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CASE'S ANSWER TO
APPLICANTS' MOTION FOR SUMMARY DISPOS.TION
OF INTERVENOR'S CONTENTION 22
REGARDING EMERGENCY PLANNING

Pursuant to 10 CFR 2.749, CASE (Citizens Association for Sound Energy),
Intervenor herein, hereby files this, its Answer to Applicants' Motion for
Summary Dispesition of intervenor's Contention 22 Regarding Emergency Planning.
As shall be demonstrated herein, there are genuine issues of material fact to
be heard regarding this contention. CASE therefore urges that the Board in these
proceedings deny Applicants Motion for Summary Disposition and that hearings be
held on this Contention.

Attached hereto is a concise Answer to Applicants' Statement of Material
Facts Not Genuinely in Issue. As stated in that Answer and detailed in the
following, there are indeed many issues which need to be addressed in hearings
prior to the granting of an operating license for the Comanche Peak facility.

-As set forth with specificity herein, there are many deficiencies in the
CPSES Emergehcy Plan, the Texas State Plan, and the Somervell and Hood Counties
Plans which must be dealt with prior to Applicants' being granted an operating

license or a low-power test license for CPSES.
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Applicants, in their argument on page 4 of their Motion, state:

“The intervenor must be required to oppose this motion and the supporting
affidavits with demonstrations by affidavits of competent and qualified
affiants that a genuine issue exists as to a material fact. Failing such
demens trations by the inteprvenor, the Board should 'render the decision
sought . . . .' 10 C.F.R. $2.749(d); Order (Granting Summary Disposition
of Contentions 2 and 7), supra, 15 NRC at 595, Mere allegations or state-
ments of concern by the intervenor's representative are insufficent to
preclude summary disposition.”

They have again thus set forth an old bone of ccntention between Applicants
and the Board -- whether or not it is required that an Intervenor have expert
witnesses in order to prevent summary disposition. As the Board is well aware,
CASE is not represented by an attorney in these proceedings. However, it is
our belief that the Board acted correctly when they denied the NRC Staff's
Motion for Summary Disposition of Contention 25 (on Financial Qualifications)
as well as Applicants' Motion for Summary Disposition of Contention 5 (on QA/QC
and construction practices at CESES). Further, the regulations set forth in
10 CFR 2.749 are not as narrow as Applicants would have one believe; included
in the wording of that regulation are the following statements:

“...a party opposing the motion may not rest upon the mere allegations

or denials of his answer; his answer by affidavits or as otherwise provided

in this section must set forth specific facts showing that there is a genuine
jssue of fact." (Emphasis added.) -- 2.749(b)

“Should it appear from the affidavits of a party opposing the motion that

he cannot, for reasons stated, present by affidavit facts essential to justify
his opposition, the presiding officer may refuse the application for summary
decision or may order a continuance to permit affidavits to be obtained or

make such other order as is appropriate..." (Emphasis added.) -- 2.749(c)

"The presiding officer shall render the decision sought if the filings

in the proceeding, depositions, answers to interrogatories, and admissions
on file, together with the statements of the parties and the affidavits,
if any, show that there is no genuine issue as to any material fact and
that the moving party is entitled to a decision as a matter of law..."
(Emphasis added.) -- 2.749(d)

It should further be pointed out that the instance cited by Applicants
whereby Summary Disposition was granted on Contentions 2 and 7 was a far different

matter than the one now at issue with Contention 22, in that CFUR (the Intervenor



sponsoring Contentions 2 and 7) was in the process of withdrawing from these
proceedings and did not file an answer to the Motion for Summary Disposition
regarding Contentions 2 and 7. Applicants would have the Board believe that

only if an Intervenor has expert witnesses to testify regarding specific issues
should such Intervenor be allowed to participate as a party in these proceedings.
This is clearly not supported by any NRC regulation, and there are clear precedents
for allowing an Intervenor to make its case by pointing out deficiencies in
Applicants' case.

CASE had initially planned to have an expert witness to testify regarding
emergency planning, but we were unable to make arrangements for the September
hearings due to the particular time frame within which we are working and prior
commi tments of potential witnesses. However, we believe that there are sufficient
deficiencies ir Applicants', State, and Counties' Emergency Plans to preclude
Applicants' receiving an operating or low-power test license without those
deficiencies being cured. Further, we are struck by the similarities between
some of the deficiencies in the CPSES plan and those cited in the Zimmer case‘
where it was stated:

“The state of offsite emergency preparedness does not provide reasonable

assurance that adequate protective measures can and will be taken in the

event of a radiological emergency." (Conclusions of Law, item (6), Zin.mer])

The Board should not allow Applicants to obtain an operating license based

on vague, unsupported assurances that everything will magically work out a'l

right should there be an accident at the Comanche Peak plant.

L In the Matter of The Cincinnati Gas & Electric Company, et al. (Wm. H. Zimmer

Nuclear Power Station, Unit 1), Docket No. 50-358, June 21, 1982, LBP-82-48,

pages 24 through 96. Applicants were required as part of their License Conditions
to demonstrate that deficiencies set forth were cured prior to authorizing
operation of the Station at power levels in excess of 5% of rated power.
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Further, this contention deals with an emergency plan which is supposed
to protect the public health and safety in the event of an accident at Comanche
Peak. This issue is too important to be decided other than in a public hearing,
with the ione remaining Intervenor afforded tne opportunity to pursue the deficiencies
in the Comanche Peak emergency planning and help dssure that the health and safety

of the public is protected.

GENERAL :

One of CASE's primary and continuing concerns has been the use of "paper
people" -- people who exist only on paper and will not be there physically
when they are needed. This is still a primary concern, and there is nothing
in the Applicants' current emergency planning (including th> State and County
Plans) to alleviate this concern. Although obviously it is not necessary to
identify each person by name, CASE contends that such individuals should be
identified sufficiently to assure that there will indeed be someone available
physically and not just on paper.

Another continuing concern is that Applicants have missed one of the basic
concepts of the emergency planning as explained in NUREG-0654, Rev. 1, November
1980 (hereinafter referred to as NUREG-0654):

"NRC and FEMA have deliberately consolidated in this document guidance
intended for use by State and local governments and that intended to guide
the emergency planning and preparedness activities of NRC licensees because
of a shared belief that an integrated approach to the development of response
plans to radiological hazards is most Tikely to provide the best protection
of the health and safety of the public. NRC and FEMA recognize that plans

of licensees, State and local governments should not be developed in a vacuum
or in isclation from one another. Should an accident occur, the public can
be best protected when the response by all parties is fully integrated.

Each party involved must have a clear understanding of what the overall level
of preparedness must be and what role it will play in the event of a nuclear
accident. This understanding can be achieved best if there is an integrated
development and evaluation of plans. There must also be an acceptance by
the parties and a clear recognition of the responsibility they share for
safeguarding public health and safety.” (Emphases added. )

-- Pages 23 and 24, F. Inteyrated
Guidance and Criteria



As part of CASE's continuing concern regarding the use of "paper people,”
there is the aspect of how and by whom the costs associated with proper imple-
mentation of all parties involved in emergency planning. NUREG-0654 addresses
this {page 25, G. Funding and Technical Assistance):

"while funding and technical assistance are flot addressed in this document,
it is a subject which must be discussed between the individual nuclear
utilities and the involved State and local ?overnments who must gregare
emergency plans to support the nuclear facilities. The nuclear ut ty

may have an incentive based on 1ts own self interest as well as its re-
sponsibility to provide electric power, to assist in providing manpower,
items of equipment, or other resources that the State and local governments
may need but are themselves unable to provide. The Federal Regional Assistance
Committees, now under the chairmanship of FEMA, will play an increasing role
in the development of these plans. Training programs for State and local
officials formerly sponsored by NRC and now sponsored by FEMA will continue
without interruption.”

It is not clear in the Emergency Plans that such discussions regarding
funding and technical assistance have taken place between the various parties
involved, or that set policies and procedures are in place to assure that such
funding and technical assistance will be available on a continuing basis. An
additional concern is that, with the recent cuts in budgets and manpower, FEMA
will be unable to take as large a role as was previously anticipated. This should
be discussed and evaluated in detail in the Emergency Plans.

NUREG-0654 states (Pages 29, J. Form and Content of Plans):

"The plan should make clear what is to be done in an emergency, how it
is to be done and by whom."

One of the specific concerns of CASE is in regards to the fact that there

is no definitive planning guide specifying Federal response. However, NUREG-0654

states:

“Each State and licensee shall make provisions for incorporating the Federal
response capability into its operation plan..."

-- Page 40, C. Emergency Response Support
and Resources .
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and the phrase caught on and has been absorbed into everyday usage since then.

CASE contacted the North Centrai Texas Council of Governments, and found
that the closest definition to the Dallas/Fort Worth Metroplex area is apparently
the Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area (SMSA), which ic composed of the
following Texas counties: Collin, Dallas, Denton,’E1lis, kood, Johnson, Kaufman,
Parker, Rockwall, Tarrant, and Wise. We have not updated this information since
our initial contact over a year ago; we would assume that, if anything, the
number of people expected to reside in the metroplex area would probably be
greater than that which is indicated following. We have attempted to roughly
outline this area in relation to the Comanche Peak site (see Attachment L,

Page 1 of 2). As can be seen, this area is roughly 6 to 110 miles from the
Comanche Peak site. (CASE is not saying that the entire SMSA should be included
in emergency planning for Comanche Peak, but that part of the area should be.)

As indicated in CASE Attachment L, Page 2 of 2:

“According to the 1980 Census, the Dallas/Fort Worth SMSA (2,966,342) is
the largest metropolitan area in the State. 1t grew from 1970-80 at an
annual rate of 2.3 percent per year with a numerical change of 588,719
persons or 24.8 percent change for the decade. Our (the North Central Texas
Council of Government's) estimates show that the SMSA has grown by 91,708
persons or a percent increase of 3.1 percent from April 1, 1980 to January 1,
1981. The cities of Dallas, Fort Worth, Arlington, Garland and Irving all
show population in excess of 114,000 persons, while the combined population
of Dallas and Fort Worth represents 42.6 percent of the total SMSA population
in 1981. The largest numerical increases were in the cities of Fort Worth
(14,771), Plano (5,984), Arlington (5,777), Irving (4,891), Garland (4,701),
Hurst (4,251), and Carrollton ?4,059) which represents 48.5 percent of the
total numerical change for the SMSA from 1980-81. Several other cities,
including Richardson, North Richland i{4ills, Denton, Addison, Grapevine, and
Bedford, recorded an increase in excess of 2,500 each from 1980-81."

CASE contends that this large metroplex area must be considered in emergency
planning to a greater extent than has been 50 far. Applicants and Staff have
attempted to define the Emergency Planning Zones as being some sort of magical
10- and 50-mile radius from Comanche Peak, totally ignoring the fact (as admitted

by the Staff) that the predominant movement of storm cloud formations in the




Dallas-Fort Worth area is from the southwest to the northeast. This is especially
important during the spring months when thunderstorms occur more trequently.

Another major area which has been ignored in emergency planning is the
impact on the Dallas/Fort Worth metrople:. area of refugees from the immediate
area of the Cormanche Peak site in the event of an "accident. The rule of reason
dictates that it could logically be assumed that in such event there would be
2 large influx of refugees into the Dallas/Fort Worth metroplex area. There
is no indication that this has been considered in the emergency planning.

There should be consideration given to, and arrangements made for, sheltering,
food, clothing, and medical care for such refugees. This has not been addressed.
As far as CASF can tell at this time, there arz no plans to even inform anyone
in Dallas should there be an accident at Comanche Peak.

There is also no indication in the emergency plans to indicate that sufficient
planning has been done in regard to the drinking water sources for the Dallas/
Fort Worth metiopiex area in the event of an accident at Comanche Peak. This
vitally important matter deserves much closer attention than it has been given.

CASE maintains that all segments of the public must be considered who may
be affected by accidents at CPSES, including, in the event of a worst-case acci-
dent or an accident with large releases of radiation or radioactive materials
into the atmosphere, the Dallas/Fort Worth metroplex area if there exists the
possibility that the air currents may carry radioactive materials tr the metro-
plex area. .

NUREG-0654, Appendix 4, 11.D., page 4-4, states:

"Where meteorological conditions such as dominant wind directions, warrant

special consideration, an additional sub-area may need to be defined and a
separate estimate made for this case.”

This has notl been done.




NUREG-0654, states on page 9, D.b. Ingestion exposure pathway:

"The principal exposure from this pa‘hway would be from ingestion of con-
taminated water or foods such as milk, fresh vegetables or aquatic foodstuffs."

Adequate consideration has not been given to the above in regard to the
Dallas/Fort Worth metroplex area and the impact of an accident at Comanche Peak

in this regard.

Major deficiencies exist in regard to the following: Federai agencies are
not identified with sufficient specificity to be meaningful. Additionally, the
Department of Agriculture is not identified. The Red Cross is not identified.
The following should also be identified: personnel responsible for transmission
of emergency information, responsible for food and water supplies, medical
support personnel, security personnel, and other support personnel.

Further, it is not sufficient to identify people without indicaiing that
they have been properly trained and are capable of carrying out their functions;
there is nothing to assure that the people indicated are going to be properly
trained. There is also no documentation that the number of people availabie
will be sufficient to take care of radiological emergencies. There is no indi-
cation that arrangements have been made to comfort and care for individuals who
.may be suffering from psychological problems and stress due to an accident at

Comanche Peak.

It should be noted that further quidance is contained in the federal Emergency
Management Agency National Radiological Emergency Preparedness /Response Plan for
Commercial Nuclear Power Plant Accidents (the Master Plan), FEDERAL REGISTER,
12/23/80, pages 84910 through 84917. We have not quoted directly from it in
this response, but it should be included as an integral part of the Board's
consideration of this contention, alona with NIREG-0654, Rev. 1, November 1980,

and 10 CFR Part 5G, Appendix L.
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CASE could write a book about specific problem areas detailed in the FEMA
Master Plan and NUREG-0654 which have not been adequately addressed in emergency
planning for Comanche Peak. There are some portions of nearly every area of
emergency planning which has not been sufficiently dealt with in the emergency
plans at this time. Many of these areas are not Just concerns of CASE. We
have included as Attachments A through K hereto comments which were reccived
from the NRC, DOE, the Department of Health & Human Services, U. S. Department
of Agriculture, FEMA, EPA, Argonne National Laboratory, and DOT; these comments
were provided to CASE by tae Texas Department of Health, by Mr. Clarence L. Born,
Manager, Emergency Planning Program, Division of Compliance and Inspection,
Bureau of Radiation Control, on August 6, 1982 (see his cover letter, Attachment
A hereto). We believe that a review of those comments, coupled with CASE's
comments herein, will be more than sufficient to persuade the Board that

Applicants' Motion for Summary Disposition of CASE's Contention 22 be denied.

CASE is very concerned about one aspect of these procesdings, especially
in regard to emergency planning. That is the usual procedure by which Applicants
and NRC Staff can only be cross-examined on their pre-filed direct testimony.
This means that, in the case of emergency planning where most of the deficiencies
are simply that certain aspects have not been addressed at all or adequately,
both Applicants and Staff can possibly avoid having to deal with those specific
issues by simp’  ignoring them in their pre-filed direct testimony. CASE cannot
believe that this is the purpose of NRC regulations, and w2 urge the Board to
take whatever steps ure necessary to assure that a full and complete record
is made in these proceedings, not only for the matters included in Applicants'
and Staff's pre-filed direct testimony but for those deficiencies which have

not been addressed.
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CASE'S ANSWERS TO APPLICANTS' STATEMENT OF MATERIAL FACTS NOT GENUINELY IN ISSUE:

1. Statement: The Comanche Pea< Steam Electric Station ("CPSES") Emergency
Plan identifies all state authorities having respcasibility for
emergency planning.

Answer : There is nothing to indicate that an integrated approach to
emergency planning has been attewpted or achieved. See GENERAL

comments, pages 4 and 5 especially, preceding.

There is no assurance that the number of people available will
he sufficient to take care of radiological emergencies.

There is no indication that arrangements have been made to com-
fort and care for individuals who may be suffering from psychologi-
cal problems and stress due to an accident at Comanche Peak.

The Red Cross is not identified; neither are personnel respon-
sible for transmission of emergency information, for food and

water supplies, medical support personnel, security personnel,
and other support personnel.

There is no assurance that the people indicated are going to
be properly trained or that they are fully aware of what their
responsibilities will be in the event of an accident at CPSES.

Letter of Agreement with Texas Department of Health does not
indicate how they are going to coordinate anything with anybody

else; no indication of how it will be accomplished, no procedures,
etc.

There is no assurance that the people who supposedly will be
performing the functions needed to be accomplished by State
people exist except on paper -- resulting in the possible use
of "paper people".

Letter of Agreement with Texas Department of Public Safety
does not indicate how any of this will be accomplished.

The Public Health Regions functional statement is "to be developed."

It is indicated that all Bureau of Radiation Control personnel
will receive training.

It is indicated that individuals will receive initial and annual
retraining applicable to their duties.

It is indicated that planners will attend or have attended FEMA
planning course.

It is indicated that plans will be distributed. -

Fire Protection should be covered by the State, Texas Engineering
Extension Service and Forest Service. Only a few capabilities

are indicated in local plans.



1. (continued):

Reference is made to backup capability from University of Texas
and Texas A&M, but capabilities are not given.

The only discussion of verification by the DPS will be in
accordance with SOPs. SOPs not available for review.

Plans for training include State Personnel only; they do not
indicate that any integrated planning for training has been
done or is anticipated.

Annex C, Texas Department of Agriculture, not received.

Texas State Emergency Management Plan has written agreements
between support organizations but does not include the use of
USDA resources.

Maps for recording survey and monitoring data, key land use

data (e.g., farming), food processing plants, and dairies, should
start at the facility and include all of the 50 mile ingestion
pathway EPZ. Up-to-date lists of the name and location of all
facilities which regularly process large amounts of food or
agricultural products (originating in the ingestion pathway EPZ,
but located elsewhere) should also be maintained.

It is stated that the Texas Engineering Extension Service is
responsible for training of fire fighting personnel, but not for
training of police and security personnel.

Annex R is referenced in the cross reference for training of
personnel responsible for transmission of emergency information;
Annex R is not available as part of the plan.

The cross reference refers to documents that are not available
as part of the basic radiological emergency response plan and
is not responsive to the criteria.

No listing by title of detailed procedures for step-by-step
implementation of the plan is included. The sections of the plan
to be implemented by each procedure are not identified.

Federal and private sector response organizations which may
be needed to work with State and local officials are not included.

Sec. IV.D is cited in the cross reference for resources available
to support Federal response. However, this section shows only
the duties of the response support group and no mention is made
of available resources.

Annex F, Section V.M states that the Radiological Defense Officer
will provide assistance as requested to the Texas Department of
Health if resources are available. This does not address the
requirements of NUREG-0654-H.7 that each organization, where
appropriate, shall provide for offsite radiological monitoring
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1. (continued):

2.

Statement:

Answer:

- 13 -

equipment in the vicinity of the nuclear faciiity. Same comments
for H.10, H.11, and H.12.

It should be clarified whether or not the county will be depended
upon to supply radiological data to the state and to the utility
for use in assessing the magnitude of the emergency; in any event,
it should be clarified as to prectisely what duties each response
organization will have in this regard.

Sections VI11.8.8 of Appendix 7 to Annex L of the state plan
states that the Bureau of Radiation Protection will advise the
local officials in decontamination actions, that are to be con-
ducted in accordance with "NCRP Report No. 65." No procedures
for the disposal of wastes was found. No procedures were found
in the Hood County plan for waste disposal. NCRP Report No. 65
should be made a part of the plan if it is the appropriate pro-
cedure to be followed.

Section III.R, Manual of Emergency Procedures, Arnex 7 states
that “"details and criteria for recovery and reentry "will be
provided by the Texas Department of Health." However, there
is no evidence in the plan that general plans and procedures
have been developed.

The cross reference is marked N/A. The state plan, Sections
XI.B and XI.D, Annex 7 addresses only state plans and changes.
Provisions should be made for forwarding local plans and changes
to all responsible emergency response personnel.

With regard to all of the items listed in the preceding, there
will be people needed to do all the things which have not been
done or which are not yet addressed. The people (specifically)
who will be doing those things should be included, along with
an assessment of how many people will be available, when they
will be available, etc. Where applicable, letters of agreement
should also be included with those people.

See also GENERAL comments, pages 4 through 10, preceding, and
Attachments A through K attached hereto.

The CPSES Plan identifies all regional authorities responsible
for emergency planning.

It is stated that the County Judge is in charge of the Emergency
Organization and directs the operations of the agencies which make
up the individual Hood and Somervell County Emergricy Organiza-
tions. There is no letter of agreement from either of the Judges;
there is no indication that these individuals have been either
informed of their responsibilities or trained to do them.
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2. (continued):

T

The two letters of agreement from the Sheriff's Departments,
which are basically identical in content, state that they will:
(1). “"Authenticate the notification of an emergency by calling
back the agency which made the initial notification." This

would seem to be questionable, unless the person calling the
Sheriff's Departments will be calling no one else in the meantime.
We would assume that they would be busy calling several other
individuals and/or organizations. It is also not clear how many
people are available on a round-the-clock basis with each Sheriff's
Department, how easy it would be to get in touch with the appro-
priate people at the Department, how quickly the Department could
be @obilized, etc. We believe we're dealing with "paper people"
again.

The letter of agreement with the Granbury Volunteer Fire Depart-
ment is being “re-negotiated and will be added to the plan when
it becomes available." Therefore, it is non-existent at the
present time. It is not sufficient to say that this will be
done in the future. There are many unanswered questions, such
as "Why was it necessary to renegotiate the letter of agreement
to begin with?" "How will the apparent problem which necessi-
tated the renegotiation be solved?" etc.

The Somervell County Fire Department letter of agreement contains
the statement, that "The Somervell County dispatcher may verify
the authenticity of the request by calling the CPSES Control
Room." There is nothing to indicate that they would get anything
but a busy signal if they did. There is also nothing to indi-
cate that there are any dedicated telephone lines to assist

with vital telephone communicalions in any regard. The letter
also limits the assistance to be given to extinguishing fires

at CPSES and on adjacent CPSES property.

The local fire-fighting support consists of approximately 50
volunteers, with one truck, which would be available in approxi-
mately 30 minutes. There is no indication of how many volunteers
could realistically be expected to show up in case of an actual
radiological emergency at CPSES.

There are no specifics about training the fire-fighting support
personnel .

There is no mention how the ambulances will coordinate with the
hospitals or the plant site, how any emergency on-the-spot treat-
ment will be administered (if any), how the ambulance drivers

and attendants will distinguish what is a radiological injury

and what protection they will have from radiological contami -
nation. It is not clear how the ambulance attendants will be
trained or by whom. They will also call and get a busy signal
from the CPSES Contrcl Room. '

Whe is going to determine who has been exposed to radiation and
who hasn't? Hood can only handle 5 injured persons simultaneously



2. (continued):

(not specified to be radiological injuries); no indication is

given that Hood County has had any training to treat radiological
injuries; it does not say how many personnei, if any, will be
trained, and how they will be trained. It states that a physician
shall be (in the future?) inciuded on staff (appears to be en-
tirely speculative at this time). There is nothing about capa-
bilities to handle a large-scale ‘accident. It refers to back-up
medical services from the Radiation Management Corporation and

their affiliated hospital, but there are no provisions indicated

for transpertation, how much time it will take to get any assistance
either on-site or at RMC's facilities at the Northwestern Memorial
Hospital in Chicago, I11. Further, since this change was Just

made from RMC's Pennsylvania facilities to their Chicago facilities,
it is not clear whether or not the Chicago facilities are fully
acquainted with what responsibilities they might have in regard

to radiological emergencies resulting from an accident at CPSES.

It is stated that TUGCO will provide technical assistance,
radiological monitoring equipment and personnel monitoring devices
necessary to evaluate the radiological condition of the patient,
but there is no indication of specifically who in TUGCO can do
this.

There is no letter of agreement with Marks General Hospital.

The letter of agrcement with Radiation Management Corporation
(RMC) is completely generic. There is nothing specific about
CPSES. There are no specifics as to procedures, time elements,
identification of any people who will act as liason between
CPSES, the county, the State, etc. and/or hospital personnel.

No personnel or procedures are identified to determine at which
point RMC will be called on if needed; there is no indication
that RMC has done any site-specific evaluation of CPSES or surround-
ing areas or facilities; it is never stated that an expert will
come to the site or surrounding areas if needed; there are

no provisions about how long it would take such personnel from
RMC to get down to the site, what their capabilities are in
terms of how many individuals they can take care of, whether

or not the patients will be physically able to be transported
to Chicago and at whose expense such transportation would occur.

The letter of agreement with Squaw Creek Park, Inc. (SCPI)

does not indicate how SCPI will effect the evacuation of Squaw
Creek Park, how they will account for all park visitors and
personnel; there is not one single person or title named; there
is no indication of how many people are available et any given
time at SCP; no written procedures have been developed for
anything yet: no brochures and emergency information is avail-
able yet nor is it clear how the information will be made
available and who will pay for it.

Provisions for early distribution of personal dosimetry devices
from local sources need to be developed so that local workers




2. (continued):

are covered during the estimated 4-hour deployment time at the
beginning of an emergency.

Procedures shnuld be developed for emergency workers to report
dosimeter readings frequently. Additional procedures requiring
notification when a worker's dose has reached a specified level
should be in place. A special sét of instructions should be
available fora member of the public who must go into an exclusion
area. The exposure information should be available before the
individual is contaminated.

Provisions for training of local support personnel are not found
in the local plans.

Section VII, Part B of the state plan describes the assignment
of accident assessment responsibilities. The county should
state what equipment, if any, is available to measure whole body
gamma exposures and airborne radioiodine concentrations. A
plan for transmitting these data, if any, to the EOF should be
included.

J.2. Protective Response, of NUREG-0654, is not addressed.

The utility is primarily responsible for this, but cooperative
arrangements for sheltering, decontamination, medical attention,
etc., are needed.

Attachment K to the Hood County plan for Emergency Husbandry
Procedures addresscs the problem of contamination of human and
animal foods in an adequate manner for the most part. Gamma

ray and radioiodine exposures directly from the airborne plume

are not adequately addressed, however. The response indicated

in the procedures for the Executive Group is one of ordering evacu-
ation or sheltering when recommended by the state or by the utility.
[f this is the case, the cross-reference for J.9 should include

a reference to Section I - The Executive Group Procedures.

Hood County Annex F, Section V M states that exposure control

is the function of the Texas Department of Health but that the

county RDO will assist as requested if resources are available.

Attachment G - Evacuation - Tab. 3 lists the contents of the list

for roadblock personnel. Only a TLD is to be furnished. NUREG

0654-K3 requires both self-reading (e.g., pocket ion dosimeter)

and permanent record dosimeters (e.g., TLD). In addition, the J
self-reading devices must have appropriate sensitivities to

permit meeting NUREGO0654, K4. Each emergency worker should

be provided a sensitive direct-reading dosimeter (e.g., 0-200

m Rem) plus a higher range direct-reading dosineter ?e.g.,

0-20 Rem) plus a permanent record device (e.g., TLD or film badge).
Improvements are needed in the plan to insure the availability

and proper distributions of appropriate dosimeters. Section
VII-B-7 of Appendix 7 to Annex L of the state plan (contamina-
tion control) implies that all workers entering a contaminated
area will have dosimeters but the number available, the source

e I T T T e L TR o 0 ST Rl St S rs .



2. (continued):

of supply, etc., is not detailed.

Dose record forms need to be included in the plan and need

to be distributed to emergency workers. In addition, require-
ments need to be developed for frequent reading and timely
reporting of doses to the EOCs b¥ the emergency workers.

The procedure for authorization of emergency workers to

incur exposures in excess of PAGs needs to be clearly stated

in the county plan. This should clearly name the official who
is able to authorize this action. The procedure should also
clearly require that the decision take into account the exposure
data from the preceding three paragraphs.

Attachment H - Shelter; Monitoring and Precontamination Procedures
of the Hood County plan does not specify action lcvels for decon-
tamination. The Tab 1, Chapter 1, Procedure 5, Part VI does
specify action levels for initiating decontamination.

Supporting plans and their sources are not listed for the local
plans. The listing of supporting plans found in Tab. 1, introduc-
tion Sections 111 and IV, Annex 7, state pian pertains only to
supporting plans for the state.

The cross reference indicates that provisions for updating
telephone numbers are in the utility emergency response plan.
They should also be included in the local plans.

(NOTE: Most of the preceding applies to both Hood County and
Somervell County; the referenced sections in the two
county plans may vary scmewhat, but the basic informa-
tion is the same.)

Annex C - Shelter Plan - is not included.
Annex D - Radiological defense plan - is not included.
Annex E - Crisis Relocation Plan - is not included.

Cross Reference for C.1.a. indicates N/A. Base plan VI, A.1.d.

and VIII, indicates County Judges or Mayors may request State,
Federal or military assistance through State Disaster Districts.

Can local government request Fedcral or military assistance directly?
If so, it should be indicated and *he proper procedures for doing

so should be detailed.

Cross reference for C.2.a. indicates this element N/A. Plan should
designate local official to serve as representative of local
government at the EOF (may be there if he/she so chooses) .

Local government relies heavily upon State assistance for techni-
cal capabilities. Local resources other than schools and local
government not addressed. Letters of agreement with school
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districts may be appropriate unless school resources have
been specifically committed previously through legal instru-
ments, in which case such instruments should be included.

We are unable to find maps of evacuation areas as such. There
is a general lack of precise evacuation procedures in the plans.
Wi1l instructions and procedures’including areas to be evacuated
be included in the public information packages? We are unable
to find maps of shelter or relccation areas.

Shelter facilities should be outside the 10 mile EPZ (Glen
Rose Senior High, which is within the 10-mile zone, is listed
as a shelter facility).

Where does the temporary clothing come from if an individuai's
clothing is contaminated? This should be addressed specifically.

Local plans should indicate they will participate in appropriate
training. If mutual aid pacts or reciprocal agreements exist
between government entities, like training will be made available
to them. Those organizations listed should indicate their intent
to participate in the necessary training to qualify them for
response to an accident/incident at CPSES.

’ The Plan doesn't say that the Emergency Management Director/
Coordinator will receive any training.

The Plan is to be reviewed each six months and revised or updated
annually. While not mentioned specifically, mentions it is
assumed this review and update process would consider any comments
made as a result of exercises. This should be specifically ad-
dressed and it should be indicated who specifically will do

such reviewing and updating based on comments received and that
such comments will be incorporated into the plan and adopted

if appropriate.

See also those items under Answer 1 preceding which also apply
to regional authorities as well as State authorities. We have
not repeated them here.

With regard to all of the items listed in the preceding, there
will be people needed to do all the things which have not been
done or which are not yet addressed. The people (specifically)
who will be doing those things should be included, along with
an assessment of how many people will be available, when they
will be available, etc. Where applicable, letters of agreement
sheculd also be included with those people.

See also GENCRAL comments, pages 4 through 10, preceding, and
Attachments A through K attached hereto.
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Statement:

Answer:

Statement:

Answer:

Statement:

- 19 «

Texas Utilities Generating Company ("TUGCO") has obtained
Letters of Agreement from Hood Gereral Hospital, Hood County
Sheriff, Hood General Ambulance Service, Somervell County
Sheriff, Glen Rose-Somervell County Volunteer Fire Department
and Rescue-Ambulance Service, Radiation Management Corporation,
Texas Department of Health, Texas Department of Public Safety,
U. S. Department of Energy, and Squaw Creek Park, Inc. regard-
ing warning and evacuation of the public and conduct of opera-
tions in the event of an emergency at CPSES.

See Answer 2 preceding: Page 14, paragraph 1; paragraph 2;
paragraph 3, 4 and 5; paragraphs 6 and 7; Page 15, 3rd full
paragraph; 4th paragraph; for comments regarding Hood C .ty
and Somervell County Sheriff's letters of agreement, Granbury
Volunteer Fire Department letter of agreement, Somervell County
Fire Department letter of agreement, Radiation Management
Corporation letter of agreement, and Squaw Creek Park, Inc.
letter of agreement. Also, see Answer 1 preceding: Page 11,
paragraph 6; page 11, paragraph 8; page 11, paragraph 10; for
comments regarding Texas Department of Health letter of agree-
ment, Texas Department of Public Safety letter of agreement,
Bureau of Radiation Control. Also Answer 2, page 14, bottom
paragraph continued on top of page 15, regarding Hood General
Hospital letter of agreement.

See also other portions of Answers 1 and 2 preceeding which
are also applicable in many cases to this answer. We have not
repeated them here.

With regard to all of the items listed by Applicants in their
statement of item 3, it is not clear that the individuals and
organizations involved have been made fully aware of the in-
formation contained in NUREG-0654 and other applicable regu-
latory documents, that they are willing to participate in pro-
per training, that they know exactly what their responsibilities
will be and that they are capable and willing to perform those
responsibilities and duties; there needs to be further clari-
fication of specifically who will be doing each thing, an
assessment of how many people will be available at specified
times, when and how often they will be available, etc. This
should be clarified in each letter of agreement.

See also GENERAL comments, pages 4 through 10, preceding,
and Attachments A through K attached hereto.

Letters of Agreement obtained by TUGCO identify the principal
officials responsible for warning and evacuation by title and

agency.

See Answer 3 preceding, especially the third, fourth, and
fifth paragraphs. -

A Letter of Agreement with the Granbury Volunteer Fire Depart-
ment is being renegotiated and will be included in the CPSES
Emergency Plan when available.

. ‘ -
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5. (continued):

Answer:

6. Statement:

Answer:

y o Statement:

Answer:

It is not sufficient to state that the above-referenced Letter

of Agreement "is being renegotiated and will be included" at

some nebulous later date. It should be ascertained why the letter
had to be renegotiated to begin with, what the problem was to
begin with and whether or not sufficient detailed information

is or will be available to assure that regulatory requirements
will be met in this regard. .

Further, if and when this Letter of Agreement is executed,

it should be stated clearly that the individuals and organi-
zations involved have been made fully aware of the information
contained in NUREG-0654 and other applicable regulatory documents,
that they are willing to participate in proper training, that
they know exactly what their responsibilities will be and that
they are capable and willing to perform those responsibilities
and duties. There should also be spelled out with some speci-
ficity who will be doing each thing, an assessment of now many
people will be available at specified times, when and how often
they will be available, etc.

This Letter is non-existent at the present time.

Sections 1.3.1.3., 1.3.1.4., and 10.0 of the CPSES Emergency
Plan describe arrangements for medical support, including the
services of physicians qualified to handle radiation emergencies
and arrangements for transportation of injured or contaminated
individuals beyond the site boundary. These arrangements are
further described in the Letters of Agreement between TUGCO and
Hood General Hospital, Hood General Ambulance Service, Glen
Rose-Somervell County Volunteer Fire Department and Rescue-
Ambulance Service, and Radiation Management Corporation.

See Answer 3 preceding. See also Answer 1: page 11, paragraphs
1, 2, 3, 4,5, 7, 11, 12, 13; page 12, paragraphs 1, 3, 8,  § 8
13; page 13, paragraphs ¥ 2. 3. A,

The CPSES Emergency Plan adequately describes plans for testing
of emergency plans by annual exercises and periodic drills.

Reference to the NRC rules are not included io the State plan
(as set forth in NUREG-0654, page 71, N. Exercises and Drills,
1.a.).

Provision for medical emergency drills could not be located
in the local plans.

The State plan does not provide for radiological menitoring drills.

scenario development should include the information contained
in NUREG-0654, pages 73 and 74, N.3.a, b, ¢, e, and f.

Although references to Federal response are made in several
locations throughout the pian, there is no definitive planning
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guide specifying Federal response. NUREG-0654 directs that
planning for Federal response be included even though there is
no intention on the part of the State to include such resources
in the emergency response resource requirements.

There is no reference to unannoupced exercises, although it

is indicated that such exercicses will be in accordance with
FEMA requirements. The plan does not specifically address
exercise objectives and evaluation. It is asserted that drills
over and above those conducted during annual exercises are

not necessary, since the staff perform such activities routinely.
This may be true at present, but the situation could change

in the future. It should be specified that additional drills
would be carried out if exercise debriefing or critiques should
indicate this need. Additional drills may also be appropriate
as staff assignments are changed, new equipment is acquired, or
new procedures are instituted.

The State plan identifies only the American Red Cross as private
sector response organizations, although universities and labora-
tories are given response assignments.

No mention is made of provisions for starting exercises between
6:00 p.m. and midnight and between midnight and 6:00 a.m.

The dates, tiomes, places for exercises and drills are not
mentioned in the State plan.

No time schedule of events is included in the plans.

No exercises or drills including such things as simulated
casualties, off site fire department assistance, reccue of
personnel, etc. are mentioned.

A description of the arrangements for and advance materials
to be provided for official observers is not included in the
sections covering Exercises and Drills.

(NOTE: Most of the preceding items which apply to Somervell
County also apply to Hood County.)

The cross reference cites the utility emergency plan, but

the state plan makes some of the exercises and drills the respon-
sibility of the utility, the Bureau of Emergency Management,

and the Bureau of Radiation Control. There is no evidence in

the local plan that local organizations receive training or par-
ticipate in exercises and drills or that training programs for
local emergency response personnel have been developed. These
comments apply to each item in NUREG Section N. Exercises and
Drills, Planning Standard, pages 71 through 74.



7. (continued):

10.

11.

Statement:

Answer:

Statement:

Answer:

Statement:

Answer:

Statement:

Answer:

The cross reference cites the Manual of Emergency Procedures,
Sec. IV, Part IV, A, pages 118 and 119 as providing informa-
tion for transients. However, the information contained therein
is specifically for residents. These sections should also con-
tain detailed information for transients.

See also those items under Answers 1 and 2 preceding which also
apply in part to this item. We have not repeated them here.

With regard to all of the items listed in the preceding, there
should be an identification (specifically) of the people who
will be doing those things which need to be done, along with

an assessment of how many people will be available, when they
will be available, etc. Where applicable, '~tters of agreement
should also be included for those people.

See also GENERAL comments, pages 4 through 10, preceding, and
Attachment A through K attached hereto.

The CPSES Emergency Plan provides for participation of state

and local emergency authorities in emergency drills and exercises.
Participation of state and local authorities is described in
Letters of Agreement with the responsible agencies.

See Answer 7 preceding.

Arrangements for medical suppurt include the immediate vicinity
of the site and the City of Glen Rose.

See Answer 1 preceding: page 11, paragraphs 1, 2, 3, 4, 5,
6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13; page 12, paragraphs 1, 3, 6, 8,
9, 10, 11, 12; page 13, paragraphs 1, 2, 4, 5 and 6.

The City of Glen Rose-Somervell County Emergency Operations
Plan, Fixed Nuclear Facility Response Plan, and Manual of
Procedur~e for incidents Involving the Comanche Peak Steam
Electric Station provide for emergency planning in the City
of Glen Rose.

See Answer 9 preceding.

The Dallas/Fort Worth Metroplex lies outside the ten-mile plume
exposure pathway emergency planning zone ("EPZ").

This statement is incorrect. Some portions of the Dallas/Fort
Worth Metroplex lie outside the ten-mile exposure pathway emergency
planning zone ("EPZ"). However, some portions lie within the

EPZ as identified in NUREG-0654, Rev. 1. Further, Applicants’

and Staff's interpretation of what is meant by the EPZs is

not consistent with what is stated in the regulations (see
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11. (continued):

GENERAL, pages 6 through 9 for specific details); their in-
terpretation ignores key factors which should be cons idered
in determining the size and shape of the EPZs.

12. Statement: Much of Tarrant County and a small portion of Dallas County
lie within the fifty-mile Ingestion Exposure Pathway EPZ.

Answer: This statement is true in part: Much of Tarrant County does
lie within the fifty-mile Ingestion Exposure Pathway EPZ.
The remaining portion of the statement, however (that "a
small portion of Dallas County" lies within the fifty-mile
ingestion Exposure Pathway EPZ), is too broad and lacks speci-
ficity to the point of being meaningless.

See also Answer to 11. preceding.

13. Statement: The State is responsible for emergency planning in the Ingestion
Exposure Pathway EPZ.

Answer: This statement verifies and confirms that Applicants have missed
one of the major points set forth in NUREG-0654 -- that there
should be an integrated approach to the development of response
plans to radiological hazards. See GENERAL, pages 4 and 5 in
particular, and 6 through 10 generaliy; and Answers 1, 2, and 7.

14, Statement: The Texas Emergency Management Plan provides for emergency planning
in the Ingestion Exposure Pathway EPZ.

Answer: The question is not whether or not there are words printed on
paper about the Texas Emergency Management Plan providing for
emergency planning in the Ingestion Exposure Pathway EPZ, but
rather whether or not such planning is adequate and provides
assurance that all regulatory requirements will be met in this
regard. CASE does not believe that such assurance exists at
this time.

Further, as stated previously, Applicants' and Staff's inter-
pretation of what is meant by the EPZs is not consisent with
what is stated in the regulations (see GENERAL, pages 6 through
9 for specific details); their interpretation ignores key factors
which should be considered in determining the size and shape
of the EPZs.
See also Answers 1, 2, 7, 9, 11, 12, and 13 preceding.
We note that Applicants have set forth these Statements in Applicants’
Statement of Material Facts Not Genuinely in Issue in a different manner from
that set forth in Applicants' Motion for Sunmary Disposition of Intervenor's

Contention 22 Regarding Emergency Planning. In the latter, Applicants have
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acddressed CASE's Contention 22 as it was worded when finally approved by the
Board. We have addressed these matters as Applicants presented them in Applicants’
Statement; however, we believe that sufficient information is contained herein

to cover each of the sub-parts of our contention as it was worded when accepted.

For the reasons set forth herein, CASE urges that the Board deny Applicants’
Motion for Summary Disposition of Intervenor's Contention 22 Regarding Emergency
Planning, filed August 23, 1982. Further, we request that the Board take whatever
steps are necessary to assure that a full and complete record is made in these
proceedings, not only for the matters included in Applicants' and Staff's pre-
filed direct testimony but for those deficiencies which have not been addressed.
(See page 10, last paragraph, for further details.)

Respectfully submitted,

S t
é;;s.y Juanita 1735, President
ASE (Citizens Association for Sound Energy)

1426 S. Polk
Dallas, Texas 75224
214/946-9446
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA s

NUCLEAR REGULATURY COMMISSION

BEFORE Th! ATOMIC SATLTY AND LICLNSING BLOARD

In the Matter of

APPLICATION OF TEXAS UTILITIES
GENERATING COMPANY, ET AL. FOR
AN OPERATING LICENSE FOR
COMANCHE PEAK STEAM ELECTRIC
STATION UNITS #1 AND #2

(CPSES)

Statement:

Answer:

Statement:

Answer .

Statement:

Answer:

Docket Nos. 50-445
and 50-446

T - -

CASE'S ANSWER T0
APPLICANTS' STATEMENT OF MATERIAL
_FACTS NOT GENUINELY IN ISSUE

The Comanche Peak Steam Electric Station ("CPSES") Emergency
Plan identifies all state authorities having responsibility for
emergency planning.

Applicants' Emergency Plan does not adequately identify all

state authorities having responsibility for emergency planning.
See CASE's Answer to Applicants' Motion for Summary Disposition
of Intervenor's Contention 22 Regarding Emergency Planning (here-
inafter referred to as CASE's Answer), pages 11 through 13.

The CPSES Plan identifies all regional authorities responsible
for emergency planning.

The CPSES Plan does not adequately identify all regional authorities
responsible for emergency planning.

See CASE's Answer, pages 13 through 18.

Texas Utilities Generating Company ("TUGCO") has obtained Letters
of Agreement from Hood General Hospital, Hood County Sheriff,
Hood General Ambulance Service, Somervell County Sheriff, Glen
Rose-Somerveil County Volunteer Fire Department and Rescue-
Ambulance Service, Radiation Management Corpcration, Texas
Department of Health, Texas Department of Public Safety, U. S.
Department of Energy, and Squaw Creek Park, Inc. regarding warn-
ing and evazuation of the public and conduct of operations in
the event of an emergency at CPSES.

There 1s not enough detailed information as to specific respon-
sibilities of the above-referenced and other individuals and
agencies regarding warning and evacuation of the public and con-
duct of operations in the event of an emergency at CPSES to satis-
fy requlatory requirements in this regard.

See CASE's Answer, page 19.



6.

Statement:

Answer:

Statement:

Answer:

Statement:

Answer:

Letters of Agreement obtained by TUGCO identify the principal
officials responsible for warning and evacuation by title and
agency.

There is not enough detailed information contained in the Letters
of Agreement obtained by TUGCO in this regard to satisfy regulatory
requirements.

See CASE's Answer, page 19. .

A Letter of Agreement with the Granbury Volunteer Fire Department
is being renegotiated and will be included in the CPSES Emergency
Plan when available.

It is not sufficient to state that the above-referenced Letter
of Agreement "is being renegotiated and will be included" at some
nebulous later date. It should be ascertained why the letter
had to be renegotiated to begin with, what the problem was to
begin with and whether or not sufficient detailed information

is or will be available to assure that requlatory requirements
will be met in this regard.

See CASE's Answer, pages 19 and 20.

Sections 1.3.1.3, 1.3.1.4, and 10.0 of the CPSES Emergency Plan
describe arrangements for medical support, including the services

of physicians qualified to handle radiation emergencies and arrange-
ments for transportation of injured or contaminated individuals
beyond the site boundary. These arrangements are further described
in the Letters of Agreement between TUGCO and Hood General Hospital,
Hood General Ambulance Service, Glen Rose-Somervell County Volunteer
Fire Department and Rescue-Ambulance Service, and Radiation Management
Corporation.

There is not enough detailed information as to specific respon-
sibilities of the above-referenced individuals and others who
may be needed as medical support in the event of an accident
at CP3ES to assure that regulatery requirements will be met

in this regard.

See CASE's Answer, page 20.



Statement: The CPSES Emergency Plan adequately describes plans for testing
of emergency plans by annual exercises and periodic drills.

Answer: There is not enough detailed information to assure that regula-

tory requirements will be met in this regard.
See CASE's Answers, pages 20 through 22.

.

Statement: The CPSES Ewergency Plan provides for participation of state
and local emergency authorities in emergency drills and exercises.
Participation of state and local authorities is described in
Letters of Agreement with the responsible agencies.

Answer: There is not enough detailed information to assure that regula-
tory requirements will be met in this regard.

See CASE's Answers, page 22.

9. Statement: Arrangements for medical support include the immediate vicinity
of the site and the City of Glen Rose.

Answer: There is not enough detailed information to assure that regula-
’ tory requirements will be met in this regard.

See CASE's Answers, page 22.

10. Statement: The City of Glen Rose-Somervell County Emergency Operations
Plan, Fixed Nuclear Facility Response Plan, and Manual of Pro-
cedure for Incidents Involving the Comanche Peak Steam Electric
Station provide tor emergency planning in the City of Glen Rose.

Answer: See Answer 9 above.

11. Statement: The Dallas/Fort Worth Metroplex lies outside the ten-mile plume
exposure pathway emergency planning zone ("EPZ").

Answer: This statement is incorrect. Some portions of the Dallas/Fort
Worth Metroplex lie outside the ten-mile exposure pathway emergency
planning zone ("EPZ"). However, some portions Tie within the
EPZ as ideniified in NUREG-0654, Rev. 1.

See CASE's Answers, pages 22 and 23.



12.

13.

14.

Statement:

Answer:

Statement:

Answer:

————

Statement:

Answer:

Much of Tarrant County and a small portion of Dalla. County
lie within the fifty-mile Ingestion Exposure Pathway EPZ.

This statement is true in part: much of Tarrant County does
lie within the fifty-mile Ingestion Exposure Pathway EPZ.

The remaining portion of the statement, however (that "a small
portion of Dallas County" lies within the fifty-mile Ingestion
Exposure Pathway EPZ), is too brogd and lacks specificity to
the point of being meaningless.

See CASE's Answers, page 23.

The State is responsible for emergency planning in the Ingestion
Exposure Pathway EPZ.

This statement verifies and confirms that Applicants have missed
one of the maior points set forth in NUREG-0654 -- that there
should be an integrated approach to the development of response
plans to radiological hazards.

See CASE's Answers, page 23.

The Texas Emergency Management Plan provides for emergency planning
in the Ingestion Exposure Pathway EPZ.

The question is not whether or not there are words printed on paper
about the Texas Emergency Management Plan providing for emergency
planning in the Ingestion Exposure Pathway EPZ, but rather whether
or not such planning is adequate and provides assurance that all
regulatory requirements will be met in this regard. CASE does

not believe tnat such assurance exists at this time.

See CASE's Answers, page 23.



Attachment A

15361986

Texas Department of Health

Robert Bernstein, M.D., F.A.C.P. 1100 West 49th Street Robert A. MacLean, M.D.
Commissioner Austin, Texas 78756 Deputy Commissioner
(512) 458- 1111 Professional Services
Hermas L. Miller

Deputy Commissioner
Management and Administration
August 6, 1982

. Juanita Ellis, President
Citizens Association for Sound Energy (C.A.S.E.)
1426 South Polk Street !
Dallas, Texas 75224

Dear Mrs. Ellis:

In response to your telephone request today, enclosed please find the following
documents:

Item: Texas State Emergency Management Plan of 1982
Item: Texas Department of Health's Annex L to the State Plan
Item: The Bureau of Radiation Control's Appendix 7 to Annex L
(Including Tab 1; Fixed Nuclear Facility Response)
Item: Local Emergency Management Plans for Hood and Somervell Counties
Item: Cross Reference of the above cited documents to NUREG-0654, Rev. 1
Item: Copies of the comments of each reviewing agency on the Regional
Assistance Committee concerning the contents of the above documents

Please be aware that the local plans for Hood and Somervell Counties are the
responsibility of the County Judges of the respective counties, and are not
a part of the Texas State Emergency Management Plan. Questions concerning
those local plans should be directed to the appropriate local official.

Additionally, please be aware that the first four items listed above are only

a part of the Texas State Emergency Management Plan. As was stated in the letter
of transmittal to FEMA, and explained in person to members of the RAC (Regional
Assistance Committee) on June 17th, "Other annexes to the State Plan, along with
supporting documentation are on file in the offices of the Division of Emergency
Management, and are available for inspection upon request." Because those other
annexes constitute a large volume of material, and because they contain information
not directly germane to radiological emergency response, they were not submitted
for review, but are available for your inspection in the offices of the respective
State Agencies.

Sincerely,

P2 7%,
Clarence L. Dorn, Manager
Emergency Planning Program

Division of Compliance and Inspection
Bureau of Radiation Control
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Al Lookabaugh, Chairman

Regional Assistance Committee
Federal Emergency Management Agency
Region VI

Federal Center

Denton, Texas 76201

Dear Mr. Lockabaugh:

The following are my comments on the iexas Emergency Management Plan which was
submitted to our office for review on Jure 17, 1982.

Each of the planning element criteria from NUREG-0654 that are assizned to the
NRC are listed below followed by the appropriate comment.

Element C.1.a

The Governor is authorized to request federal assistance using his
disaster declaration authority. The Disaster Response Program Director
is designated to coordinate specific requests to the various federal
agencies having radiological emergency response capability.

Element C.2.a
Provisions are made to dispatch a representative to the licensee's EOF.
Element C.3

Radiological laboratories are adequately described, however, I could not
locate information describing the expected availability during an
emergency.

Element 0.3

The emergency classification and action level scheme is consistent with
that established by the facility licensee.

Element E.1

Notification and verification procedures are established and are
consistent with the emergency classification and action level scheme.
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Element E.2

Alerting and notifying personnel is adequately described but procedures
| for actually mobilizing emergency personnel are not. Procedures for

assembling and briefing field teims at the Bureau Office (or elsewhera)
should be described.

In the Accident Notification Sequence (Attachment 6 to Appendix 7, page 29),
it appears that considerable time could elapse before the Bureau of
Radiation Control is notified (i.e., it appears that S agencies are
notified before the Bureau). However, it is noted that arrows on the
sequence show an “alternate channel of notification". What does this

mean? Is the notification of BRC timely?

Element E.6

The local government is responsible for notifying and providing the

prompt instructions. Procedures for this are adequately described in the
local plans.

Element F.1.d

Communication procedures are adequately described in the Hood County plan
for local officials. However, a description of State communication
procedures could not be located. There should also be a description of

. communication procedures for the field monitoring teams.

Clemert G.3.a

Points of contact and physical locations have been designated in both
State and local plans.

Element G.4.a

" The local plan designates specific spokespersons by title, but the State
plan refers only to "bureau personnel assigned this function." Who are
the persons (titles) assigned to coordinate public and news media
information?

Element H.3

Emergency operation centers are described in state and county plans.

Element H.4

Timely activation and staffing of EOC's is provided for in the plans.
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Element H.7

Offsite radiological monitoring equipment is briefly described but no
listing or specific description is given. A list of all monitoring

equipment giving make and model number, radiation detected, range and
other descriptive information shoula be included (i.e., such lists are

given for backup labs like the UT TRIGA facility).

Element H.1