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STATEMENT OF APPLICANTS' POSITION ON
WELLS EDDLFMAN'S MATERIAL FACTS AS TO
WHICH THERE IS NO GENUINE ISSUE TO BE HEARD

Applicants' position with respect to each fact specified by
.Mr. Eddleman in his Motion for Partial Summary Disposition on

Eddleman Contention 80 is set forth below.

EDDLEMAN FACT NO. 1l:

Applicants' (NRC) models of radionuclide mixing and disper-

sion (XOQDOQ and RG 1.145) cannot account for rainout.

APPLICANTS' POSITION:

Applicants',models are capable of modeling "rainout." The
models do not account for rainout because it is inappropriate to
consider the effects of wet deposition at a site where there is
not a distinct rainy season that corresponds to the grazing season.

Regulatory Guide 1.111.

EDDLEMAN FACT NO. 2:

Rainout significantly increases deposition of radionuclides,
up to several orders of magnitude.
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APPLICANTS' POSITION:

As demonstrated in the McFeaters Affidavit and Smith Affidavit
attached to "Applicants' Reply to Wells Eddleman's Motion for
Partial Summary Disposition on Eddleman Contention 80" (hereinafter
"Applicants' Reply"), the annual effects from rainout will not
increase radionuclide deposition by a significant amount. The Smith
Affidavit shows that Mr. Eddleman's reliance on a 1957 article by
Smith and Singer (BNL 3391) simply is misplaced. Thus, there is no

‘material issue because it is an uncontroverted fact that rainout is

not significant in calculating annual radionuclide deposition.

EDDLEMAN FACT NO. 3:

"Several orders of magnitude" means at least 100 times.

APPLICANTS' POSITION:

Applicants have no opinicn on the truth of this fact, but
'isagree that it is a material fact or relevant in any way to

Contention 80.

EDDLEMAN FACT NO. 4:

Applicants' dose estimates, corrected for rainout per the
summary of BNL 3391 (p. 16) (see fig. 12 thereof, and figs 10, 11
& 13) exceed applicable NRC limits, including Appendix I and the

limits cited for normal operation in Eddleman 80.

APPLICANTS' POSITION:

As the McFeaters and Smith Affidavits attached to Applicants'

Reply demonstrate, the rainout effect on radionuclide deposition



and, thus, on dose calculations for annual routine releases of
radionuclides is insignificant. For an accidental release or
one-time exposure to routine releases, Applicants' failure to
account for rainout actually contributes to the conservatism of
the models. See "Applicants' Motion for Summary Disposition of
Intervenor Wells Eddleman's Contention 80 (Atmospheric Dispersion
Model)." Therefore, it is Applicants' position that there is no
material issue with regard to Eddleman Fact No. 4 because Mr.

" Eddleman has offered no sé¢ientific support for his assertion that
Applicants' dose estimates exceed the limits for routine or

accidental releases.

EDDLEMAN FACT NO. 5:

Applicants' models for radionuclide airborne dispersion are

NRC's XOQDOQ and RG 1.145.

APPLICANTS' POSITION:

Applicants agree that they use models identical in all

significant respects to NRC XOQDOQ and Reg. Guide 1.145.

EDDLEMAN FACT NO. 6:

Populaticn radiation doses in excess of NRC rules should

certainly not be allowed.

APPLICANTS' POSITION:

Applicants do not understand the relevance of Eddleman Fact

No. 6, in light of the fact that Applicants have shown conclusively

that their estimates of dose do not exceed NRC rules whether or

not rainout is considered.



EDDLEMAN FACT NO. 7:

Figures 10, 11, 12 and 13 of BNL 3391 showing deposition of
nuclides with rainout, are generally 1000 times higher in deposition
shown, then the deposition without rainout shown in Figs 2, 3, 7

and 8 thereof.

APPLICANTS' POSITION:

Eddleman Fact No. 7 is not relevant to Contention 80. The
Smith Affidavit shows that the article cited by Mr. Eddleman has
_no relevance to calculating radionuclide deposition for normal
routine operations emissions during the course of a year at a

modern nuclear pcwer plant.

LDDLEMAN FACT NO. 8:

1000 is more than 100.

APPLICANTS' POSITION:

Applicants question the materiality of this fact, but agree

that there is no genuine issue as to its veracity.
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