UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In the Matter of
LOUISIANA POWER AND LIGHT COMPANY Docket No. 50-382

(Waterford Steam Electric Station,
Unit 3)

AFFIDAVIT OF JOHN W. BENTON AND ALBERT L. LOOKABAUGH
CONCERNING THE EMERGENCY INFORMATION BROCHURE
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Mr. Lookabaugh, please state your name and occupation.

A.1 My name is Albert L. Lookabaugh. 1 am the Supervisor, Community
Planner, Natural and Techno1og3ca1 Hazards ("NTH") Division, Region

. VI, of the Federal Emergency Management Agency ("FEMA") in Denton,
Texas. A copy of my professional qualifications was attached to my

pre-filed written direct testimony on Contention 17/26.

Q.2 Mr. Bznton, please state your name and occupation.

A.2 My name is John W. Benton, Community Planner, NTH Division, Region
VI, of FEMA. A copy of my professional qualifications was attached _
to my pre-filed written direct testiomony on Contention 17/26.

Q.3- Please describe the n;ture of the responsibilities you have had
regarding nuclear power plant emergency preparedness?

A.3 We are responsible for the review and evaluation of all off-site
Radiological Emergency Preparedness Plans ("REPs") for fixed

nuclear generating facilities within FEMA's Region VI.
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Q.4

A.4

Q.5
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Q.7
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Prior to the :'bmission of your written direct testimony on
Contention 17+26, and your appearance as a FEMA witness during the
Waterford-3 hearing session which commenced on May 3, 1982, did you
review the Applicant's Public Information Brochure for Waterford-3?
No. While we both prepared testimony and presented that testimony
at the May, 1982 hearing session, we had not rec2ived or reviewed

the Public Information Brochure for Waterford-3.

Since that time, have you received and reviewed a draft version of
the Public Information Brochure?
Yes. We have reviewed a copy of the draft brochure, which we

received in June, 1982,

Did you provide comments regarding the Public Information Brochure,
to the Applicant?
Yes. Our commnents on the brochure were sent to Applicant in a

letter dated June 23, 1982, which is attached.

Did the Applicant revise the 'Public Information Brochure to reflect
your comments? i

Yes, - The Applicant has revised the brochure to incorporate FEMA's
comments. The revisions are reflected in Applicant's Exhibit 11,

which we understand to be a printer's proof of the brochure.
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Q.8 What guidance criteria does FEMA utilize in reviewing and evaluating
the Public Information Brochure?

A.8 FEMA's guidance criteria for evaluating public information brochures
is contained in Section 11, Part G of NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1,
Revision 1. Criterion 1 provides that public information brochures

shall include:

"a. educational information on radiation; ‘
b. contact[s] for additional information;
c. protective measures, e.g. evacuation routes and r.location
centers, sheltering, respiratory protection, radiopro-
tective drugs; and |
d. special 6eeds of the handicappec " ‘
Q.9  Does the Applicant's Public Informantion Brochure satisfy the
guidance criterion concerning educational information on radiation? ‘
A.9 We find that educational information on radiation is clearly and
concisely presented on four contiguous panels of the brochure, under
four sections. These sections are entitled:
(1) A Nuclear Energy Glossary
(2) Some Facts About Radiation 3
(3) The Barriers That Protect Us From Radiation
(4) Fuow Naterfotd 3 Works
The informaiion on radiation is generally accurate. There is, h.wever,
an error in the discussion in the seciion of the brochure entitled,
"The Barriers That Protect Us From Radiation." Contrary to the ;

information in this section, fuel pelllets and fuel rods are not

barriers for shielding or protection from radiation. If this problem
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is resolved, the brochure will meet Criterion G.1(a) for provision

of information on radiation.

Q.10 Does the Applicant's brochure meet Criterion G.1(b), concerning

information on contacts for information?

A.10 With regard to Criterion G.1(b), we find that the brochure has a

subsection entitled, "Fo. Additional Information" within the section
entitled, "Emergency Action Plan." This subsection clearly directs
the reader to call the St. Charles Parish Department of Emergency
Preparedness, or St. John the Baptist Parish Civil Defense for
further information, or for answers to questions regarding the

brochure. The corfect telephone numbers for each of these

. organizations is listed immediately after their reference in the

Q.11

A.11

text of the subsection. Since accurate, concise information
regarding sources of additional information is provided in the

brochure, we find that Criterion G.1(.) is adequately met.

Does the brochure provide adequate information on evacuation

routes, transportation of school children, and other evacuation
planning for the public, in accordance with FEMA Criterion G.1(c)?
The evacua*ion route map and accompanying "Protective Action Sectors"
table, which identifi;s the school and public transportation pick-up
points, evacuation routes, and reception centers by sector, parish
and cbmmunity. is c'car, compre °nsible, and accurate. The
evacuation map, while not identffying every road in the EPZ, is
adequate to show the routes to be utilized in the event of an

evacuation.
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Nonetheless, there are some problems with the brochure. The
evacuation map does not incluce previsions for evacuations of the
transient population who might be on the Mississippi River during
an incident at Waterford-3. In particular, the section line: for
Sectors A-4, A-2, A-1, B-1, B-3, D-3, D-1, C-1 and C-3 excludes the
river from any sector. Second, while the City of Johnson is shown
on the evacuation map, the Protective Action Sectors table does not
include the City, which should be included in Sector C-3. Furthermore,
the sector descriptions in the brochure table are inconsistent with
the descriptions contained in the Emergency Broadcast System ("EBS")
inserts in the State of Louisiana Peacetime Radiological Response
Plan (“State Plan"}. The EBS inserts in the State Plan should be
. revised to be consisten® with the Public Information Brochure. We
have also examined the color overlay to the evacuatinn map
(Applicant's Exhibit 12). It is difficult to determine whether the
map, as finally printed, will be enhanced by the color printing.
Colors will assist the public in identifying the protective action
sectors, but we cannot determine whether the colors may obscure
roadways, route numbers, and place names on the map. While this may
not make the brochure unacceptable to FEMA, the goal is to make the
map as readable as possible. Accordingly, careful consideration
- ‘uould be given to as;uring that the evacuation map's clear printing
does.not obscure the designation of roadways, route numbers, and

place names on the map. If these problems are adequately resolved

by the Applicant, the brochure will meet Criterion G.1(c).
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Does the brochure meet FEMA's guidance criterion for provision

of information regarding special needs of the handicapped?

The brochure states in the section entitled, "If You Need Trans-
portation”, that parish officials will arrange for special trans-
portation assistance. 1In addition, the brochure instructs all persons
who require "special transportation assistance (for example, you use
e wheelchair or are bedridden)", to fi11 out and return an enclosed
card, which will assist parish officials in arranging special trans-
portation for them. We have not received or reviewed this card.
Therefore, we cannot comment whether the information being solicited
by the cerd is adequate to meet Applicant's needs. Except for this

card, we find that the brochure clearly, concisely, and adequately

- meets Criterion G.1(d) of NUREG-0554/FEMA-REP-1, Revision 1.

Q.13

A.13

Have you reviewed the brochure for "ts overall clarity and
organization?
Yes, we find that this brochure is clear, concise and well organized.

Emergency telephone numbers are prominantly displayed on the outside
fold. Information on what to do if the sirens are activated is set _
ou’ in bold face type on the ‘first inside fold. Directions on where
to tune for emergency.information appears in bold face type in five
(5) different places in the brochure. The information about
radiation is placed so that it does not distract from the Section

entitied "What to Do in an Emergency."
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Q.14 What is your conclusion, with regard to the adequacy of the printer's
proof of the Public Information Brochure?

A.14 Based on our review of the brochure against the criteria set forth in
NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1, Revision 1, we conclude that the brochure
meets those criteria; with the few exceptions stated above. The
Applicant's brochure compares favorably to other public information

brochures we have reviewed.

The above statements are true and correct to the best of our personal

knowledge and belief.

Subscribed and sworn to before me
this 3¢0%day of September, 1982.

S
il
Notar ic !
My lp . : E . .
LIZ MEYER
My Ce iss.on Expires
supe 11, 1985 .

-



Federal Emergency Management Agency
Region VI Federal Center Denton, Texas 76201

June 23, 1982

Mr. L. V. Maurin

Vice President, Nuclear Cperations
Louisiana Power & Light Co.

P. 0. Box 5008

New Orleans, Louisiana 70174

Dear Mr. Maurin: y :

In accordance with your 1equest, the Public Information Brochure for Water-
ford 3 SES has been reviewed and the following comments are offered for
your consideration. ! "
(1) While the evaluation criteria for the public information progran
requires annual updating, it does not require that the public infor-
mation brochure be reprinted annually. Since this could become quite . -
expensive, we would suggest that dates not be used on the brochure. i
Pictures, as are implied, also dafe documents bUTTo 2 Tesser extent”'"

(2) Ruclear Eneray Glossary:

\ v
( It may not be understood that the Mzx:imum Permissibie Dose
is 5-15 mrem per year above backaround.

5] Under the definition of 'Maximum Permissible Dose', it is
noted that the dose from Waterford 3 (above background) would
oe less than 1 mrem per year. Under the definition of 'Back-
ground Radiation', both .01 mrem and 3} mrem per year values are
.cited. While both are technically correct, to minimize the
chance of confusion, the same value could be used throughout
(Tess than 1 mrem per year). :

(3) Emercency Action Plan: - '

(29 Under 'Ad Hoc Respiratory Protection', if some examples
0f Timiting the outside air intake were given, such as
closing windows and doors and turning off external ventila-
tion devices, it would clarify the definition.

(b) Under 'School Children', the word "do" (hi-1ited) appears
twice unnecessarily. If:-known, it would be helpful if the

brochure indicited how and when the school board would notify
people of the :enters where their children could be picked up.
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These comments are rather minor and even trivial in some cases, but may serve
§ to further clarify what we feel the intent of the brochure is.
p
{ f we can be of further assistance regarding the "off-site" portion of the
radiological Emergency Preparedness Plans, let us know.

Sincerely,

| / ) :—'
in. - Y
a ".'“U". "

Emergency Management Specialist
Technical Hazards

Technological and Natural
Hazards Division



