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Intervenors' witnesses,

- ' - +1} 5 4 4 1 + <y .
witnesses responses to the criticisms. tervenors
findings did not even acknowledge the responsive testimony of
the other parties witnesses, and therefore did not properly

reflect the weight of the evidence on the points they chose to

brief.

(Continued)

only. All other Proposed Findings of Fact dispute."

But Joint Intervenors' proposed findings d very few prob-
lems with the brochure, and proposed n changes to the
content of
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motivate people ) evacuate in the event of an emergency at

Waterford 3. However, as the Board has found, the purpose of
the brochure is informational, ivational. The moti=-
vation to take any particular protective action would be
determined by the specific emergency public information

broadcast at 1@ time of any actual emergency. App

Staff PF 2, 35. Moreover, even assumi it were
for a pre-emergency brochure to motivate behavior in some
uture emergency, a brochure which aroured fear to a
hich motivates evacuation would evoke an
response in me circu
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and not the would motiva

people to take lons. See

paragraphs 1, -ice evacuation urged

by Dr. Hunter could be very counterproducti

ve, ince it would

increase the likelihood that, ecple

would evacuate prematurely or ing (rather than

evacuation) is the appropriate response. See Applicant

Staff F

4. Dr. Hunter provided no evidentiary support
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is a "motiv
since the purpo
brochure is %o w t n to motivate, there is no need

-

for such a study. See Applicant PF ; Staff PEF 34. Moreover,

Dr. Hunter's concerns about credibility do not rest upon any

evidence, but rather on the mere fact that a credibility survey
has not beew performed. See Staff PF 34. Indeed, there is no
indication whatsoever that the brochure is not credible; the
official nature and the friendly tone of the brochure enhance

its credibility. F 22; St F 34.10

e Joint Intervenors' challenges tc the general

tion about radiation included in the brochure (see JI PO at 4,

PF J ( are also unfounded.ll/ The Board has

ntervenors suggest that Applicant has attempted t
ts role in the preparation of the brochure, alleg-
the credibility of the brochure. See
5, JI PF 2, JI PCL 5. There is no factual basis what-
soever for Joint Intervenors' innuendoes. Under the
Commission's regulatory scheme, the State, the Parishes and
Applicant share the respons;b*xlty for the preparation of the
brochure. See, e.g., NUREG-0654, Cr;ter‘a G.l, G
Applicant's uncontroverted testimony befcre
its role in the preparation of the orﬁchu*e
lic record. See Applicant PF 6-11; Staff P
the introductory section of the brochure is
Neighbors and Friends" in the form of a lette
Parish Emergency Preparedness/Civil Defense D
as Applicant's Plant Manager for Waterford 3.
brochure will bear a full color picture of Appl
Manager. See Applicant Ex. 13; Tr. 4077 (Perry).
thus no likelihood that the public will (wrongly)
Applicant has been anything less than candid about
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respects be comp

public can understand the or ' . Expanding the
brochure to achieve textbook preci

enhance public health and safety, but would make

tion on radiation more ' ] for the general
understand. See Applic ; Staff PF 22.
Intervenors suggest that "[i]mportant inaccuracies"
brochure might undermine - ] k JI PCL

is no evidence tha accuracies here ri

such a - i £ y Intervenors also baldly
assert - inaccuracies could be readily

corrected withot i the readability of the brochure.

PCL 2. But o) len: to support

Certainl . ‘ venors have never recommended specific

textual ( ] point -- not in their
original brochure,
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as well as neighbors and
those who cannot read, by

reading the brochure to them.l6/ See Applicant PF 77; Staff PF
46. In any event, Dr. Klare has written the brochure to be as
readable as possible, consistent with the infermation contained
therein. See Applicant PF 76; Staff PF 45. Accordingly, the
Board need not consider whether the reading level of the
brochure should be reduced further still. The Board is
satisfied that the preparers of the brochure have made all
reasonable efforts to ensure that the message of the brochure
reaches a very, very large segment of the public.

17. Ultimately, the Board acknowledges that it is the
information disseminated at the time of an actual emergency
(and not pre-emergency public education) which determines the
efficacy of public emergency response. Thus, individuals who
cannot or will not or, for whatever reason, have not read the
brochure will not be at greater risk than the rest of th
community in the event of an emergency at Waterford 3, provided

that the emergency warning information disseminated at the time

of the emergency is adequate.l7/ And the Board has already

16/ Joint Intervenors question whether this general, docu-
mented sociological phenomenon operates in southern Louisiana.
See JI PO at 5, JI PF 3. But there is no evidence to support
their skepticism -- not even testimony from their own "readabi-
lity" witness, Ms. Duplessis. The Board therefore credits the
uncontroverted testimony of Dr. Klare on this point. See
Applicant PF 77; Staff PF 46.

17/ Dr. Mileti explained that even individuals who
read the brochure can be expected to turn on their

-
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