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Shearon Harris Nuclear Power Plant

Dear Mr. Perry:

Attached hereto are the emergency planning contentions which the Licensing
Board has admitted in Harris. The Board intends to rule on the remaining
proffered contentions in the.immediate future. Discovery on these conten-
tions must be filed by August 9, 1984 and responses filed by August 30,
1984.

On the contentions to be admitted next week, discovery must be filed by
' September 28, 1984 and responses filed by October 22, 1984. We will send.
.you and Mr. Rochlis copies of the contentions which the Licensing Board
admits next week.

Sincerely,
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Counsel for NRC Staff
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and 7 are hidden from operators by 1 and 2 (as well as 3, 4 and

5) #'s 16 and 17, the incere instrumentation and nuclear in-

strumentation system are almost totally behind the 2 blocks 1

through 5,and 6-7 with respect to the radiation monitor equip- _

ment panels 12 through 15, the 8-11 block (startup and genera-

tor) and the 1-5 block's sections i through 4 and possibly 5.

Operator inability to see, read accurately, or integrate the

information on these panels can imperil public safety in an

accident.
.

Emergency Planning Contentions:

EPJ 1

Insufficient consideration has been given in the off-site

emergency plans to the effects of severe snow and ice condi-

tions on evacuation times and/or capabilities to clear evacua-

tion routes. Section E8 of State Procedures (p. 50) is defi-

cient because the State does not have enough snow plows in this

area to effectively clear the roads of snow or ice in a reason-

able amount of time.

EPJ 2

Section E4e (p. 47) is deficient because it provides no

estimate of the number of people without transportation (Appli-

cants' estimate of 240 families in evacuation time study (p.

3-2) seems far too low), no suggestion as to how people without
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transportation would get to pick-up points, and no criteria for.

determining when and where they would be " established as re-

quired."

--

CCNC 2 -- -

Sheltering as the recommended response to the release of

radiation is not adequate to protect public health. The typi-

cal rural house found around the plant site is not

well-insulated and air in it is exchanged several times eacp

hour.

CCNC 8

10 CFR 50.47(b)(1) mandates that "each principal response

organization has staff to respond and to augment its initial
resconse on a continuous basis" (emphasis added) while (b)(15)

requires that "(e)mergency response training is provided to
those who may be called on to assist in an emergency." The Ra-

diation Protection Section (RPS) of the NC Department of Human

Resources, one of the principal state agencies, does not have

adequate staff and does not have adequately trained staff.

CHAMGE 17

The plan does not provide adequate assurance that warning

sirens would be heard by all citizens within the threatened

area because of hearing impairments.
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CHANGE 25

The plan is inadequate because it fails to address the

problem of families with one private vehicle, which private ve-

hicle is used to drive the principal wage-earner to work,
-

. . . ._

leaving dependents at home. This situation is critical in

low-inc.ome areas especially during the working day and particu-

larly should an evacuation be ordered in the mid-afternoon,

after approximately three o' clock, when many schoolchildren or-

dinarily have already been delivered to their homes by their

sc'hool buses.

CHANGE 29

The plan is inadequate because it assumes that parents

will allow their children to be evacuated from schools and ig-

nores the likely reaction of many parents who will upon notifi-

cation of an emergency drive to the school to pick their chil-

dren up.

CHANGE 30
'

Intervenor also believes that rescue squad leaders occupy

merely titular posts and do not possess sufficient authority

over the members of their squads to assure continuing partici-

pation in emergency activities in the event of a radiological

emergency.

|
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CHANGE 31
.

The plan is inadequate because no provision is made for

increased telephone traffic during the early stages of an emer-

gency, which will tend to delay evacuation of the general pub-
,_

lic in the EPZ. The recent tornado disaster in North Carolina
showed an increase of approximately 25% in telephone traffic;

however, this was, based on information and belief, over a pe-

riod of approximately 24 hcurs; a more dramatic increase in the

shorter time immediately following a sudden emergency would re-

sult in serious communication problems.

WILSON 11

Section E5h of State Procedures (p. 48) is deficient be-

cause no criteria for entry into the 10 mile EPZ are defined.

E.g., will access be allowed to parents of children in day

care, parents with such children at home, people with depen-
dents without vehicles, people needing to secure their busi-

nesses, people needing to remove a few belongings from their

homes?

EDDLEMAN 30 1p/

The plan'c provisions (Part 1 pp 49-50) for Potassium

Iodide do not comply with the requirements of NUREG-0654

Ig/ The precise wording of this centention is presently sub-
ject to negotiation among the parties. See 6/14/87 Order at
19-22.
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II.J.10.e (pg 63) that the plans must include " quantities" for

persons whose " evacuation may be infeasible or very difficult"

who are in the plume EPZ. The plan gives no quantities.

~

EDDLEMAN 57-C-3 19/

The plan does not have provisions for notification at

night, e.g. in the hours between 1 am and 6 am when most pecple

living near the plant would normally be asleep. Nor does the

plan assure that they would be timely awakened to take shel-

tering action, as e.g. on a summer night when many might have

windows open or air conditioners on. The plan should provide

automatic phone-dialing equipment to transmit an emergency mes-

sage to all households in the EPZ for Harris, asking people to

alert their phoneless neighbors. Such equipment is available

according to Jesse Riley of Carolina Environmental Study Group.

<

EDDLEMAN 57-C-10 20/

The plan (pt 1 p 45-46~and 50-53) provides no useful anal-

ysis or information on sheltering effectiveness; but without

knowledge of sheltering offectiveness, the decision on that

option vs. evacuation will be illinformed and quite possibly

19/ The precise working of this contention is presently sub-
ject to negotiation among the parties. See 6/14/84 Order at
14,

20/ The precise wording of this contention is presently sub-
ject to negotiation among the parties. See 6/14/84 Order at
16-18.
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wrong. The plan's discussion of protective actions is mostly a

list of them and a little handwaving -- it's hopelessly inade-

quate.

~

EDDLEMAN 57-C-13 21/

The plan, in discussing protective actions, repeatedly re-

fers to "the best Protection Factor" (PF) for sheltering. Yet

it nowhere sets up criteria for identifying such protection

factors or the highest PF in hospitals and nursing homes. The

highest PF areas need to be determined in advance to comply

with 10 C.F.R. 50.47(a)(1)'s requirement for assurance of ap-

propriate protective action. If seeking the highes't PF is ap-

propriate action (as the plan states, Pt 2 pp 29-30, pt 3 p 26,

pt 4 pp 28-29, pt 5 p 31) then that action must be assured.

EDDLEMAN 144

CP&L's emergency personnel levels do not meet the require-

ments of NUREG-0737, REV 1, Table 2.

EDDLEMAN 154

Plant operators are assigned to make the dose assessnents

(see Table 2.2.3, page 2). These personnel are unqualified to

make the detailed judgments that may be required by the

procedures for dose estimating, given in Annex B of the SEP.

21/ The precise wording of this contention is presently sub-
ject to negotiation among the parties. See 6/14/84 Order at
18.
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EDDLEMAN 213
.

The boater notification plan (part 5, p.15) does not in-

clude the Harris lake, does not guarantee sufficient boats or

personnel to conduct warnings, and in particular makes no pro-
visions for boat or traffic accidents during evacuation of

potentially thousands of boaters from the lake. This violates

10 C.F.R. 50.47(a)(1) which requires appropriate protective

measures. Such measures should include limiting the number of

boaters on the lake when the Harris reactor is critical or
whIenever fuel handling operations are in progress at Harris.

Logically, adverse consequences to boaters can be reduced by

reducing the number of boaters. The same logic applies even
,

more to swimmers and water-skiers who will be harder to get

out.

EDDLEMAN 215 22/

In violation of 10 CFR 50.47(b)(10) CP&L's evacuation time

study does not conform to NUREG-0654 Appendix 4 and will not

provide accurate and useful guidelines for the choice of pro-
tective actions during an emergency because the study contains

numerous so-called "conservatisms" including those referring to

recreational populations and vehicle capacity factors ~(see e.g.

22/ The main body of this contention has been admitted for
litigation, although the Board required further specification.
The other parties' comments on the four specific conservatisms
. identified by Eddleman are presently pending before the Board.
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sections 3-3 and 3-6) which may force evacuation time estimates'

upwards and provide inaccurate estimates for decisionmakers

during an emergency, in the opinion of expert Paul Holmbeck.

Potential hazards of such "conservatisms" are discussed in the
~

1984 Byron partial initial decision under emergency planning.

1. The assumption of evacuation from home. For certain

times of day, this assumption is unrealistic for many persons

who will not be at home, but be at work, school, shopping, doc-

tor's office, etc. This could also result in double counting

of' evacuees for persons who both live and work within the EPZ

(6/14/84 Order at 31).
2. The assumption of one vehicle per household (Evac.

Time Estimates, e.g. at 3-2/3-3). Households with 2 vehicles

may evacuate in both vehicles rather than linking up.

3. The apparent assumption that those households without

vehicles will automatically evacuate with neighbors (or can) at

the rate of one vehicle per household.

4. The assumption in all of the evacuation scenarios

that at least one person is at home at all residences (see Es-

timates at 1-3, 1-4). The number of persons at school, the

lakes, etc. varies according to more realistic criteria and

these should too.

,
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EDDLEMAN 224 M/

In violation of 10 C.F.R. 50.47(a)(1) and (2) and (b)(10)
the HMM study is defective because it does not identify the ad-

verse weather frequency used (NUREG-0654, App. A, IV-A, p.4-6).
_

Such a defective study is unreliable for guiding emergency re-

sponse personnel in decision making.

.

6

.

23/ The precise wording of this contention is presently sub-
ject to negotiation among the parties. See 6/14/84 Order at
26.
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