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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

84 a0 10
U g
In the Matter of ! Al :40
DUKE POWER COMPANY, ET AL. Docket Nos. 50-413 © &
50-414 U
(Catawba Nuclear Station,
Units 1 and 2)

SUPPLEMENTAL PARTIAL INITIAL DECISION
ON_EMERGENCY PLANNING

I. SCOPE OF DECISION

1. This is a proceeding on application for operating licenses
for the Catawba Nuclear Statior, Units 1 and 2. The Applicants in this
operating license proceeding ace Duke Power Company (referred to as Duke
or the Company), North Carolina Municipal Power Agency Number 1
(NCMPA-1), North Caro!ina Electric Membership Corporation (NCEMC) and
Saluda River Electric Cocperative (SREC), the joint owners of Units 1
and 2 of the Catawba Nuclear Station (Catawba). The Catawba facility is
located on the shore of Lake Wylie in York County, South Carolina,
approximately 17 miles southwest of Charlotte, North Carolina. The
Emergency Planning Zone (EPZ) for the Catawba facility extends into two
counties of North Carolina -- Mecklenburg and Gaston. The facility's
two pressurized water reactors are designed to operate at core power
levels up to 3411 thermal megawatts, with a net electrical output of

1145 megawatts per unit.
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2. This Supplemental Partial Initial Decision addresses the
adequacy of the emergency planning for the Catawba Nuclear Station based
on the record of litigation of the ten contentions which challenged
aspects of offsite emergency plans for the Catawba facility. As is
discussed below, we find that such emergency plans are adequate and

that the contentions lack merit.

II. PROCEDURAL BACKGROUNDY/

1. "The history of the Catawba operating license proceeding has
been outlined in the June 22, 1984 Partial Initial Decision in this
proceeding and will not be repeated here. That decision sets forth the
findings of the original Atomic Safety and Licensing Board in this
proceedingg/ on the issues of quality assurance, spent fuel storage,
reactor pressure vessel embrittiement, and assessment of adverse

meteorology in FES accident analyses. Duke Power Company, et al.

(Catawba Nuclear Station, Units 1 and 2), ASLBP No. 81-463-06-0L, __
NRC ___ (June 22, 1984)."
2. "In that Partial Initial Decision, the Licensing Board ruled

in Applicants' favor on the quality assurance issue, subject to

1/ Since the Staff had no disagreement with Applicants' statement of
the procedural background of the case, this section has been
borrowed verbatim from section II.C. of Applicants' Proposed
Findings of Fact in the Form of a Supplemental Partial Initial
Decision on Emergency Planning, pages 10-17. Quotation marks set
off these paragraphs. Footnotes, however, have been renumbered
according to the Staff's proposed findings.

2/ The original Board consists of James L. Kelley, £sq., Chairman,
Dr. Richard F. Foster and Dr. Paul W. Purdom.
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(1) Applicants' satisfaction of certain procedural conditions set forth
in the order; (2) Applicants' demonstration of reasonable assurance that
the concerns of "Welder B" as described in the decision do not represent
a significant breakdown in quality assurance; and (3) Applicants'
demonstration of reasonable assurance that the Catawba emergency diesel
generators can perform satisfactorily. The Board retained jurisdiction
over the issues raised by conditions (2) and (3) (id., slip op.,

a* 271-272). The Board also ruled in Applicants' favor on the issue of
reactor pressure vessel embrittlement (id., slip op., at 252-258).

The issue of spent fuel storage became uncontested when Intervenors
failed to file proposed findings of fact on it, and was dismissed (id.,
slip op., at 1)."

3. "The Board found acainst the Staff and the Applicants on the
issue of whether the FES properly considered adverse meteorology in
assessing the environmental consequences of design basis and severe
accidents (id., slip op., at 269-270). Although the Board found the
FES deficient in this respect, it ruled that this did not change the
cost-benefit analysis for Catawba. It further ruled that the lack of
reasonable assurance on this point constituted harmless error (id., slip
op., at 269-270)."

4. "The June 22, 1984 Partial Initial Decision did not rule on
emergency planning issues. In its Orders of August 17, 1983, and
September 19, 1983, the Licens‘ng Board had admitted 10 emergency
planning contentions sponsored jointly by Intervenors Palmetto Alliance
and Carolina Environmental Study Group (Intervenors). In brief, these

contentions allege that the public information provided by Duke (in
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particular, Duke's brochure) and by state and local officials is
deficient (EPC-1 and EPC-7); that the offsite emergency plans do not
provide for sufficient food, clothing, bedding and sheiters for evacuees
(EPC-3); that the offsite emergency plans do not contain adequate
provisions for preventing contaminated individuals from entering
decontaminated zones (EPC-6); that the plans fail to delineate clearly
primary and support responsibilities (EPC-8); that the plans do not
adequately provide for emergency notification (EPC-9); that the EFZ
should be expanded to include part of Charlotte, N.C. (EPC-11); that
Duke's evacuation time study is deficient and that the plans' provisicns
for transportation of evacuees are inadequate (EPC-14 and EPC-15); and
that the emergency communication system is insufficient (EPC-IB).QI“

5. "Upon completion of forty-five days of hearings on
environmental and safety contentions which led to the issuance of the
June 22. 1984 Partial Initial Decision, the original Board concluded that
scheduling conflicts and time constraints necessitated the appointment
of a separate Atomic Safety and Licensing Board to hear emergency
planning contentions, in order to avoid the possibility that Unit I
might sit idle. Accordingly, the original Board granted the Applicants’
motioni/ to bifurcate the proceeding. The NRC Staff supported Appli-

3/ The procedural background of each of these contentions is discussed
below in the proposed findings on that contention.

4/ "Motion to Bifurcate the Hearing and Request for the Appointment of
a Separate Atomic Safety and Licensing Board to Rule on the Emer-
gency Plan Contentions," January 18, 1984.
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cants' motion. Bifurcation was sought in order to prevent significant
and unnecessary delay in the granting of a full-power license should the
Applicants demonstrate their entitlement to such a license. See the
Commission's Statement of Policy on Conduct of Licensing Proceedings,
CLI-81-8, 13 NRC 452, 453 (1981)."

6. "In requesting bifurcation, the original Licensing Board
specifically concluded that the Intervenors would not be prejudiced by
the establishment of a new Board and the scheduling of a hearing on
emergercy planning issues during the approximate time frame of April-
May, 1984, "Memorandum and Order (Concerning Motion to Bifurcate this
Proceeding)," February 21, 1984, at 4. Subsequently, the Chief
Administrative Judge, Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Panel, estab-
lished this separate Atomic Safety and Licensing Board, consisting
of Morton B. Margulies, Chairman, Dr. Robert M, Lazo, and Dr. Frank
Hooper, to preside over all emergency planning issues in this operating
license proceeding."

7. "Hearings on the emergency planning contentions were held on
May 1-4, May 7-11, May 23-25, and June 5-8, 1984. All parties at the
hearing were represented by counsel, presented testimony, and cross-
examined witnesses. The Board heard testimony from 50 witnesses. 25 of
these witnesses were called by Applicants, 4 were called by the NRC
Staff, 2 were called by FEMA, 6 were called by intervenors as part of
their direct case, and 13 were subpoenaed by Intervenors and allowed to

present rebuttal testimony. 86 exhibits were offered, of which 72 were
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admitted into evidence.éf The record was closed on June 8, 1984

(Tr. 4622), with the exception of the Board's future ruling on
Intervenors' proposed Contention 20. We herein reject that proposed
contention.ﬁj Thereafter, Duke, the NRC Staff and the Intervenors
submitted proposed findings of fact and conclusions of law."

8. "This Partial Initial Decision covers the ten emergency

planning contentions raised jointly by Intervenors Palmetto Alliance and

5/ The exhibits admitted during the emergency planning phase of this
proceeding are numbered separately from those admitted during the
previous safety phase, and are desi _nated as "Exh. EP-1" etc. The
transcript pages have also been numbered separately from the safety
phase transcript pages. The renumbering began with the appointment
of the emergency planning Licensing Board. All transcript refer-
ences are to the emergency planning hearing sessions unless otherwi.e
indicated.

The format for citations to the emergency planning record is as
follows: transcript citations include the page numbers, the
speaker and the date, i.e., (Tr. 161, Carter 5/1/84); and citations
to the prefiled testimony include the exhibit number, the name of
the person or persons sponsoring the testimony, and the page
number, i.e., (Apps. Exh. EP-7, Pugh, at 1). Citations to the
record of the safety phase of the hearing will be designated "S.
Tr. ." [It may be noted that Staff citations to the transcript
do not include the date.]

6/ “Carolina Environmental Study Group and Palmetto Alliance
Supplemental Contention Regarding Specific Emergency Plan for
Southwest Charlotte," May 30, 1984, seeks the admission of another
contention dealing with the adequacy of emergency planning for
that part of Cnarlotte, N.C. that is within a 17-mile radius of
Catawba. We have considered this late-filed contention and the
Applicants' and NRC Staff's responses to it. After balancing the
five factors set forth in 10 C.F.R. §2.714(a), we find that factors
(i), (i11) and (v) weigh heavily and decisively against its
admission. We reject proposed Contention 20. [The Staff assumes
that the Board will be issuing a separate order, giving its ruling
and basis for decision on proposed Contention 20.
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Carolina Environmental Study Group and litigated in this proceeding.
This Board finds in Applicants' favor as to all of these coatentions.”

9. "In making this determination, we have taken into account the
conclusions set forth in FEMA's Interim Findings Report, wherein FEMA
states that, based upon its review of the North and South Carolina
radiological emergency response plans and the Catawba exercise in
February 1984,

FEMA finds that the States' and local emergency plans are

adequate and capable of being implemented, and the exercise

demonstrated that the offsite preparedness is adequate to

provide reasonable assurance that appropriate measures can

be taken to protect the health and safety of the public

living in the vicinity of the Catawba Nuclear Station in the

event of a radiological emergency (Staff Exh. EP-3A).

We have also considered the extensive testimony of state and county
emergency planning officials, who conclude that their respective plans
provide reasonable ascurance that members of the public would be
adequately protected in the event of a radiological release from the
Catawba Nuclear Station (Apps. Exh. EP-7, Pugh, at 4; Lunsford, at 4;
Phillips, at 6; Broome, at 4; Thomas, at 5)."

10. "We note that in its June 22, 1984 Partial Initial Decision,
the original Licensing Board in this proczeding stated that '[a] license
to authorize full power operation o Unit 1 is within the jurisdiction
of the separate Licensing Board constituted to consider and decide
emergency planning contentions' (slip op., at 271). We rule that, as
to the emergency planning contentions raised in this licensing proceed-

ing, Applicants have carried their burden of proof on each contention,

have satisfied all Commission requirements applicable to such conten-

tions, and have demonstrated 'reasonable assurance that adequate




v e

protective measures can and will be taken in the event of a radiological
emergency.' Subject to their satisfaction of the conditions imposed in
the June 22, 1984 Partial Initial Decision, Applicants are entitled to
the issuance of full power operating liconses for Units 1 and 2 of the
Catawba Nuclear Station." [In addition, the Staff has included four
additional conditions in the Order pertaining to obligations hereinafter

proposed to be placed on Applicants.]

III. FINDINGS OF FACT

A. Contention 1 - The Catawba Public Education and Information Program

1. Emergency planning Contention 1 was admitted by the Board in
its entirety at the August 8, 1983 prehearing conference (Safety Hearing
Record Transcript, at 1085) and reads as follows:

Public Information provided by Applicants and State and local
officials is not adequate to ensure appropriate responses to
notification procedures.

The principle source of information is Applicant's brochure,
which is inadequate, intentionally deceptive regarding
potential health effects of radiation, and misleading, in
that:

A significant body of scientific evidence that indicates
health effects at very low levels is not cited. Therefore,
people with compelling reasons to stay (such as farmers
tending to livestock) may not take the threat seriously,
especially after being repeatedly told in the past that
radiation is not particularly harmful, and that a serious
accident is extremely unlikely. It does not indicate that
there is danger in accumulated radiation dosage. It does not
give adequate information on protection from beta and gamma
rays. It does not specify how young "very young" is. There
is no chart to indicate overexposure during nca-routine
releases or accident to put into perspective the possitle
doses received before or during an evacvation. It does not
specify ingestion dangers from contaminated food and water.
It does not specify the importance of getting to reception
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areas for registration for purposes cf notification for
evacuees re-entry to their homes, nor of emergency
notification for evacuees, accounting for fiscal aspects of
evacuation, and for the basis of establishing legal claims
which might result from the evacuation, as specified in
Catawba Site Specific NUREG Criteria, p. B2,#3. In fact,
citizens are told they may go directly to "stay with friends
or relatives living at least 15 miles from the plant”

(p. 10,#5). Neither does it state that the reception areas
exist to provide decontamination of people and vehicles. It
states that in an emergency at Catawba, citizens "would be
given plenty of time to take necessary action." This cannot
be guaranteed in the event of a sudden pressure vessel
rupture, where sheltering would be indicated. This
eventuality is not mentioned. It assumes all recipients can
read, and at a certain level of comprehension. As a primary
source of information, it is imperative that all have access
to and understanding of the emergency procedures to be taken.
There is no information concerning the existence of a "plume
exposure pathway," which would influence a citizen's choice
of escape route. Although this information may be available
via other media during a crisis, it is important for citizens
to be aware of this phenomenon beforehand. Although the
North Carolina state plan calls for emergency information to
be distributed as detailed in Part 1, Section IV, 2, 3 and 4,
no such material other than Applicant's brochure has been
made available. When and if such other material is
formulated, it should include information on points of
concern as listed in this contention. The emergency brochure
falsely reassures residents that they "would be $1ven plenty
of time to take necessary action" in the event of an
emergency. In the event of a vessel rupture, such as one
resulting from a PTS incident, a catastrophic failure of the
containment is a proximate likelihood. In that event,
significant releases would reach residents well before they
were able to remove themselves from harm even under Duke's
overly optimistic evacuation time estimates.

2. The NRC's emergency planning regulations require that a range
of protective actions be developed for the public in areas surrounding a
nuclear power plant. See 10 C.F.R. § 50.47(b)(1-16). Generally, the
Commission bases its decision regarding the adequacy of emergency plans
on a review of findings and determinations made oy the Federal Emergency

Management Agency (FEMA), which is responsible for reviewing offsite




- 10 -

emergency ‘.lans. See 10 C.F.R. § 50.47(0)(2).11 Guidance and criteria
for the '.evelopment of radiological emergency plans is principally found
in NUREG-0654, which contains the criteria against which FEMA determines
the adequacy of offsite emergency plans.§/

3. The specific planning standard for public education and informa-
tion is found in 10 C.F.R. Section 50.47(b)(7) and the implementing criteria
of Section I1.G, NUREG-0654/FEMA REP-1, Rev. 1. This standard states:

Information is made available to the public on a periodic

basis on how they will be notified and what their initial

actions should be in an emergency (e.g., listening to a local

broadcast station and remaining in oorss. the principal

points of contact with the news media for dissemination of

information during an emergency (including the physical

location or locations) are established in advance, and

procedures for coordinated dissemination of information to

the public are established.

4. Additionally, NUREG-0654 contains guidance as to what information
should be periodically disseminated to the public, such as: educational
information on radiation; points of contact for additional information;
what protective measures can be taken (evacuation routes, and relocation
centers, sheltering, respiratory protection); and special needs of the

handicapped. Pursu:at to Appendix E to Part 50, Section IV.E., the

7/ Union Electric Co. (Callaway Plant, Unit 1), ALAB-754, 18 NRC 1333,
1335 (1983); Maine Yankee Atomic Power Co. (Maine Yankee Atomic
Power Station), DD-83-15, 18 NRC 738, 741-42 (1983); Consolidated
Edison Company of New York (Indian Point, Unit No. 2), Power
Authority of the State of New York (Indian Point, Unit No. 3),
CLI-83-16, 17 NRC 1006, 1014 (1983).

8/ Testimony of FEMA Regard1n9 Emergency Planning Contentions Admitted
by the Board in the Catawba Proceeding, Staff Exh, EP-2, at 4; Heard,

Tr. 1471.
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plans submitted by Applicants must contain much of this information as
well. Y/

5. Testimony on this contention was filed by the Applicants,
(Testimony of Duke Power Company, R.M. Glover, P.F. Carter, M.L. Birch
and S.V. Duckworth on Emergency Planning Contentions 1 and 7, Apps. Exh.
EP-7); The State of North Carolina (Testimony of J.T. Pugh, III on
Emergency Planning Contentions 1 and 7, Apps. Exh. EP-7); The State

of South Carolina (Testimony of P.R. Lunsford, W.M. McSwain, and

S.L. Finklea, III on Emergency Planning Contentions 1 and 7, Apps.

Exh, EP-7); Gaston County, North Carolina (Testimony of Bob E. Phillips
on Emergancy Planning Contentions 1 and 7, Apps. Exh. EP-7); Mecklenburg
County, North Carolina (Testimony of Lewis W. Broome on E.P. Conten-
tions 1 and 7, Apps. Exh. EP-7); York County, South Carolina (Testimony
of Phillip S. Thomas on Emergency Planning Contentions 1 and 7, Apps.
Exh. EP-7); the Staff, Testimony of FEMA, by John C. Heard, Jr. and
Thomas 1. Hawkins, Staff Exh, EP-2; Intervenors Palmetto Alliance and
CESG (Testimony of Philip Layne Rutledge, Ruth W. Pittard, and Arlene B.

9/ Appendix E, Section IV.E. requires the plans to contain:

Provisions shall be described for yearly dissemination to the
public within the plume exposure pathway EPZ of basic emer-
gency planning information, such as the methods and times
required for public notification and the protective actions
planned if an accident occurs, general information as to the
nature and effects of radiation, and a 1isting of local broad-
cast stations that will be used for dissemination of informa-
tion during an emergency. Signs or other measures shall also
be used to disseminate to any transient population within the
plume exposure pathway EPZ appropriate information that would
be helpful if an accident occurs.
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Andrews, Ints. Exh. EP-38).19/ In additicn, Intervenors joirtly obtained,
pursuant to subpoena, the testimony of Judith D. Turnipseed, public
informations officer in the Division of Public Safety, S.C. Governor's
Office, Marvin Chernoff, a consultant to Duke Power Company, and

Brenda W. Best, a high school teacher, as rebuttal witnesses on Con-
tentions 1 and 7. Intervenor CESG filed no written testimony.

6. The main thrust of this contention is that the public informa-
tion currently available in the Catawba Emergency Planning Zone (EPZ) is
inadequate to ensure appropriate public response to notification of an
emergency at the Catawba Nuclear Power Station. The primary source of
this public information is the Applicants' brochure entitied "Catawba
Nuclear Station Emergency Plan," 1984 edition, distributed by Duke Power
Company to residents in the 10 mile EPZ. Apps. Exh, EP-5. However,
in addition to the Applicants' brochure, the state plans for North
Carolina and South Carolina also contain provisions for periodic
dissemination of information, including distribution of a brochure for
farmers in the 50 mile ingestion pathway (Lunsford, Tr. 224; Apps.

Exh. EP-10), display of posters or decals in public areas such as at Lake
Wylie, etc. to alert public of what to do when sirens are heard (Pugh,
Tr., 268; Apps. Exh. EP-9), and periodic public meetings are held as

part of an ongoing educational prozess (Lunsford, Tr. 223). See also NC

Emergency Response Plan, Part I, at 53-55; Part [I, at 26-28; Part [II,

10/ Most of Mr, Rutledge's testimony, a survey of residents in the
McGuire EPZ, was stricken as not relevant to public information
for Catawba EPZ residents.
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at 27-29; S.C. Radiological Emergency Response Plan (SCORERP), Annex C,
Appendix 1, at C-10, 11; and York County Em. Op. Plan, Annex D
at D-14-15.) FEMA Testimony, Staff Exh. EP-2, at 4,

7. The primary source of public irformation, however, remains the
Applicants' brochure, which the Intervenors allege is inadequate for a
number of specific reasons, including (a) failure to cite health effects
at low levels of radiation; (b) failure to state the dangers in
accumulated dosage of radiation; (c) failure to give adequate information
on protection from beta and gamma rays; (d) failure to specify how young
“very young" is; (e) failure to contain a chart indicating dose received
before or during an evacuation; (f) failure to state the dangers from
ingestion of contaminated food and water; (g) failure to emphasize the
importance of reception/relocation areas for registration and notifi-
cation and decontamination of evacuees; (h) failure to state that in
some scenarios plenty of time may not be available to evacuate the EPZ;
(1) failure to define "plume exposure pathway," and finally, (j) the
assumption that all recipients can read at a certain comprehension level.
We shall address these concerns in turn.

8. We note at the outset that many of the alleged inadequacies of the
Applicants' brochure are well beyond the planning standards and criteria
of NUREG-0654, as for example, the degree of information required for
educational information regarding radiation (a, b, ¢, e above). However,
the Applicants' brochure discusses types of radiation, their effects, and
what protective steps can be taken on pp. 4 and 5 of the brochure, along
with a chart depicting comparative sources and amounts of radiation.

FEMA Testimony, Staff Exh, EP-2, at 5; Carter, Birch, Tr. 180-185, 198-200.
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9. A principal concern of Intervenors appeared to be that without
the details sought to be included through the contention, the public will
not understand the magnitude of the dangers they may potentially be
exposed to, and would, as a result, not pay sufficient attention to the
emergency instructions given. Guild, Tr. 242-46, 254-56. However, both
State and county emergency planning officials did not share this concern;
they noted that based on previous disaster experience, the public would,
in fact, respond to instructions in an emergency, and believed that the
information in the brochure along with the rest of the public information
program provides reasonable assurance that the public will respond appro-
priately. Apps. Exh. EP-7, Lunsford, McSwain, at 19; Phillips, at 7-8;
Broome, at 8; Thomas, at 7; Pugh, Tr. 243, See also, 1 B.9, on
Contentions 3/6.

10. Mr. Pugh from the State of North Carolina testified that the North
Carolina Plan does not require details regarding levels of radiation to
be disseminated in a brochure to the public, and, in fact, no brochures
in North Carolina provide details of the effects of certain levels of
radiation on individuals. Tr. 298-301, 305. Mr. Lunsford from South
Carolina also testified that details regarding lethal dos.s of radiation
are not considered necessary, but rather the intent is to educate the
public about radiation in general. Tr. 306-7. The FEMA witnesses also
testifiad that the information in the brochure on radiation exposure is
adequate. Staff Exh. EP-2, Heard, Hawkins, at 4-5; Heard, Tr. 1505.

The Intervenors filed no testimony of their own in support of their
contention that the discussion of the hazards of radiation in the Appli-

cants' brochure is inadequate, nor presented any witnesses to refute
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the assertion of State, local and FEMA officials that the brochure is
adequate in this regard.

11. Hence, the Board finds, contrary to the Intervenors' contention,
that the Applicants' brochure does provide educational information on
radiation exposure (a), (b), the types of radiation and protection from
them (c¢), and does provide a comparative chart of sources of radiation
(e), and is adequate in this regard.

12. With regard to (d), we note that the 1984 edition of the brochure
has specified how young "very young" is by noting on page 4 that “unborn
babies and children up to six years old are more likely than other people
to be harmed by radiation." Apps. Exh. EP-5, at 4, See FEMA Testimony,
Staff Exh, EP-2, at 5. This we find sufficient to resolve Intervenors'
concerns in this regard.

13. With regard to (f), while the brochure may not specify precisely
the dangers from ingestion of contaminated food and water, it does note on
page 9 that water, milk and food supplies will be monitored for potential
contamination and that emergency broadcast stations will notify the
public of what actions to be taken, if any, in regard to food and water.
Apps. Exh. EP-5, at 9; Staff Exh. EP-2, Heard, Hawkins, at 5. This we find
sufficient to advise the general public that there may be danger from
contaminated food and/or water and what to do in this regard (i.e.,
listen to EBS broadcast).

14. Intervenors' concern (g) alleges that the brochure fails to state
the importance of reception areas for registration, notification and
decontamination of evacuees. The current plans no longer call for recep-

tion areas; rather evacuees will be instructed to go to designated shelters.
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Apps. Exh, EP-7, Glover, at 12. We note that on page 10 of the brochure
there is a specific instruction to drive to a designated shelter and
register for notification and information. Also, the brochure lists
services to be provided at the shelters, including decontamination and
distribution of radioprotective drugs if distributed by state authorities.
Apps. Exh. EP-5, at 10; Staff Exh. EP-2, Heard, Hawkins, at 6. Thus, we
find there is sufficient information in the brochure to advise the public
of the importance of registration at designated shelters., See ¥ B.9,
relating to public use of shelters,

15. The sentence stating that people "would be given plenty of time
to take necessary action" (Intervenor item "(h)," above) has been deleted
from the 1984 revision of the Applicants' brochure. Apps. Exh, EP-7,
Carter, at 13; Heard, Guild, at 1518-1519. The brochure does tell the
public that they will be instructed as to the appropriate protective
action, whether it be shelter in place or evacuation. Which option will
be chosen will be decided at the time of an accident by state officials,
in consultation with the utiiity, taking into account such things as the
severity of the accident, the wind speed and direction, the evacuation
time estimates, road conditions and so forth., This basis for decision-
making 1s required to be in State plans (NUREG-0654-11.J.10.m) and there
is no requirement that the public be advised in advance of such informa-
tion. We find the inclusion of instructions regarding sheltering and
evacuation, and instructions “hat the public should follow the advice
given over the EBS broadcast system at the time of an accident, sufficient
guidance to prepare the public concerning what to do in the event of an

accident at Catawba.
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16. The brochure gives a list of definitions of nuclear terms and
emergency classification levels, but does not explicitly discuss "plume
exposure pathway" (i). This inadequacy, however, is well beyond the
} lanning standard and criteria in NUREG-0654, Applicants' witness,

M. Glover, testified that this was deliberately not mentioned in the
b rochure for fear of confusing the public. Tr. 214, Nor did FEMA
consider the lack of a definition for the term “plume exposure pathway"
in the brochure to be a problem. Meard, Tr. 1513. Additionally, the
FEMA witness testified that "plume exposure pathway" will be defined
in a news release at the time of an accident by sectors or gaoqradhic
delineation. Id. We note that the brochure does divide the EPZ into
various sectors and assigns specified evacuation routes for each of
those sectors on maps on pages 12 and 14 of the brochure. Apps. Exh,
EP-5. In addition, it does discuss the possibility that not all arecs
will be affected and that such things as wind speed and direction will
determine what areas will be affected if there were an accident at
Catawba. Apps. Exh, EP-5, at 9; Staff Exh, EP-2, Heard, Hawkins, at 6.
While the brochure may not define for the public what a plume exposure

pathway 1s, it does tell them what sector they live in and that specific

instructions for protective actions at the time of an accident will

spec1fy what the people in each sector should do. The Board finds this

to be sufficient information to inform the public of what their specific

actions should be in an emergency, in compliance with the 10 C.F.R.
§ 50.47(b)(7).

17. Lastly, the Intervenors contend the brochure is inadequate because

it assumes that all recipients can read at a particular comprehension
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level (j). The Applicants' witness, Or. Duckworth, a reading specialist,
testified that the brochure was reviewed for reading level and that
application of the readability formula to determine reading lov;x showed
that the narrative section of the brochure (information on plant opera-
tion, effects of radiation) is written on an 11th grade level, while the
instructional sequences of the brochure (specific emergency protective
actions instructions) are written on the 7th grade level. Tr, 444-447;
Apps. Exh, EP-7, Duckworth, at 14-15. Or. Duckworth testified, therefore,
that the brochure effectively communicates how “he public will be
informed and what actions they should take in the event of a nuclear
accident. 1d., at 13; Tr. 450.

18. The Applicants have also produced a student brochure which is
designed to focus information for the large number of school children or
families with school children in the area. Glover, Tr. 548-549, This
school Srochure uses a simpler format and content than the main brochure
and was produced for an audience including students, teachers and parents,
Glover, Tr, 566-70. Intervenors' rebuttal witness, Brenda W. I;st. a
schoo! teacher at Olympic High School, in North Carolina, testified that
she did, in fact, receive this student brochure, along with instructions
from the school principal to discuss 1t with her class. Best, Tr, 4546-47,
4561. Ms. Best also indicated that she had many questions regarding the
information in the student brochure (Tr, 4551-55) but testified that she
did not call any of the telephone numbers listed in the front of the
emergency plan brochure (Apps. Exh. EP-5) for further information.

Tr. 4591-92. We note that along with the telephone numbers listed for

further information in the brochure, there is also the instruction to
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read this information to those who are blind or do not read well. Apps.
Exh, EP-5, at 1. There was no testimony specifically addressing (in
survey form or otherwise) what the comprehension level of the general
public in the Catawba EPZ actually is, but FEMA did testify that the
Applicants' brochure is comparable to other brochures of the region
accepted by FEMA, Staff Exh, EP-2, Heard, Hawkins, at 6. We noted
earlier that considerable weight is to be given FEMA findings and that
these findings constitute a rebuttable presumption in NRC hearings. See
10 C.F.R. § 50.47(a)(2). In light of the record before us, we believe
the evidence supports a finding that the Applicants' brochure is adequate
in regard to reading leve: and comprehension,

19. Intervenors' written testimony regarding the adequacy of the
Applicants' brochure did not specifically address any of the cited
deficiencies set forth in the contention., Rather, the testimony of
Ms. Pittard and Ms. Andrews addressed the format rather than the specific
content of the brochure. Pittard, Tr. 1731-32; Andrews, Tr. 1769,

Ms. Pittard, an audio visual specialist, addressed whether the "design
theme" was appropriate. Int. Exh, EP-38, at 4-8, Ms. Andrews' testi-
mony was that the inclusfon of information on the brochure other than
emergency instruction weakens the strength of the message and does not
sufficiently reduce anxiety levels of the public. Int. Exh, EP-38,

at 2-6. In nefther case did this testimony contend that the brochure
failed to satisfy 1ts regulatory objectives., See, Andrews, Tr. 1760;
Pittard, Tr. 1731. In addition, the Board struck, as frrelevant to the
question of the adequacy of the Catawba brochure, the bulk of

Mr. Rutledge's testimony (see, Int. Exh, EP-38 (offer of proof,), which



contained the results of a survey of residents in the 10 mile EPZ of the
McGuire plant., Margulies, Tr. 1810.

20. Also, as part of their rebuttal case, Intervenors obtained the
subpoenaed testimony of Marvin Chernoff, of Chernoff/Silver Associates,
who performed surveys of public knowledge about emergency planning for
Catawba about residents' attitudes toward Duke and about the information
they received regarding a possible accident there. See, Chernoff,

Tr. 4258, 4296-97. The Board did not permit testimony on the results of
the survey about emergency nlanning information, as being beyond the
scope of rebuttal. Margulies, J., Tr, 4268. See also, Int. Exhs, EP-9,
EP-10, EP-51 (offer of proof). Tr. 4277,

21, The final point raised by the Intervenors in Contention 1 concerns
the asserted lack of information distributed by the State of North Carolina,
although the emergency plan for North Carolina contains provisions for
such dissemination of public information. Mr. Pugh of North Carolina
testified that the State is in the process of adding a public information
officer to its staff. Tr. 238. Mr. Pugh also noted that decals alerting
the public to tune to an EBS station on hearing a steady three minute
siren are available. Tr, 269; see Apps. Exh. EP-9. Mr. Carter added
that 4 by 4 signs were posted at all public access landings on Lake
Wylie. Tr, 271. The text of these signs was written with input from
local, State and Duke officials. Broome, Tr, 274, Mr, Pugh also noted
that in addition to hiring a full time public information officer for the
staff, North Carolina has participated in a variety of educational
programs for local groups and made use of radio and TV presentation for
public educatfon and information. Tr. 290, 293, 295-6. The N.C.
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Divistion of Emergency Preparedness has also distributed a brochure,
“Disaster and What To Do To Protect Yourself". 1d.; Apps. Exh. EP-12,
Similar public information activities have been undertaken by the State
of South Carolina, and in the three response counties. See, Apps. Exh,
EP-10; Apps. Exh, EP-7, Lunsford, McSwain, at 14-16; Phillips, at 5, 7;
Broome, at 7-8; Thomas, at 6; McSwain, Tr, 316-17; Turnipseed, Tr. 4510-13,
4517, 4538-39. These State efforts will be on-going. App. Exh. EP-7,
Lunsford, McSwain, at 16-18; Turnipseed, Tr. 4525. FEMA testimony
confirmed that procedures are contained in the State and County plans
for North Carolina and South Carolina for the coordinated dissemination
of information to the public, Staff Exh, EP-2, Heard, Hawkins, at 7.

22, The essential purpose of the public information program in the
10 mile EPZ 1s to educate the public as to 1) how they will be notified
of an emergency, and 2) what they should do 1f notified. Carter, Glover,
Tr. 212, 213; Pugh, Tr. 275; Carter, Tr. 389-91; Lunsford, Tr, 561. This
education effort is a cooperative one between the two States and the
Applicants, who have worked together to develop and distribute the Catawba
emergency brochure, conduct pullic meetings, and develop and distribute
supplemental and specialized materfals for particular segments of the
population., Lunsford, Tr, 220-224,

23. We recognize that public education is an ongoing effort which
can always be improved, Turnipseed, Tr, 4525-26. And while both North
Carolina and South Carolina officials found the brochure satisfactory
(Apps. Exh. EP~7, Pugh, at 7-8; Lunsford, McSwain, at 12), both

States have made suggestions for improvements, which Applicants have



agreed to make. Id., Lunsford, McSwain, at 13-14; Pugh, Glover,
Tr. 392-93. However, we find that the record before us does not support

Intervenors' contention that this program is inadequate.

evidence that State, local and Duke Power Company officials are in the

process of diligent efforts to ensure the public is adequately informed

of both how they will be notified of an emergency, and what to do in that

event,

'.
1.

We agree with FEMA that the Applicants' brochure is adequate and
meets NUREG-0654 Standard [(1.G. and all five evaluation criteria, Staff
Exh, EP-2, Heard, Mawkins, at 7. Hence, the Board finds Contention 1 to
be without merit.

\ i - 1ter nd ftoring for Contami

Intervenors raised two cententions relating to relocation

sheltering, monitoring, and decontaminating evacuees.

The emergency plans do not provide for adequate emergency facilities

As admitted, Contention 3 read as follows:

and i t to support the emergency response as required by
10 C:rls.n

a)

b)

(b)(8) in that:

the plans do not provide for sufficient uncontaminated food
clothing, and bedding for persons who are evacuated, The pfan
does not attempt to estimate these needs nor provide specific
info.mation on how they are to be met,

The plans do not demonstrate the unlikely proposition that
Just 14 reception center/shelters are adequate to register and
process some 75,000 evacuees. I[ndeed, the Catawba Nuclear
Station Site Specific Plan (Part 4, SCORERP) providas that
“all evacuees, both those ordered and those spontaneous, will
be processed through their respective reception centers”

(p., B<2). With no clear plan for controlling entry and exit
from the reception centers, and no restrictions on who may
enter, 1t 1s very likely that reception centers will become
overcrowded, Persons from outside the evacuation area will be
understandably concerned about whether or not they have been
exposed to radiation and might well proceed to a nearby recep-
tion center -- exacerbating problems of crowding that already

Rather, we have

ion



loom as serious given the enormity of the task of processing
EPZ evacuees at reception centers with limited space and
supplies.

3. Contenticn 3 covers three discrete subjects: first, whether
the plans provide for sufficient food, clothing and bedding at relocation
shelters; second, whether the number of shelters designated 1s suffi-
cient to register and process all of the potential evacuees; and third,
whether entry and exit is sufficiently controlled so as to prevent over-
crowding (by persons directed to evacuate, and those who may voluntarily

cncuto).w This contention substantially overlaps Contention 6, which

11/ In raising Contention 3, Intervenors challenge compliance with
10 C.F.R, § 50.47(b)(8) which states: “"Adequate emergency facili-
ties and equipment to support the mrxcnc are provided and
maintained." The areas deemed by NUREG-0654/FEMA REP-1, Rev, 1, to
be covered by this requirement include, in pertinent part, provision
for timely activation and staffing of the facilities and centers
described in the plan, and the mm? and maintenance of eme
equipment and instruments, Mowever, in addition, under 10 C.F.R,
§ 50.47(b)(10), which requires, among other things, development of
ara of protective actions for the public, NUREG-0654 includes
as guidance for implementing this requirement the establishment of
relocation centers at least 5 miles beyond the plume exposure EPZ,
mt“““. st."“" ll.JolOoho

In Tight of these requirements and guidance, the question may well
be raised whether each of the described subjects of Contention 3
falls within the scope of the regulatory requirements for emergency
facilities and orwt. and protective response. According to
the "Tvitimony o lo'arding Emergency Planning Contentions"
("Meuia/Mawking Testimony"), at 9-10, emergency plans are not
:anm to contain plans for uncontaminated food, clotMn' and
ing, as m.:c. and entry and exit need not be controlied, but
iy describe the means for registering and monitoring evacuees,
We tend to agree with the FEMA witnesses that these two items are
not included as specific requirements or guidance; nevertheless, the
availability of uncontaminated supplies at relocation shelters, and
the m:‘ of the facilities to accomplish their emergency response
function, which includes whether the facility can accommodate the
evacuees who may go there, would seem to be reasonably within the
purview of the two standards described above ((b)(8) and (b)(10)).
As & result, we consider these matters and decide the issues
presented by the contentions below,
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also deals with registration, but focuses more specifically on monitoring
and decontamination, and particularly on whether monitoring and decontami-
nation will affect evacuation times and impede traffic flow. Contention 6
states:

The emergency plans do not provide reasonable assurance that

;0. ":’(gﬁtgt:v‘:‘mwns can and will be taken [10 CFR

¢) There are no adequate provisions for preventing contaminated

Pt s e Shthar r s egTTaoh o reepEn

Sraceures w11 1 s an e s vt o 411 e

procedures have on evacuation times and traffic flow?
At hearing, testimony on this issue focused on staffing, training and
equipment for monitoring, bringing into question compliance with
10 C.F.R, § 50.47(b)(8), (b)(10) and (b)(15), While Contention 6 raises
the sufficiency of monitoring and decontamination more specifically than
Contention 3, 1t 1s an inextricable part of shelter processing. As the
original Licensing Board noted (Safety Mearing Record Transcript, at 1087),
the admitted portion of Contention 6 “concerns itself with people who may
be in the contaminated area and have gotten contaminated and whether they
are going to be required to go to registration or not and what will be
the procedures for enforcing evacuation and related matters." For that
reason we have combined our consideration of these contentions, as we did
for hearing purposes. '

4, Applicants presented a panel of nine witnesses on Contention 3
(Apps. Exh, EP<13): Testimony of the State of North Carolina (James Edward
Neves and J, T, Pugh, 111) on Emergency Planning Contention 3; Testimony
of the State of South Carolina (J. Gregory, Jr., P. R, Lunsford, and
W. M. McSwain) on Emergency Planning Contention 3, Testimony of Gaston
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County (Bob E. Phillips) on Emergency Planning Contention 3; Testimony
of Mecklenburg County (Lewis Wayne Broome) on Emergency Planning Conten-
tion 3; Testimony of American Red Cross (Dennis Johnson) on Emergency
Planning Contention 3; and Testimony of the Salvation Army (Major Phillip
Needham) on Emergency Planning Contention 3. The Testimony of FEMA

(John C. Heard, Jr. and Thomas I. Hawkins), presented as part of the
Staff's case, addressed Cortention 3. In addition, Intervenors obtained
the rebuttal testimony of Betty Long and Linda Anderscn (of the American

Red Cross) by subpoena ad testificandum.

5. Applicants also presented a panel on Contention 6 (Apps. Exh.
EP-14) as follows: Testimony of the State of North Carolina (Dayne Brown
and J. T. Pugh, III) on Emergency Planning Contention 6, Testimony of Duke
Power Company (R. Michael Glover) on Emergency Planning Contention 6;
Testimony of the State of South Carolina (W. M. McSwain) on Emergency
Planning Contention 6; Testimony of Gaston County (Bob E. Phillips) on
Emergency Planning Contention 6; Testimony of Mecklenburg County (Lewis
Wayne Broome) on Emergency Planning Contention 6; and Testimony of York
County (Phillip Steven Thomas) on Emergency Planning Contention 6. The
FEMA Testimony (John C. Heard, Jr. and Thomas I. Hawkins) also addressed
Contention 6. Staff Exh. EP-2. Intervenors presented no witnesses on

this contention.

1. Adequacy of Relocation Shelter Facilities

6. Under the North and South Carcolina plans, responsibility for
relocation sheltering is a local responsibility with State agencies in a

support role. Apps. Exh. EP-1, Part I, at 20, 74; Apps. Exh. EP-2,
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SCORERP, Part 4 (Site-Specific Plan), Annex B; SCORERP, at 14, 16, 17.
The American Red Cross (ARC) has lead responsibility in managing the
shelters in York, Gaston and Mecklenburg counties. Johnson, Tr. 700;
Pugh, Tr. 812, 814; Phillips, Tr. 813; McGarry, Tr. 813-14. The South
Carolina Division of Social Services has lead management responsibility
in Union County, S.C. Johnson, Tr. 701. Although the FEMA Interim
Findings observeu that a letter of agreement between North Carolina and
the ARC to include its responsibilities with regard to monitoring and
registration of evacuees, the same report noted this was to be provided
by May 1, 1984. Staff Exh. EP-3, at 12-13. However, the FEMA
witnesses testified that the NUREG-0654 criterion with respect to
registering and monitoring evacuees at relocation shelters was met.
Staff Exh, EP-2, Heard, Hawkins, at 10. The Board does not consider
the still-to-be-supplied letter to be a matter preventing findings of
compliance with the applicable regulations and reasonable assurance with
respect to this issue.

7. There were several sources of evidence on the number of relocation
shelters which have been designated for use in the event of an accident
at Catawba. Lists of shelters available are found in the plans (Apps.
Exh. EP-1, Part II, at 32, Part III, at 34; Apps. Exh. EP-2, SCORERP,
Part IV, Annex B, Appendix 1), Applicants' brochure (Apps. Exh. EP-5),
and in a map and list supplied by Applicants to the Board and parties
after the end of the hearing (Apps. Exh. EP-22). In addition, there was
testimony from several witnesses. Apps. Exh. EP-13 Pugh, at 9;

McSwain, at 10, 11-12; Phillips, at 3; Broome, at 7; Johnson,
at 12; Broome, Tr. 851-2; Long, Tr. 4481, 4483-4, 4490. The numbers were
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not compleiely consistent -- a result of the fact that the ARC has been
in the process of reviewing the adequacy of shelters proposed by the
local authorities, and some have been deleted and others added. Apps.
Exh. EP-13, Johnson, at 12-13; Johnson, Tr. 736, 739, 743-44, The ARC
reviews the proposed sites under its own guidelines, particulariy
ARC-3074, for adequate square footage, toilets, showers, eating facili-
ties and the like. Apps. Exh. EP-13, McSwain, at 13; Phillips, at 4;
Broome, ay 4; Johnson, at 12-13; Pugh, Tr. 809, 811; Anderson, Tr. 4465
et seq.; Long, Tr. 4472, et seq. See, Int. Exh. EP-14 (marked for
identification). North Carolina shelters are also reviewed for adequacy
under State criteria, which are in turn based on FEMA "National Shelter
Survey Instructions", PR-84, May 1982. Pugh, Tr. 809; Apps. Exh. EP-13,
Phillips, at 4; Broome, at 4. The review process is anticipated to be
completed within the year, if possible, and, based on the ARC experience
to date, is not expected to result in a significant reduction in the number
of acceptable shelters already listed. Apps. Exh. EP-13, Johns¢n, at 13.
In any event, if significant numbers of proposed shelter sites were
determined to be unacceptable, other sites in other counties would be
designated. Id.

8. Applicants' post-hearing listing and map appears to be the most
up-to-date information on shelters. (The list was originq]]y identified
as Int. Exh. EP-15. Tr. 821.) It lists a total of 33 primary shelters
and 103 secondary shelters, 30 primary sites in South Carolina, and 3
primary sites in North Carolina. Apps. Exh. EP-22. The primary site
desigration means these sites are opened first. McSwain, Tr. 837. In

addition to these designated sites, if necessary to prevent overcrowding,
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others could be opened. See, e.g., Apps. Exh. 13, Pugh, at 10;

McSwain, at 12. Red Cross and county officials testified that, based

on experience, they expected only about 20% of the evacuees to use the
shelters. Johnson, Tr. 717; Broome, Tr. 863. However, the planning
basis in both States is based on the assumption that the entire
population will be evacuated and processed through the relocation
shelters. Neves, Tr. 654; Johnson, Tr. 718; Apps. Exh. EP-13, Pugh,

at 9; Gregory, at 7; Lunsford, McSwain, at 8; (Broome), at 3-4,

Planning assumptions are conservative in this regard, since they provide
for evacuation of the entire resident population to either North or South
Carolina shelters. Id.

9. A related question, raised under Contention 6, is whether all
evacuees will be required to go to relocation shelters, and how this will
be accomplished. The North Carolina Em. Resp. Plan discusses use of
relocation shelters as a potential protective response, but does not
indicate specifically what actions officials would take to make sure the
shelters were used, except with respect to bussing of school children.
Apps. Exh. EP-1, Part I, at 58, 59; Part II, at 27, 29, 31; Part III,
at 29, 31, 33. In contrast, SCORERP states directly that all evacuees
will be processed at relocation shelters. Apps. Exh. EP-2, SCORERP,

Part 4, Annex B. Despite the ambiguity in the North Carolina plan,
preplanned traffic control points, EBS broadcasts, the public information
brochure, and mobile law enforcement and rescue resources will urge
and/or guide (but not force) evacuees to proceed to shelters. Apps. Exh.
EP-14, Phillips, at 1, 3; Broome, at 1-2; Brown, Pugh, at 3-4.

Apps. Exh. EP-5, at 10. A similar approach would be followed in South
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Carolina. Apps. Exh. EP-14, McSwain, at 1-2; Thomas, at 1; Gregory,

Tr. 860. A1l of the emergency planners and managers who testified on

this matter believed evacuees would, indeed, follow instructions and
recommendations to proceed to shelters for registration and processing.
Apps. Exh. EP-14, Brown, Pugh, at 4; McSwain, at 1; Phillips, at 1;

Thomas, at 1; see also, Apps. Exh. EP-13, Lunsford, McSwain, at 15;
Johnson, at 3. We found particularly persuasive in this regard the

oral testimony of the ARC Disaster Specialist, Dennis Johnson, who noted
that the fear of a nuclear threat will enhance the degree to which the
public will follow instructions during an emergency. Johnson, Tr. 725-727.
Even though there is no requirement, under the regulations, that regis-
tration at shelters be mandatory (Staff Exh. EP-2, Heard, Hawkins,

at 12), there is reasonable assurance that evacuees will proceed to
shelters, where they can be monitored for contamination, thereby reducing
the 1ikelihcod that contaminated individuals will enter uncontaminated
areas. The plans and brochure clearly provide for registration at shelters,
and for instructions to the public to proceed to designated shelters

should they be evacuated. The Board finds the plans adequate in this
regard.

10. ARC procedures will be used for registering and processing
evacuees at relocation shelters. Apps. Exh. EP-13, Gregory, McSwain, at 9;
Pugh, at 10; Phillips, at 3; Broome, at 4. Except for checking to
be sure that people are monitored and decontaminated prior to entering
the shelter, the ARC is not responsible for monitoring and decontamina-

tion. Apps. Exh. EP-13, Johnson, at 1l.
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11. Intervenors expressed a concern that there would be no control
over entry to relocation shelters leading to overcrowding and mixing of
contaminated and uncontaminated individuals. With respect to overcrowding,
however, traffic control will be used in the vicinity of relocation
shelters, and will route evacuees to available shelters. Apps. Exh.
EP-1, Part I, at 13; Apps. Exh. EP-13, McSwain, at 13-14; Apps. Exh.
EP-14, Brown, Pugh, at 3; Gregory, Tr. 831. Overcrowding can be alle-
viated by opening adaitional shelters and rerouting or moving people to
shelters further from the plant. Apps. Exh. EP-13, McSwain, at 12, 13;
Pugh, at 10. Procedures for monitoring and decontamination prior to
registration, described below, address Intervenors' other concerns. See,
e.q., Apps. Exh. 14, Broome, at 1; Johnson, at 11; McSwain, at 2.

12. Once evacuees arrive at a shelter, the procedure followed is
(1) monitor, (2) decontamination (if necessary), (3) registration, and
(4) sign-out. Apps. Exh. EP-13, Johnson, at 10. Monitoring of evacuees
and their vehicles is a county responsibility under both the North and
South Carolina plans. Apps. Exh. EP-2, SCORERP, at 25-26; Part 4,

Annex B, at B-2; York County Em. Op. Plan, Annex Q, at Q-28-29; Apps. Exh.
EP-1, Part I, at 74; Part II, at 31-33; Part III, at 33-34. In North
Carolina, monitoring at Gaston County relocation shelters is performed by
volunteer firemen, the Sheriff's Department, and rescue squads. Apps.
Exh. EP-1, Part II, at 32. In Mecklenburg County, this task is performed
by the Charlotte-Mecklenburg Emergency Management Office and volunteer
fire departments. Apps. Exh. EP-1, Part III, at 34. In South Carolina,
monitoring and decontamination at shelters is also a loca! responsibility

under guidance from the State Department of Health and Environmental
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Resources (DHEC). Apps. Exh. EP-2, SCORERP, at 14, 25, 31. Personnel
decontamination procedures are contained in Tab A to Appendix 9 of

Annex Q (at Q-78, et seq.) of the York County Em. Op. Plan (Apps. Exh.
EP-2). However, special training for administration in decontamination
is not needed, inasmuch as it generally involves only soap, water and
towels. Apps. Exh. EP-13, Lunsford, McSwain, at 10; Neves, Tr. 660.

If a particular facility lacks sufficient showers for decontamination,
portable showers are availabie for this purpose. Pugh, Tr. 815, 861;
Johnson, Tr. 742. However, shelters without showers will not be used as
primary shelters. Gregory, Tr. 841-843. Disposal of contaminated- cloth-
ing and water is done per DHEC/Bureau of Radiological Health instructions
in South Carolina (Id., at 11), and coordinated by the Radiolcgical
Protection Section and/or a representative from Duke Power Company in
North Carolina. Apps. Exh. EP-1, Part I, at 73-74; Part II, at 34-36;
Part III, at 37. See also, Apps. Exh. EP-13, Johnson, at 9.

13. Considerable testimony was addressed to the subjects of the
number of trained monitors, and the availability of suitable equipment.
North Carolina, there are 110 trained radiological monitors available in
Gaston County and between 300-350 in Mecklenburg County. Phillips,

Tr. 926; Broome, Tr. 926. (A discrepancy between these figures and those
in Apps. Exh. EP-14, Pugh, at 5, 6, was explained as possibly a result
of inclusion of state employees in the N.C. State testimony. Pugh,

Tr. 926.) Gaston County will provide between 12 and 24 persons at each
shelter for monitoring, with fire department personnel available for
decontamination. Apps. Exh. EP-14, Phillips, at 2. Mecklenburg County

fire departments are responsible for coordinating monitoring and

o YR
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decontamination, with support from Duke Power Company. Apps. Exh. EP-1,
Part III, at 37. In South Carolina, the Radiological Defense Staff of
the Emergency Preparedness Division has provided training to the
following numbers of monitors: Cherokee County, 125; Chester County, 39;
York County, 59; Union County, 41; Lancaster County, 75; and Fairfield
County, 40, McSwain, Tr. 950. Mr. Thomas testified, however, that
subsequent to the February exercise York County now has 100 trained
personnel. Thomas, Tr. 951. In addition, both North and South Carolina
have on-going programs for training of monitors. Apps. Exh. EP-14,
Brown, Pugh, at 5-6; McSwain, at 3; Brown, Tr. 892, 906. Based on

the February 1984 exercise evaluation, FEMA found that more staff trained
in monitoring ard decontamination procedures is needed for Gaston County.
Staff Exh. EP-3, FEMA "Interim Findings", at 12. The record did not
reflect the status of corrective action on this matter, and the Board
directs that Applicants to confirm to FEMA and the Staff that this

matter has been addressed.

14. Applicants' panel on Contention 6 a'so provided a detailed list of
low and high range monitoring equipment which is available in Mecklenburg
and Gaston Counties, and in Columbia, S.C. Apps. Exh. EP-14, Pugh,
at 5; McSwain, at 2-3. See, McSwain, Tr. 939-40. Lists for Gaston
and Mecklenburg Counties are also contained in the North Carolina plan.
Apps. Exh. EP-1, Part II, at 41-42; Part III, at 43-45. On cross-
examination, however, it appeared that Gaston County had 300 fewer
CDV-742 instruments than the panel testimony listed, but had a total of
55 sets of instruments each with 1 CDV-700 (low range survey), 1 CDV-715

(high range survey) and 6 CDV-742 (high range dosimeter) instruments,
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rather than 50 sets, as indicated in the plan. Phillips, Tr. 921, 923,
924, Apps. Exh. EP-1, Part II, at 41-42. The five additional sets were
acquired before the exercise. Phillips, Tr. 923. The record is not
clear whether this acquisition was related to FEMA's finding that more
Gaston County personnel equipped with proper radiation detection
instruments were needed. See, Staff Exh. EP-3, FEMA "Interim Finaings",
at 12. The actual number of available instruments for Mecklenburg County
was also somewhat lower than that provided in the panel testimony.
Broome, Tr. 922. These listings, however, were not exhaustive.
Similarly, each of the 1400 N.C. Highway Patrolmen have in their cars,
and are trained in using, exactly the same equipment, with additional
cources in the N.C. Department of Transportation. Pugh, Tr. 976. The
large supply of monitoring equipment available from the State of South
Carolina sources is listed in SCORERP, Table 5, at 67, and in Mr. McSwain's
testimony. Apps. Exh. EP-2; Apps. Exh. EP-14, McSwain, at 2-3. Also,
each South Carolina county is equipped with instrumentation which could
be supplied, if needed. McSwain, Tr. 975. Additional equipment is
available from other States, and the Federal Government. McSwain,

Tr. 988; Pugh, Tr. 989.

15. The State witnesses testified that they believed sufficient
personnel and equipment would be available in host and adjacent counties
in the event of an accident at Catawba. Apps. Exh. EP-14, Pugh, at 4-5;
McSwain, at 2-2; Pugh, Tr. 976, 977; McSwain, Tr. 975. The Board
believes such a finding is supported by this record. Based upon this
record, the Board finds that adequate staffing, training and equipment
for monitoring and decontamination are available for relocation shelter

operations.
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16. Once an evacuee is determined to be free of contamination, he/she

may then be let into the shelter proper for registration. Gregory,

Tr. 805, 806; Johnson, Tr. 690. Staffing of the shelters will be based

on considerations of the number of evacuees assigned to a particular
shelter, the time required to register, and the NUREG-0654 (Standard 11.J.12)
guidance to monitor evacuees within 12 hours. Registration is assumed to
take approximately three and one-half minutes for a family of four. Apps.
Exh. EP-13, Gregory, McSwain, at 10; Johnson, at 5. See also, Johnson,
Tr. 706. Monitoring and decontamination is expected to be slow enough so
that, for example, 15 to 20 registrars would be sufficient to register the
5,000 evacuees assigned to the UNCC shelter in Charlotte. Johnson,

Tr. 706-707.

17. The ARC is responsible for assuring that enough registrars are
assigned to process evacuees. Gregory, Tr. 805-806. Given the extent of
training in shelter management, years of experience in shelter
management, and the ability to use inexperienced and untrained people in
the ARC system, there is every expectation that the ARC, in conjunction
with State and local crganizations, will provide the necessary
registrars. Apps. Exh. EP-13, Pugh, at 10-11; Phillips, at 3;

McSwain, Gregory, Lunsford, at 9-12; Johnson, at 9-10, 14-15;

Johnson, Tr. 728-729; Phillips, Tr. 730, 751. Planning for overall
staffing needs, including that needed for medical treatment and feeding,
also was shown to be adequate. Apps. Exh. EP-13, Gregory, McSwain,

at 9; Johnson, at 10; Johnson, Tr. 691, 700, 750, 751; Long,

Tr. 4495-97, 4499-4500. While it is not anticipated that persons out-
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side the EPZ would go to shelters, as asserted by Intervenors, such an
eventuality could be handled by opening additional shelters using
resources farther from the site. Apps. Exh. EP-13, Johnson, at 14.

18. Based on the evidence summarized above, the Board finds that (1)
adequate shelter facilities have or will be designated to accommodate an
evacuating population, (2) adequate staffina, training and equipment has
been provided under State and local plans to monitor, decontaminate,
register, and process evacuees in a timely fashion, without overcrowding,
and (3) adequate provision has been made for separating contaminated from

decontaminated or uncontaminated evacuees.

2. Adequacy of Food, Clothing and Bedding

19. Contention 3 alleges that the plans do not provide estimates of
the need for, nor provide specific information concerning food, clothing and
bedding for evacuees at relocation shelters. While this may be correct
in a technical sense, we agree with the FEMA witnesses that these sorts
of details need not be contained in the plans. See, Staff Exh. EP-2, Heard,
Hawkins, at 9. Evidence on this issue, rather, goes to the general question
of adequacy of facilities under 10 C.F.R. § 50.47(b)(8), and to the overall
issue of preparedness under 10 C.F.R. § 50.47(a). Extensive testimony
was presented on this matter by Applicants' panel on Contention 3, which
demonstrated quite persuasively that uncontaminated food, clothing, and
bedding can be provided on very short notice, and, given enough time, in

virtually unlimited supply. See, generally, Apps. Exh. EP-13, Neves,

Pugh, Gregory, Lunsford, McSwain, Phillips, Broome, Johnson, Needham.
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20. In North Carolina, food, clothing and bedding is to be supplied
from stores maintained by the counties, the State Departments of Agriculture
and Corrections, the U.S. Department of Agriculture, and the American Red
Cross (Apps. Exh. EP-13, Pugh, at 4) with the Salvation Army as an
additional source (Id., at 5). The responsible agencies have signed the
plan. Id., at 4. The principal sources of food are, initially, the
Department of Corrections ana the public schools, which can make food
available in 4 to 5 hours. Department of Agriculture warehouses contain
tens of thousands of tons of food, which could be made available within 5
to 6 hours. 1d., (Neves), at 5, and Attach. A; (Broome), at 1-2. The
Department of Corrections can be ready to ship clothing and bedding within
three hours. The Red Cross can supply 15,250 cots and 44,000 blankets
within 24 hours; and more than 1,000 blankets and 3,200 cots in 4 to 6 hours.
Id., (Pugh), at 6-7. The surrounding counties also have 1,000 cots on
hand. lg,lgj Planning is based on the entire EPZ populations and practically
unlimited back-up supplies can be obtained from other States and Federal
sources, without prior arrangement. Id., Neves, Pugh, at 7-9. This
testimony was corroborated by county officials. Id., Phillips, at 1-2;
Broome, at 1-2.

21. In South Carolina, schools will have apprcximately 196,000
potential meals on hand, based on their normal available supplies. Id.,
Gregory, at 5; Gregory, Tr. 800-1. USDA supplies in warehouses used to

supply schools contained over 16,000 cases of food on September 30, 1983;

12/ The Catawba brochure advises the public that they may want to bring
blankets and two changes of clothing with them, which, assuming they
are not contaminated, would be an additional source of supplies.
See Apps. Exh. EP-5, at 11.
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however, the amount would vary, based on the time of year. Apps. Exh.
EP-13, Gregory, at 4. Uncontaminated water is available from National
Guard tank trucks and water trailers. Id., Johnson, at 9. The ARC can
supply 26,000 cots and 61,000 blankets within 24 hours, and more than
twice that amount in 48 hours. Id., at 5. The Salvation Army can supply
several thousand sets of clothing within 4 hours, and several more
thousands within 24 hours. Id., at 5-6; Needham, Tr. 599. Generally,
the Salvation Army would be able to clothe over 75,000 people within
48 hours in the event of an accident at Catawba. Id., Needham, at 3.
22. The Board finds that adequate planning exists to provide
sutficient supplies of uncontaminated food, clothing and bedding at

relocation shelters in the event of an accident at Catawba.

3. Monitoring for Contamination During Evacuation

23. Contention 6 raises the guestion whether the emergency plans
provide adequate means for preventing contaminated persons from entering
non-contaminated zones. This issue was also raised and addressed above
with respect to relocation shelter operations. Considerable testimony,
however, focused on monitoring and decontamination for this purpose on
evacuation routes, and this matter is addressed in this section.

24. Under the North Carolina plan, traffic control and monitoring
evacuees and their vehicles are tasks assigned to the State Highway
Patrol, the county sheriff and police departments (in Gaston County), and
t5 the Environmental Health Director and county police (in Mecklenburg
County). Apps. Exh. EP-1, Part I, at 13; Part II, at 5; Part III,

at 4-5. Decontamination is the responsibility of the Radiological
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Protection Section (Id., Part I, at 73-74), with the assistance of local
resources. Id., Part II, at 35-36; Part III, at 37. Under the South
Carolina plans, the counties are responsible for monitoring and
decontaminating evacuees and their vehicles, under DHEC supervision.
Apps. Exh. EP-2, SCORERP, at 25, 31; York County Em. Op. Plan, at Q-28,
Q-29, Q-31.

25. Under the North Carolina plan, checkpoints will be used to
spot check vehicles for contamination. Apps. Exh. EP-14, Brown, Pugh,
at 3-4. If only a small area is contaminated, and a few vehicles are
involved, vehicles could be decontaminated; however, if a large area were
contaminated, vehicles wouid likely be impounded, and these evacuees
bussed to shelters. Id., at 6-7; Brown, Tr. 908, 910-11. As noted
above, each of the 1400 State Highway Patrolmen have the same radiation
monitoring instruments in their cars as will be employed at the
relocation shelters, and are trained to use them. Pugh, Tr. 976. In
addition, Department of Transportation personnel have monitoring
instruments and are trained to use them. Id. Under South Carolina
plans, checkpoints are not employed for purposes of monitoring for
decontamination. Vehicles will be monitored and decontaminated at
relocation shelters. Apps. Exh. EP-14, McSwain, at 2; McSwain, Tr. 978,
979-980. Traffic control, however, will be employed to prevent vehicles
going from a contaminated zone to an uncontaminated zone (within the
EPZ). McSwain, Tr., at 980.

26. Finally, Intervenors raised the question whether, if procedures
called for mandatory registration, what effect that would have on

evacuation times and traffic flow. Since the plans do not provide for
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mandatory registration, Intervenor's concern is technically mooted.
Apps. Exh. EP-14, Glover, at 1. However, since it is anticipated that
all evacuees will proceed to shelters for registration, the burden on
the evacuation/shelter operation should be the same. As noted above,
traffic control in the vicinity of relocation shelters will be designed
to divert evacuees to additional shelters if particular sites become
filled or overcrowded. Apps. Exh. EP-13, McSwain, at 12-13; Pugh,
at 10. Further, evacuation time estimates were based on the assumption
that all evacuees would proceed to shelters, and thus this eventuality
should not impact on such times. Apps. Exh. EP-14, Glover, at 2.
Finally, monitoring and decontamination is not anticipated to impact on
traffic flow. Id., Brown, Pugh, at 6; McSwain, at 3; Phillips,
at 3; Broome, at 2-3. See also, Staff Exh. 2, Heard, Hawkins, at 12.
27. Based on all the evidence presented on staffing, training, and
equipment for radiological monitoring and decontamination, the Board
finds _here to be adequate provision to prevent contaminated vehicles and
evacuees from going into non-contaminated zones. The Board also finds
traffic control measures, particularly those designed to menitor for
contamination and to route evacuees to shelters will not significantly

impede traffic flow or evacuation times.

4. Conclusion

28. Having reviewed all the evidence with respect to both Contention 3
and Contention 6, the Board finds that adequate facilities and equipment,
as well as staffing and training, have been provided in accordance with
applicable regulatory requirements found at 10 C.F.R. §§ 50.47(b)(8),

(b)(10), and (b)(15), as they bear on relocation sheltering, monitoring,

and decontamination of evacuees.
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C. Contention 7 - Instructions to Public Concerning Sheltering

1. The Board's Order of August 17, 1983 admitted a revised version
of Contention 7 as follows:

The Applicants' emergency plans and public brochure and the
plans of relevant state and local authorities do not adequately
address the preparations that should be made to achieve effec-
tive sheltering, nor the actions that people should take when
advised to seek shelter. HKence, the plans and brochure fail

to provide a reasonable assurance that adequate protective
measures can and will be taken in the event of a radiological
emergency as required by 10 CFR 50.47(a)(1).

2. This contention raises, by implication, compliance with Planning
Standard I1.G. regarding public education and information (50.47(b)(7)),

which requires, inter alia, that “[i]nformation [be] made available to the

public...on...what their initial actions should be in an emergency
(e.g., listening to a local broadcast station and remaining indoors)...."
In addition, Appendix E to Part 50, Section IV.D., requires the plans
to contain a description of the basic emergency planning information,
including protective actions planned if an accident occurs. Also,
with regard to planning for protective response, guidance contained in
NUREG-0654 FEMA REP-1 Rev. 1, par. II.J.10.m specifically discusses
preparations which should be made for the choice of protective actions
during an emergency, and provides that plans should include:

The bases for the choice of recommended protective actions from

the plume exposure pathway during emergency conditions. This

shall include expected local protection afforded in residential

units or other shelter for direct and inhalation exposure, as

well as evacuation time estimates. (Footnote omitted).

3. Applicants' testimony on this contention was combined with that

on Contention 1, and consisted of a panel of witnesses from Applicarts, the

State of North Carclina, the State of South Carolina, Gaston County, N.C.,
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Mecklenburg County, N.C., and York County, S.C. Apps. Exh. EP-7.
See § A.5. FEMA's testimony also addressed this contention.
Staff Exh. EP-2. Intervenors filed testimony by Philip L. Rutledge,
Ruth W. Pittard, and Arlene B. Andrews on Contentions 1 and 7. Int.
Exh, EP-38. In addition, Intervenors obtained, by subpoena, the testi-
mony of Judith D. Turnispeed, Marvin Chernoff, and Brenda W. Best on
these contentions.

4. This contention may be broken into two issues: (1) whether the
state and local plans address preparation for sheltering and what actions

people should take to shelter, and (2) whether the public brochure

addresses these two points. We shall first turn to the State and local
plans.

5. FEMA has reviewed the State and local plans to determine the
adequacy of the steps to be taken to inform the public as to the actions
they should take in an emergency and found these plans to be adequate.
Staff Exh. EP-2; Heard, Hawkins, at 14-15. Similarly, FEMA found that
these plans adequately considered the bases for recommending protective
actions [such as expected dose reduction from residential structures,
etc.] and found these to satisfy the pertinent criteria. Id. Further,
as FEMA correctly testified, there is no requirement that pre-planned
preparations for sheltering in-place be taken. Id., at 14. However, the
plans of North Carolina and South Carolina, York County, Mecklenburg
County and Gaston County all address what actions the public should take
when advised to seek shelter. Apps. Exh. EP-7, Lunsford, McSwain,

at 22-23; Finklea, at 24-26; Broome, at 10.
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6. Neither Intervenors' direct nor rebuttal witnesses addressed this
contention, and there is nothing in the record before us to centradict
this evidence as to the adequacy of the State and local plans in this
regard. Consequently, we find this portion of the contention to be
without merit.

7. Turning next to the public “rochure, we note that page 9 of the
brochure sets out six specific actions to be taken by the public in the
event in-place sheltering is recommended. These include:

1) stay indoors until you are told it is safe to go out;

2) close all windows and doors; turn off fans, air conditioners

and forced air-heating units;

3) move to a basement if possible;

4) place a damp cloth over your nose and mouth;

5) listen to your local radio or television station for more
instructions;

6) water, milk and food supplies will be monitored for potential
contamination. The emergency broadcast stations will notify
the public of any actions to be taken in regard to food and
water.

Both States have agreed to broadcast these six steps in their EBS message
on sheltering. Apps. Exh. EP-7, Pugh, at 9; McSwain, at 23. 13/
8. Applicants' witness testified that these actions are based on

EPA guidance set forth in EPA-520/1-75-001, "Manual of Protective Action

13/ Similar instructions are also contained on page 4 of the brochure,
stating that protective actions which may be taken include turning
off fans, closing windows and doors, holding a damp cloth over nose
and mouth and limiting the time outdoors. Apps. Exh. EP-5.
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Guides and Protective Actions for Nuclear Incidents", Environmental
Protection Agency, 1975 (Apps. Exh. EP-7, Glover, at 17), and that such
information, along with the commitment that each State will include these
six items in pre-established EBS messages, satisfies NRC criteria. Apps.
Exh. EP-7, Glover, at 17. We agree.

9. In this regard, Mr. Heard of FEMA testified that while in-place
sheltering requires no preparation, the public should be informed to obey
instructions given at the time over the EBS, such as to as close doors
and windows; this information is given in the brochure. Tr., 1543-44,

10. Intervenors contend that this information is inadequate and should
include information on specific shielding factors of various structures
and what the quantitative benefits of such sheltering might be. However,
Intervenors offered no testimony to suustantiate their position. In any
event, this type of information goes to the basis for the choice of
recommended protection actions by emergency management officials (under
evaluation criterion 11.J.10.m, cited above), rather than to any actions
required to be taksn by the public. Finklea, Tr. 790-91. This informa-
tion is addressed in the Applicants' and State plans (Carter, Tr. 216),
and there is no requirement that such information be included in the
public brochure. Heard, Tr. 1544,

11. The Board finds that both the emergency plans and the public
information brochure contain adequate information on the initial shel-
tering actions members of the public may need to take in the event of

an accident at Catawba, and that Contention 7 is without merit.
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D. Contention 8 - Assignment and Coordination of Responsibilities for
Initial Response

1. At the August 8, 1983 prehearing conference, the Licensing Board
admitted Contention 8, which reads as follows:

There i3 no reasonable assurance that adegquate protective measures
can and will be taken in the event of a radiological emergency in
that the emergency plans of Applicants, the States of North Carolina
and South Carclina, and the Counties of Mecklenburg, Gaston and York
fail to assign clear and effective primary responsibilities for
emergency response and fail to establish specific responsibilities
of the various supporting organizations. Conflict, confusion and
lack of coordination are likely to prevail. Conditions may be the
worst during the 7 to 9 hours after notification of state
authorities of the existence of an accident at the Catawba Station
while the North Carolina State Emergency Response Team (SERT)
assembles and travels from Raleigh to the South Carolina Foward
Emergency Operations Center (FEOC), located dangerously within the
10 miles EPZ at Clover, South Carolina.

The FEOC itself would require at least three ana one-half hours to
be assembad and staffed from Columbia, South Carolina. While the
formal authority to order evacuation of the plume exposure pathway
EPZ straddling the North Carolina-South Carolina border rests with
the respective state governors, a confusing and ineffective array of
consultative and delegative authority appears to cloud the lines of
primary responsibility. The residual responsibilities of the
respective county governments, agencies and the support
organizations are either unspecified or inadequate to the task of
effective protective response,

2. This contention has been the subject of a great deal of controversy
as to its scope. Intervenors argued that “"Contention 8 essentially wraps
the whole ball of wax together," including the effectiveness of various
protective actions. Guild, Tr. 2854-55. The Staff and Applicants, on
the other hand, argued that it is limited to assignment of primary and

support responsibilities for emergency response, presumably
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under NUREG-0654 Standard II.A. (10 C.F.R. § 50.47(b)(1)15/ Johnson,
Tr. 2858-59; Carr, Tr. 2855-57. The Board adopted a middle ground, and
considers the scope of the contention to cover not only whether primary
and support responsibilities are assigned, but whether they are assigned
in such a manner as to lead to effective emergency response. See,
Margulies, J., Tr. 2860-61. As a legal matter, the contention raises the
question of reasonable assurance primarily with respect to aspects of
NUREG-0654 Planning Standard II.A., and limited aspects of Planning
Standards 11.F. (Emergency Communications), II.H. (Emergency Facilities
and Equipment), and I11.0. (Radiological Emergency Response Training).
The Licensing Board does not consider Planning Standard II.P.
(Responsibility for the Planning Effort: Development, Public Review and
Distribution of Emergency Plans), to be raised by the contention.
Compare, "Testimony of FEMA Regarding Emergency Planning Contentions
Admitted by the Board in the Catawba Proceeding" (hereinafter referred
to as "FEMA Testimony" or Heard/Hawkins Testimony“l§/ at 17-18.

14/ Standard II.A. states:

Primary responsibilities for emergency response by the nuclear
facility licensee, and by State and local organizations within
the Emergency Planning Zones have been assigned, the emergency
responsibilities of the various supporting organizations have
been specifically established, and each principal response
organization has staff to respond and to augment its initial
response on & continuous basis.

15/ The FEMA witnesses were John C. Heard, Jr., Chief, Technological
Hazards Branch, Natural and Technological Hazards Division, FEMA
Region IV - Atlanta, GA; and Thomas I. Hawkins, Emergency Management
Program Specialist, in the same office.
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Further, as the original Licensing Board observed in admitting

Contention 8, it is one that is concerned principally with "various

aspects of coordination", and focuses on the initial period following

notification of offsite authorities of an emergency at Catawba. See,

Margulies, J., Tr. 2873, and Safety Hearing Record Transcript,
at 1088-89.

4,

A substantial amount of evidence was presented on Contention 8 --

in the form of prefiled testimony, oral examination of direct case and

rebuttal witnesses, and documentation. For convenience, the principal

sources of evidence are set out below:

(1)

(2)
(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)
(7)

(8)

Applicants' Testimony on Emergency Planning Contention 8, Apps.
Exh. EP-c1, EP-21A;

FEMA Testimony, Staff Exh. EP-2

Memorandum to Richard W. Krimm, Assistant Associate Director,
Office of Natural and Technological Hazards, SL-NT (FEMA), from
Major P. May, Regional Director (FEMA, Region IV), dated

April 18, 1984, covering "Interim Findings Report on tre
Adequacies of Radiological Emergency Response Preparedness for
Plant Catawba, South Carolina, April 17, 1984." Staff Exh.
EP-3.

Merorandum to Edward L. Jordan, Director Division of Emergency
Pre,.aredness and Engineering Response Office of Inspection and
Enfo-cement, USNRC, from Richard W. Krimm, Assistant Associate
Director, Office of Natural and Technological Hazards Program,
“Inte~im Findings on Offsite Radiological Emergency R2sponse
Preparedness (RERP) for Catawba Nuclear Station," May 8, 1984.
Staff Exh. EP-3A.

Oral testimony of Applicants' Panel on Contention 8, June 5
1984,

Oral testimony of the FEMA witnesses, May 9, 1984,

Oral testimony of Frank B. Sanders, Director, Division of
Public Safety, State of South Carolina, June 6, 1984,

Oral testimony of J.T. Pugh, III, Director, Division of
Emergency Management, State of North Carolina, June 7, 1984,
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(9) Oral testimony of Harold Ma:on Dick<on, Chairman of the York
County (S.C.) Council.

(10) Oval testimony of J. Elbert Pope, Sheriff of York County, South
Carolina.

(11) South Carolina Operational Radiological Emergency Response Plan
(SCORERP), August 1981. Apps. Exh. EP-2,

(12) North Carolina Emergency Response Plan in Support of the
Catawba Nuclear Station, Rev. 1, January 1984. Apps. Exh.
EP-lo

(13) York County Emergency Operations Plan, January 1984. Apps.
Exh. EP-2.

5. Keeping in mind the focus of the contention on the initial hours
following notification of offsite authorities of an accident at Catawba,
the Board has treated the contention and the evidence thereon as
addressing three principal, although somewhat overlapping, issues:

(1) Whether the assignment of primary and support responsibilities
and lines of authority among and within the two States and
three counties with respect to direction and control, are clear
and adequate for effective protective action decision-making.

(2) Whether the offsite plans reasonably assure coordination of
respcnsibilities for direction and control, activation of the
sirens and EBS message, and protective action decision-making.

(3) Whether communications provided in the plans are adequate to
accomplish the necessary execution of responsibilities and
coordination of activities.

(4) Whether assignment of residual responsibilities of the
counties, once direction and control shifts to the States, is
adequate to the task of effective protective response.

1. Assignment of Primary and Supoort Responsibilities and Lines of
Authority for Direction and Control

6. One of the principal points raised by Contention 8 is whether,
because the 10-mile plume exposure pathway EPZ includes two states --

North Carolina and South Carolina -- as well as three counties -- York
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County, S.C., and Gaston and Mecklenburg Counties, N.C., there will be
confusion and conflict as to which governmental jurisdictions play lead
roles in directing and controlling initial response actions in the event
of an emergency, and as to when and how their lead roles will shift from
the local jurisdictions to the states.

7. As a general matter, both the North Carolina and South Carolina
emergency plans assign primary responsibility for direction and control
to the State, in the North Carolina plan to the Department of Crime
Control and Public Safety, and in the South Carolina plan to the Office
of the Governor (with support responsibility assigned to the Emergency
Preparedness Division, the Office of the Adjutant General, and the
Department of Health and Environmental Control - all State agencies).
Apps. Exh, EP-1, N.C. Em. Resp. Plan, Figure 4, at 28; Apps. Exh. EP-2,
SCORERP, Table 3, at 55. The North Carolina Emergency Management Act of
1977 (Gen. Stat. 166 A-1 et seq. ve<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>