise for the H.B. Robinson nuclear plant in Hartsville,
South Carolina and in the drill conducted on May 1, 1981

for the V.C. Summer nuclear plant. (Tr. 1847).

173. During the Summer drill, the Forestry Commission
actually did provide backup communications on the backup

net between the FEOC operations center and the State Emer/;ency
Operations Center and as he indicated they would do, his
agency had a decision maker located at each of the facilities
during these exercises. (Tr. 1847-48).

173 Asked whether the Forestry Commission personnel

had had any actual training as to what might be entailed in

a rescue mission in a radiological hazard zone, Mr. Hance
responded that they had not but that he did not feel it

would be necessary to have that training in order for his

agency to fulfill its frnction in an emergency situation.

Instead, they would depend on the Emergency Preparedness
Office and the Forward Emergency Operations Center to
let them know of any radiological hazards. Personnel
i thecre centers in turn would check with the Depart-
ment of Health and Environmental control people at those
centers. This would be one of the purposes for having a

decision maker at ea-h of these centers, i.e., to determine
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how long their people could stay in contaminated areas.

(Tr. 1848). Mr. Hance did testify that the Forestry Commis-
sion personnel had beesn given instructions on how to read
dosimeters. (Tr. 1849). Intervenor drew nothing from this
witness which would cast doubt upon his agency's ability to
fulfill its assigned functions in a radiological emergency.
174. Mr. Charlton Bowers, Director of Engineering for
South Carolir ; Educational Television (S.C.E.T.V.) testified
next. He t _cified that the role of his agency is to
provide a direct communication channel to the public from
the State Emergency Operations Center. This communication
would include a visual communication channel consisting of
on-camera information originating in the State EOC which
would then be carried over their network or any portion of
the network, radio or television. (Tr. 1857). Mr. Bowers
testified that there is a set of equipment and a circuit
which is permanent.y installed in a central location and all
that is required in the case of an emergency is that it simply
be turned ~n. (Tr. 1857).

175, Asked how he would verify that a message requested to
be aired is legitimate, Mr. Bowers testified that a message
would not be broadcast unless he were told to broadcast by

a representative from the Governor's office whom he recognized.
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176. Concerried with a seeming delay in initiation of

the emergency broadcasts during the May 1, 1981 drill for
the Summer facility, the Intervenor asked Mr. Bowers about
his participation in the May 1, 1981 exercise involvirg the
Summer Nuclear Station. Mr. Bowers testified that there was
no lag time in their ability to fulfill their roles, or at
least not more than a minute or so. There was very little
hesitaticn in Mr. Bowers' responses to questions concerning
his agency's role and their ability to carry that role out.
Intervenor made no points adverse to the Applicants through
this witness.

177. Another agency which has an apparently peripheral
role in support of others is the State of South Carolina
Fire Marshal's coffice. The testimony of representatives of
this agency was not as satisfying as testimony of witnesses
on behalf of other agencies. But perhaps this is due in
part to the fact that the office of the State Fire Marshal
has only recently been created in its present structure and
apparently even the overall functions of the office were not
at the time of the hearings well defined. (Tr. 1868,
1991-92). Mr. Harvey Scurry was the first witness to
testify on behalf of that agency.

178. Mr. Scurry testified that the functions expected

to be performed by the state Fire Marshal's office as
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presented to it by the Office of Emergency Preparedness are
to assist in deccontamination, participate in drills which
may be conducted in the future, and have agency personnel
trained in the use of equipment for radiation protection.
(Tr. 1863-64).

179. The State Fire Marshal, Richard S. Campbell, testi-
fied subsequent to Mr. Scurry. He confirmed that his office
was not familiar in detail with responsibilities it michit have
in siupport of other agencies in an emergency situation, but
did indicate that with the proper training and funding he
felt sure that his agency could participate. (Tr. 1993).
Since the Fire Marshal's office is at most a resource for
additional personnel if needed, who can be instructed and
directed to tasks at the time, we need not weigh their
evident lack of involvement thus far against the overall
readiness of the state and local response capability.

180. Mr. Robert Gifford, Assistant Chief, Law Enforce-
ment for the South Carolina Department of Wildlife and
Marine Resources testified next. Mr. Gifford testified that
Wildlife's participation in the developme .t of the emergenc,
plan was based upon their capabilities vis-a-vis their
resources such as equipment and persconnel. (Tr. 1870-71).
His agency has responsibility fcr communication, search and
rescue operations, keeping the water areas surrounding the

V.C. Summer Nuclear Plant, secure from entry notification of
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persons who might be on land or water recreational areas
around the plant. (Tr. 1871).

181. Mr. Gifford testified that his agency has several
aircraft including a helicopter equipped with a P.A. System
which could be used in the eveut there was need to rotify
persons in remote places such as on lakes or in game manage-
ment areas. (Tr. 1871). According to Mr. Gifford, his
department has utilized these resources successfully not
only in exercises, but in actual search and rescue opera-
tions. (Tr. 1871).

182. Asked by the Intervenor whether he felt his agency
could take responsibility for notification of civilians
withii. the ten-mile emergency planning zone and wooded
areas, Mr. Gifford responded that he thought they could.
(Tr. 1873).

183. Mr. Gifford testified that his agency has sent
personnel to training sessions conducted by the State
Emergency Preparedness Division to familiarize them with
radiological monitoring devices and has also sent a number
of pecpi= to training sessions conducted by the South
Carolina Dapartment of Highways and Public Transpcrtation

concerning monitoring devices and dosimeter readings. (Tr.

1873-74).
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184. The Intervenor questioned Mr. Gifford on the degree
of knowledge he and his personnel had concerning possible
impacts of an event which would cause a large release of
radicactivity. (This question reflects a recurring theme in
Intervenor's case on emergency planniig to the effect that
without 2 full unaerstanding by particigants in the emergency
plans as well as the public at large of what dangers they
may face in the event of a major release of radioactivity,
emergency planning efforts will fail in the implementation
phase. The main discussion on this aspect has been provided
above). Mr. Gifford responded that they had been briefed on
the fact that they could only leave people in areas of
contamination for certain periods of time, depending upon
levels [ radiation and that a primary concern would be
whether or nct people might be left too long in an area.
(Tr. 1880).

185. In response to a question by Judge Linenberger

as to whether he felt that the kinds and depth of briefings
they had received had been adequate for him and his people
to do their jobs, Mr. Gifford responded that he did feel
that it was adequate, that he felt safe with it and that his
belief was based not just upon the knowledge that he and his
people have, but on the knowl] 2dge and expertise that other
agencies such as the Department of Health and Environmental

Control have, and the information that they can give to his
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personnel. (Tr. 1880-8l1). Mr. Gifford further made the

point that though in his estimate the training of his people

in the ability to respond to a general! emergency has been
adequate, that training would not stop, but would be a
continuing process. (Tr. 1881).

186. Mr. Gifford, in response to gquestion by Judge
Linenberger, gave further testimony concerning the interface
between his agency and the South Carolina Forestry Commission.
He indicated that while there was no written agreement
between the two agencies, the Forestry Commission supports
the Department of Wildlife and Marine Resources in the
Emergency Planning Process and that if the need should

arise, Wildlife would need only to contact the Forestry
Commission to secure the use of their personnel, equipment,
and other resources. (Tr. 1882-83). Mr. Gifford's testimony
was uncontroverted.

187. Colonel Philip Meek, Director of the South Carolina
Highway Patrol, testified next. He testified that the
primary duties of the Highway Patrcl in regards to emergency
plannina for the V.C. Summer Plant will be in the area of
traffic and population control and security of the affected
areas. (Tr. 1887). He stated that the patrol is well

trained, prepared, and will perform their duties in a
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proficient manner if the occasion arises. (Tr. 1887).

188. Specifically, Colonel Meek testified that in the
event an alert is issued at the Summer plant, key personnel
in the Highway Patrol Headquarter. staff will be notified by
the State Emergency Preparedness cffice. Upon a briefing on
the situation, Patrol personnel throughout the state and the
affected area would then be alerted in case an emergency
situation is declared. Patrol personnel, previously trained
and assigned to tasks in the area, would respond and perform
those assigned tasks. Highway Department maintenance
personnel would transport and establish road barricades at
pre-established locations. (Tr. 1886).

189. According to Colonel Meek, the Highway Patrol has
sufficient trained personnel to block immediately the two
mile emergency planning sector and control entry or exit 24
hours a day if necessary, and should it become necessary to
block off other sectors, each officer will have a map
showing the individual sector concerned and each officer has
been on-site and knows their duties. (Tr. 1887).

190. Highway Patrol officers throughout the State have
received radiological monitoring training. (Tr. 1887).

191. The Highway Patrol has participated in two nuclear
station emergency drills to date, including the May 1, 1981
drill for the V.C. Summer Nuclear Station. (Tr. 1887).

192. Queried by the Intervenor as to whether the Highway
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Patrol personnel have been advised in their training courses
of what to expect in a bad accident at the V.C. Summer
Plant, Colonel Meeks responded that they have been advised
to expect the worst and that while he himself does not have
a notion of what the worst amounts to, he could imagine it
cculd be a terrible thing. (Tr. 1890-91). This did not
seem to affect his confidence in his department's ability to
fulfill their assigned role.

193. Captain Leo Floyd McSwain, Administrative Training
and Planning Officer for the State Highway Patrol, also
testified. Captain McSwain provided further information
concerning training of the patrolmen for radiological
emergencies. He testified that the training entails self-
protection, i.e., how to read the dosimeter and to be sure
that they are safe at all times. (Tr. 1975). He testified
further that the training did entail what would happen

to the officers or to the public if they were exposed to
radiclogical contaminants above certain levels (Tr. 1975).
He testified that they understood the level at which fatalities
could be expected and that all men expected to be stationed
in the area in the event of a nuclear emergency have peen
trained in this respect. (Tr. 1976). 1In fact, he testi-
fied that all the officers in the State had been trained in
that respect except for perhaps five who may have been on
leave or who were sick at the time of training. They will

be trained at a future time. (Tr. 1976).
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194. J. Leon Gasque was next to be called as a witness
by the Intervenor. Mr. Gasque is an agent with the South
Carolina Law Enforcement Division, commonly called SLED.
SLED is the investigative arm of the Guvernor of the State
of South Carolina. (Tr. 1900). The mission of SLED in the
event of a nuclear accident, as described by Mr. Gasque,
will be to provide security for the EOC and the FEOC and to
be able to do the same things in either of those places if
they are relocated for any reason at all. In response

to questions by the Intervenor as to what type of training
his agents receive in rad ological response to emergencies,
Mr. Gasque said that they have had the training provided by
the Department of Health and Environmental control with
regard to personal hygiene, health, protective clothing, and
what should be done with regard to personal safety in these
situations. (Tr. 1902). The agents of SLED are trained in
the use of personnel dosimeters. (Tr. 1902).

195. The next to testify at the request of the Intervenor
was Mr. William Smith Comer, an employee of the South
Carolina Department of Social Services. Mr. Comer explained
that his role in a radiological emergency at the V.C.
Summer plant would be the same as in any other emergency

situation, i.e., toc serve as r_ordinator of the State

Emergency Welfare Services. (Tr.

1912). This means that
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his Agency is responsible for ministering to the basic needs
of individuals affected, that is, so far as food, clothing
and shelter are concerned. (Tr. 1913). Emergency Welfare
Service is composed not only of the Department of Social
Services but a'so the State Department of Education, the
Salvation Army and the American Red Cross. (Tr. 1913).
196. The Department of Social Services' responsibilities
are to shelter people, to feed them and to provide clothes.
(Tr. 1914-15). Mr. Comer opined that with a relatively
small statewide staff, his agency could ccordinate a fairly
sizeable number cf reception centers and shelters since
they are manned mostly by local, county social services
personnel. (Tr. 1920). Thus, his agency has the ability to
shift people around where the need arises. His department
has offices in every one of the 46 counties in the State.
(Tr. 1920).

197. It thus appears that the Department of Social
Services is well aware of its responsibilities and has the
capabilities and resources with which to meet those
respensibilities.

198. Mr. Robert Raymond Hill was next called as a witness
on behalf of intervenor. Mr. Hill is the Deputiy State

Superintendent of Education for Administration and Planning.
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According to Mr. Hill, his Agency has four support roles in
the event of a radiological emergency: transportation,
shelter, feeding and communications. (Tr. 1921).

199. Iinsofar as transohortation is concerned, Mr. Hill
said that his department has some 6,000 school busses and
other vehicles which support th-> schcol bus transportation
system, and that these vehicles would be available for use
in a coordinated fashion in the event of a disaster. (Tr.
1922). 1In the event of a nuclear emergency requiring the
nse of those vehicles, the Public Service Commission, as
previously explained by Mr. McMillin, would have the responsi-
bility of coordinating the use of those vehicles. (Tr.
1923). The Department of Education's role in sheltering
relates to the fact that under the Emergency Welfare

System in South Carolina, school facilities are designated
as potential shelters. Thus Mr. Hills' responsibility as an
agent of the Department of Ed:ca%ion would be to work with
Social Services in identifying facilities available and
geographically pinpointing their location for use. (Tr.
1927). The feeding function goes hand-in-hand with the
sheltering function. (Tr. 1928).

200. The communications function is served tnrough

the Lepartment's communications network. All county trans-

poztation shops ha'e communications equipment and as do many
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of the vehicles. Thi- network would be a osack-up capability.
(Tr. 1929).

201. Asked by the Intervenor whether the Department

of Education is planning to absorb any costs which would
result from participation in an actuai emergency, Mr. Hill
explained that, in past disaster sit.ations, resort was had
to the Gecvernor's Emergency Welfare I'und which, inferen-
tially, would be relied upon. While the Department itself
does not have a line item budget for those costs (Tr. 1930),
there was no evidence adduced that the Derartment of Educa-
tion could not perform its functions.

202. Nzxt to testify was a panel of witnesses representing
the South Carolina Governor's Office of Public Safety. The
panel members were Ms. Judith P. Turnipseed 4/ and Mr.
Gaines O. Boone. Mr. Boone is an Administrative Assistant
for Comprehensive Emergency Management within that office,
and [1s. Turnipseed is a Public Information Specialist.

203. Asked by the Intervenor to elaborate on his respon-
sibilities if an accident were to occur at the Summer
station, Mr. Boone replied that the Governor's office
provides direction and control in the sense that they

provide op:rational perscnnel for the Forward Emergency

4/ Ms. Turnipseed was questiona2d concerning public -
cation and public education efforts. This was di. é
at an earlier point herein.
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Operations Center and for the State Emergency Opcrations
Center. Additionally, they are responsible for dissemin-
ation of public information. (Tr. 1936).

204. Mr. Boone explained the command structure at the

YEOC (Tr. 1936-37) and said that any decisions made would

be macde in consultation with those persons and if necessary,
with the Governor himself. (Tr. 1937).

205. In the event of an evacuation, the Governor is the
one person in South Carolina who has the power to order an
evacuation and the responsibility of their section of the
Governor's Office would be to furnish the Governor with the
necessary information and to solicit guidance in ordering an
evacuation or getting the Governor's authority to order an
evacuation. (Tr. 1937).

206. Intervenor seemed to be concerned that decisions
concerning lesser protective actions than evacuation may

e hampered if it is necessary to consult with or receive
instructions from the Governor in each situation. As to
this concern, Mr. Boone responded that those decisions would
be made based on information available and with the best
minds present to make them, and that of ccurse if there were
time to do it, the Governor may be called. (Tr. 1938). The
implication is that unless it were absolutely necessary to

call the Governor (as in the case of a recomr rdation for an

evacuation), the Governor would only be called directly if




- 89 -

- .

there were time to do so. The Governor will not necessarily
be consulted about lesser decisions. (Tr. 1939).

z07. In responding to Intervenor's cuestion concerning
who pays the bill for emergency planning and preparation for
implementation as well as implementation itself, Mr. Boone
replied that the Governor's position in supporting agencies
and supporting the development of the capability tc react to
nuclear accidents was well known: he has-enthusiastically
supported the development of adequate fixed nuclear response
plans. (Tr. 1939-40).

208. Mr. Boone substantiated the reference by Mr. Hill,
to the Governor's Emergency Welfare Fund. (Tr. 1940). I~
explained that this fund had been drawn on in connection
with other emergencies, such as the occurrence of Hurricane
pavid. (Tr. 1940).

209. The import of Int:rvenor's questions was to test
whether the foregoing agencies knew and understood their
roles in emergency response and had personnel and equipment
capabilities to fulfill their designated functions. As
previously indicated in the Board's remarks, the testimony
of each of these individuals from agencies having any

substantial role (thus exce_.ting the State Fire Marshal's

office), spoke well for planning, training, personnel and
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equipment resources, commurications and capabilities.
Representatives of these agencies displayed knowledge of
what th2 roles of their agencies would be, what the capa-
bilities of their zgencies to fulfill those responsibilities
are, and an apparent understanding of the relationship their
functions have to those of other agencies involved in an
emergency response to nuclear incidents. For the one agency
whose response was not strong, the Fire Marshal's office, it
is apparently contemplated that their role is to provide an
additional personnel rescurce which could be called upon as
neeced and it further appears that their support role can be
fulfilled with a minimum of on-the-spot instruction and
direction.

Dr. Keku's Accident Scenario

210. We now turn to the portion of the record which
pertains to Intervenor's claim that Applicants' ::_ angements
with state and local agencies will not function effectively,
in the event of a very large accident as postulated by
Intervenor's witness Dr. Kaku, unless sophisticated technical
training regarding possible nuclear accidents, medical
effects of radiation, and plume behavior is acquired hy

state and local officials, including first line emergency
workers such as bus drivers, and unless the purlic within

the emergency planning zone is educated on these same
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matters. The procedural history of Dr. Kaku's testimony as
to an accident scenario is sketched in our Memorandum and
Order of September 14, 198l1. In that Order, we excluded
much of Dr. Kaku's amended prefiled testimony but stated
that, if offered, (as it subsequently was, Tr. 3898), we
would admit (1) two paragraphs (numbers 9 and 10), which we
took to be illustrations of initiating conditions that might
precipitate the implementation of emergency plans and (2)
the major portion of his rostulated accident sequence (in
his paragraph 14); beginning at 12:00 and ending with the
penultimate sentence at 7:00 o'clock. (September 14, 1981
Memorandum aad Order &t 4, 8).

211. In that Order, we also stated why we were willing to
admit the portions of Dr. h.xu's testimony just identified
over the strenuous and continuing objections of Applicants
and the NRC Statf. Those objections were stated in their
pleadings of August 7 and August 21, 1981 (Applicants)

and August 7 and August 20, 1981 (Staff) as well as on

the record and in May 22, 1981 objections to our "Remainder
of Order Following Fourth Prehearing Conference" served May
24, 1981 as more specifically referenced in the pleadings
just mentioned. We based our ruling on Dr. Kaku's qualifi-
cations, on our conclusion that his testimony, as revised,
did not necessarily challenge or contravene any bindirg

regulation, on our willingness to permit the Intervenor
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to pursue his case in regard to need for technical
sophistication on the part of responsible vfficials and
education of the public, and on our own concern regarding
the failure of the regulations to quantify how extensive the
available medical facilities need be.

212. We stated in our Memorandum and Order that while we
were not persuaded by Applicants' arguments that Dr. Kaku
was not an expert on reactor safety or emergency response
matters and that he should not be permitted to give expert
testimony on the admitted matters, we would take into
account any deficiencies in his qualifications in weighing
his testimony.

213. Drs. Budnitz and Stratton, and Messrs. Beale and
Storz testified for the Applicant concerning Dr. Kaku's
acciuent scenario. Dr. Budnitz received a B.A. degree in
physics from Yale University and M.A. and Ph.D. degree in
physics from Harvard University. He served as Deputy
Director and later a Director of Research at the NRC. He
has served on several distinguished reactor safety panels,
including the American Physical Society Study of Light Water
Reactor Safety, the Lewis Committee, and the Rogovin Inquiry
Group that studied the TMI accident. (Tr. 4159-4161). Dr.
Stratton received A.B. and Ph.D. degrees in physics and matn
from the University of Minnesotsa. He has worked extensively
in the area of reactor safety at Los Alamos Naticnal Labora-

tory, was a member of the Advisory Committee on Reactor
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Safeguards, and the Kemeny Commission. (Tr. 4165-67). Mr.
Beale's qualification have been previously discussed. Mr.
Storz is currently employed by SCE&G as operations supervi-
sor at the V.C. Summer Nuclear Station. He has a degree in
mechanical engineering and previously worked as a design
engineer for safety systems with a reactor vendor. He has
prior nuclear experience as a Navy reactor operator and as a
licensed RO and SRO for Wisconsin Electric Power Company (Tr.
4459-4460).

214. Dr. Kaku did display unfamiliarity with certain
basic concepts used in reactor operation and accident
analyses and in particular in ECCS analyses. (e.g., Tr.
3616, 3638, 3694, 3697, 3698, 3742). Drs. Budnitz and
Stratton were critical of major portions of his testimony as
unreasonable, unrealistic, incorrect, out of date, and out
of step with the vast majority of current scientific opinion.
(Tr. 4174-76, 4178-79, 4187, 4207-53.) Dr. Kaku also did not
claim expertise in medical matters (Tr. 4033) nor did he
claim to be specifically knowledgeable regarding the emer-
gency planning documentation in the case. Indeed, Dr. Kaku
had not read any of the county, state, or Applicant emergency
plans (Tr. 3644; see also 3628, 3673). He was not specifi-
cally familiar with the local demcgraphic or geographic
conditions. (Tr. 3631-32). He did not disagree with our
assessment that he had disclaimed the ability to assess the

ability of the responsible officials to carry out the plans.
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(Tr. 3¢36). Drs. Budnitz and Stratton, both eminently
qualified, were critical of Dr. Kaku's prepared testimony
accident scenario. (Tr. 4174-76 and 4178-79). For these
reasons, we have taken Dr. Kaku's testimony in those areas

as reflecting v.ews based on limited knowledge and selected
reading and have not weighed them as reavily as the views of
the more knowledgeable witnesses presented by the NRC Staff
and by the Applicants.

215. As to the arguments of Applicancs and the NRC Staff
that Dr. Kaku's testimony challenged NRC regulations (despite
his and Mr. Bursey's disavowals of that intention or effect),
our Memorandum and Order of Septemt r 14, 1981 also explained
that we did not find our admission of the testirony inconsistent
with any regulation, though it might conflict with NUREG-0654
Rev. 1, at page 6. The NUREG recommends against isolating
any single, specific accident sequence as the one for which
to rlan because of the variety and range of possible
consequances resulting from different accident scenarios.

We there stated our conclusion that NUREG-0654 was not
binding on the Board, and further reasoned that, to the
extent we were called upon to judge whether emergency facil-
ities, equipment, methods, systems, and so on are "adequate"
(10 C.F.R. §50.47(b)(9)), given that the regulation does not
quantify how many contaminated injured individuals are to be
provided for (10 C.F.R. §50.47(b)(12)), we thought it could

pe helpful to permit consideration of accidents at least in
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a general way. Thus, to amplify what was implicit in what

we stated there, we were disposed to entertain the specified
portions of Dr. Kaku's testimony as tending to contribute to
the development of a record which might give some indication
of hrw many contaminated individuals would be involved.

218. We were alert to the possibility that if capacity for
persons who were botn injured anéd contaminated were shown to
be extremely limited, we would then need to explore more
closely what sort of demands might te placed on that 1.. %.d
capacity. As it developed, however, taking into account all
of the evidence, we find that the record both as to the need
for and as to the capacity of medical facilities is reassuring.
That is, the weight of the evidence overwhelmingly supports
the finding waich we hereby make that, for the initiating
events and release postulated >y Dr. Kaku, the need for
protective action would be identified and a General Emergency
declared at a much earlier time than he supposed. Notification
of the responsikle officials and the public would also

take place at a much earlier point, and evacuation of the
appropriate areas would have been completed (or nearly
completed) before the release reached the area in question.

(Compare Kaku: Tr. 3911 (12:00, 12:05, 3:00, 5:00), 4014-17,

4040; with: Beale, Tr. 4418-26, 4505-08 and App. Ex. 39,
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Tr. 4508; Storz, Tr. 4463-64 and 4554-59; and Kevern, Tr.

4595-97, 4603-06, and Kevern's "Emergency Preparedness" scen-
ariv, following Tr. 4603). That conclusion may be reached
even taking Dr. Kaku's accident sequence (as opposed to his
assumptions regarding emergency response intervals) at face
value. When we factor in the testimony of Applicants' wit-
nesses Stratton, Budnitz, and Storz, particularly recarding
ECCS performance, (Compare Kaku Tr. 3931-32, 4040-41, 4023-24
with Budnitz, Tr. 4023-24, 4121-26); steam explosions (Tr.
4213-17, 4217-21): 1odine releases (Stratton, Tr. 4195-98)
and ECCS redundancy (Storz Tr. 4475-76), then the release
might not occur at all or cccu~ much later and/or involve
much less radioactive iodine than is usually assumed

for other purposes (e.g., 10 C.F.R. Part 100).

217. It was Di. Kaku's thesis that if you took the delay
and difficulties surrounding identification, n cification,
attempted corrective actions and so on during the TMI
accident, and applied the time consumed in those circum-
stances to a much more severe accident, th2n a case ~ould be
made that emergency planning was st’ll inadequate cespite
improvement< in hardware, operator training, resources
available to the centrul room personnel, and emergency
notification and response capability since TMI. Not only
has he not given adequate weight to post TMI-improvements
(Tr. 4188-91), his thesis is fundamentally flawed. He

tried to merge into a single event (1) the time involved in
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identifying, assessing, and acting on a rather subtle event
(which, according to Dr. Kaku, operators had then not been
adequately trained to recognize and as to which they did not
have adequate technical resources immediately at hand to
devise corrective actions) and (2) the consequences of a
very different accident involving a major release. His
accident scenario was one which is readily and promptly
identifiable and calls into play virtually programmed
responses by the p.ant operators. (Tr. 4463-64, 4552-55,
4556-58). 7The evidence was convincing that Dr. Kaku's
scenaric would lead to very early declaration of the highest
category of emergency, the General Emergency, ané to prompt
advice to responsible officials to commence protective
measures for the affected areas or sectors. That would lead
cO0 evacuation of essentially all affected members of the
public prior to the major release under his scenarioc. Even
granting his oft-repeated five hours from initiating
event to release (prepared testimony paragraph 14, Tr. 3938,
3949, and 3954) he totally misjudged the corresponding times
when emergency actions would be begun and completed under
his scenario. To the extent Dr. Kaku referred tc panic on
the pat of evacuees in his scenario, any widespread panic
such as to substantially impair orderly and timely evacuation
would not be expected in light of prior experiences with

evacuations. (Tr. 4237-43).
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218. Dr. Kaku's recommendations were for further training
of state and local people responsible for implementirg the
emergency plan down to the level of bus drivers and for
additional educational efforts directed toward members of
the publis. (Tr. 4003-4006). Although interrogated by the
Board as to what training state and local officials and
emergency workers really need and why they need it (see
e.g. Tr. 40€4-67) Dr. Kaku was unable to give convincing
reasons for his recommendations. He argued instead that a
person such as a bus driver should have enough knowledge of
radiation effects and plume behavior to be able to make his
own extemporaneous decision as to the best route to take to
avoid the plume. Dr. Kaku did not claim to be an expert in
the area of what sort of organizational structure and
accompanying delegations of authority and responsibility is
most likely to lead to the desired result. Applicants'
witness Dr. Budnitz did not claim to be an expert in this
area either, but he had evidently devoted considerable
thought and study to the problem in connection with his
duties at the NRC as Deputy Director (and later Director) of
Research and in connection with his service on the Rogovin
inquiry. Dr. Budnitz' view was squarely to the contrary of
Dr. Kaku. In essence, Dr. Budnitz' point was that if

anything is likely tc¢ lead to chaos it is to delegate

authority and responsibility to individual bus drivers to
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each make their own selection as to optimum routes and

to attempt to train them so that they can make such eval-
uation and route selections (Tr. 4250-53). 1In the circum-
stances postulated by Dr. Kaku, it seems to the Board

only common sense that a bus driver finding his way blocked
would select an alternate route which most nearly approxi-
nated the original route. (Tr. 4250-53). Dr. Kaku's
recommendation was also contradicted by Brian Grimes who is
the principal person on the NRC Staff with responsibility
for emergency planning. At Tr. 4592-94, Mr. Grimes testi-
mony was to the effect that most emergency response offic-
ials don't need nuclear expertise. His observations as to
further education of members of the public was also to the
same effect. At Tr. 4625-26, Mr. Grimes acknowlzdged that
although nuclear expertise might be helpful in some situa-

tions, it was not essential.

Conclusions

219. In accordance withh the Atomic Energy Act and the
Commission's Regulations, and on the basis cf the entire
record in this proceeding and the foregoing discussion and
findings, the Board concludes as fcllows. The application
for operating license and the record of thne proceeding

contain sufficient information, and the review of the
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application by the Staff has been adequate, to support

(insofar as the matters before the Board are concerned) the

following ultimate findings required in the regulations, in

accordance with the provisions of 10 C F.R. §50.57 and 10

C.F.R. §2.760a:

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

There is reasonable assurance that the facility
will operate in conformity with the application
as amended, the provisions of the Act. and

the rules and regulations of the Commission,
including 10 C.F.R. §50.47 and 10 C.F.R. 50
Appendix E;

There is reasonable assurance (i) that the
activities authorized by the operating license
can be conducted without endangeiring the health
and safety of the public, and (ii) that such
activities will be conducted in compliance

with the Commission's regulations, including
those specified in the previous finding;

SCE&G is technically qualified to engage in

the activities to be authorized by the operating
license in accordance with the Commission's
regulations, including those specified in the
first finding above; and

The issuance of the license will not be inimi-

cal to the health and safety of the public.
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220. Having considered and decided all matteis in contro-
versy among the parties related to operation and for which
the record in this proceedi g is closed (i.e. all except
seis .city issues,, the Director of Nuclear Reactor Regula-
tion will be authorized to make such additional findings on
issues not before the Board as may be necessary for issuance
of an operating license for V.C. Summer Nuclear Station,
Unit 1, if the seismicity issues remaining open are resolved
by this Board in fawur of licensing or as may be otherwise

provided by law.
ORDER

221 In accordance with Sections 2.754, 2.760, 2.762 and
2.764 of the Commission's Rules of Practice, 10 C.F.R. Part

2, it is ordered that this Partial Initial Decision shall be

e.ective immediately but subject to the provisions of 10
C.F.R. 2.764 and shall constitute tbe final action of the
Commiscion regarding the issues decided at the time provided
by the regulations, subject tc any review pursuant to the
Rules of Practice. Exceptions to this Partial Initial
Decision may be filed by any party within ten (10) days
after service of this Partial Initial Decision. A brief

in support of the exceptions shall be filed within thirty
(30) days thereafter, forty (40) days in the case of the

Regulatory Staff. Within thirty (30) days after service of
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the brief of appellant (forty [40] days in the case of
the Regulatory Staff), any other party may file a brief

in support of, or in copposition to, the exceptions.

T! - ATOMIC SAFETY AND
~ICENSING BOARD

Gustave A. Linenberger, Administrative
Law Judge

Dr. Frank F. Hooper, Administrative
Law Judge

Herbert Grossman, F=qg., Administrative
Law Judge and Chairman

Dated at Bethesda, Maryland

this day of , 1981.
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