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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR RECULATORY COMMISSION
BEFORE THE

ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In the Matter of:
Docket No. 50-322-0L~-3

LONG ISLAND LIGHTING COMPANY
(Emergency Planning)

(S:hioreham Nuclear Power
Station, Unit 1)

R I L )

DEPOSITION OF STEVEN C. SHOLLY

Washington, D. C.
Thursday, April 21, 1988

Deposition of STEVEN C. SHOLLY, called for examination
pursuant to notice of deposition, at the law offices of Hunton
and Williams, 2000 Pennsylvania Avenus, N.W., Conference Room

Two, Ninth Floor, at 11:08 a.m. before WENDY S. COX, a Notary

Public within and for the District of Columbia, when were

present on behalf of the respective parties:

|
|
LEE B. ZEUGIN, ESQ.
DAVID S, HARLOW, ESQ. |
Hunton & Williams '
707 East Main Street
P. O, Box 1535 !
Richmond, Virginia 23212
On behalf of Long Island

Lighting Company. \

-= continued --

ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS. [N
200 3470 Nationwide Coverage RO 134 Al










34514.0

CcOX

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21

22

PROCEEDTINGS
Whereupon,
STEVEN C. SHOLLY
was called as a witness and, having first been duly sworn,
was examined and testified as follows:
EXAMINATION
BY MR. ZEUGIN:
Q Good morning, Mr. Sholly. My name is Lee Zeugin.

With me is David Harlow. We are both from the law firm of
Hunton & Williams. We ere representing in the Shoreham
proceeding Long Island Lighting Company. We have called this
deposition today to discuss your upcoming testimony in the
Shoreham proceeding on the realism contentions, and, more
particularly, the so-called immateriality arguments that your
counsel has represented to us are the areas in which you are
testifying about.

1f at any time during this deposition you don’'t
understand my question, or I have been less than clear,
please let me know and I will try to rephrase the question.

Let me begin by having you state your name and
business address for the : cord.

A My name is Stev. 1 C. Sholly, MHB Technical
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Associates, 1723 Hamilton Avenue, suite K, San Jose,
California 95125.

Q Mr. Sholly, could you explain for me what is your
understanding of the areas you have been asked to testify
about in the upcoming Shoreham proceeding?

MR. ROSS: Are you asking him what h) is
testifying on?

MR. ZEUGIN: His understanding of the areas he is
‘estifying about.

MR. ROSS: 1Is the question clear to you?

THE WITNESS: I will give it a shot. If it's not
what he is looking for, I am sure he will tell me. Basically
we are looking at whether the difference in controlled or
uncontrolled evacuation makes a difference in terms of either
reducing the amount of dose savings you get from emergency
response, or precludes one or more emergency response
options.

BY MR. ZEUGIN:

Q Mr. Sholly, I am sure I will get into more detail
what that general comment mears, as we go on.

Let me ask you, to try to make sure I completely

understand, I take it, then, it is your understanding you are
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6
going to be testifying only on contentions 1 and 2?7
A That’'s my understanding, yes.
Q You are testifying about those two contentions

only with regard to the immateriality argument?

A That’'s my understanding, yes.

Q Could I ask you, and I take it you are going to be
testifying as an expert on those contentions; is that
correct?

A Yes.

Q Let me ask you to briefly describe for me your
understandirg of LILCO’s immateriality argument.

A My understanding of it is that it’s your position,
or LILCO's position that the difference in evacuation times
between a controlled and uncontrolled evacuation is so short
that the dose consequences will not be materially different.

Q All right. That's the extent of your
understanding?

A That's the way I understand it. That's the way I
read it.

Q The testimony you will be preparing on that issue
-- could you describe for me how your expertise in the areas

which you are going to cover may differ from those of
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Mr. Minor, who is also at MHB?

MR. ROSS: Counsel, I want to clarify. Are you
asking him to describe testimony he will prepare?

MR. ZEUGIN: I am asking him a more general
question. I am just simply trying to figure out his areas of
expertise in responding to LILCO’s immateriality argument,
versus those of Mr. Minor. I am trying to figure out whether
their expertise is essentially identical or whether it's
different.

MR. ROSS: I think the way to approach this, since
you are going to depose Mr. Minor, is simply to ask him about
his areas of expertise. When Mr. Minor is here this
afternoon, you can ask him about his and make those
determinations.

MR. ZEUGIN: I would like to have the witness tell
me what he views as the difference between his own expertise
and Mr, Minor’'s.

MR. ROSS: If he is able.

THE WITNESS: The area of expertise that I think I
will bring to bear on this is background in risk assessment
and emergency planning insofar as that is impacted by risk

assessment perspectives. I think Mr. Minor’'s background is
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probably broader, or his experience is broader on emergency
planning generally than mine is.
BY MR, ZEUGIN:

Q wWhen you talk about risk assessment, are you
talking about the probability of accidents at the plant
itself?

A Not just the probabilities of accidents, but the
entire scope of a risk assessment. That would include the
probability of accidents, the timing of accidents, the
containment failure modes and resulting source terms, and the
dose impacts of the source terms.

Q In terms of off-site consequence?

A Right.

Q Mr. Sholly, when were you first contacted to
potentially be a witness on contentione 1 and 27

A I think I learned about it the morning of the 7th
of April.

Q At that time, were you told you were going to be a
witness or asked to be a witness?

A Yes.

Q And you agreed at that particular time?

A Yes.
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Q Since April 7, how much time have you speat, give
me a rough estimate, preparing to file your testimony on
these issues?

A Probably a day.

Q Have you begun to draft any testimony yet?

A Not yet.

Q Could you explain for me briefly what you did in
that day, in particular, the documents you may have reviewed,
the things you may have looked at?

A I will try to remember. I looked at the motion
that LILCO made for a summary judgment on contentions 1, 2
and 9, the county'’'s response to that motion. There were, 1
think, three board orders, the most recent of which was April
8, that related to the contentions. A little bit in the
office on the 1983 full power risk assessment. That's all I
have looked at so far. Of course the pleadings had
affidavits attached to them, and I have looked at those as

well.

Q S0, for example, you have reviewed the affidavit
of Mr. Minor that was attached to Suffolk County's response?
A I have looked at it, yes.

Q Before we really get into that, the more detailed
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qualifications.
MR. ROSS: I will go back and check our files.
MR. ZEUGIN: All right.
BY MR. ZEUGIN:
Q Mr. Sholly, as I understand it, you have only

testified once previously in t"~ Shoreham proceeding; is that

correct?
A I think that’'s correct, yes.
Q And that involved the reception center issues;

and, more specifically, the planning bases that were used to
predict how many people would make use of those facilities?

A That was basically an assessment of how many
people might be in the footprint of a plume.

Q Mr. Sholly, let me ask you to identify for me what
aspects of your educational background you feel particularly
qualify you to present expert testimony on contentions 1 and
2?

A Brief educational background is that of a broad
background in science and interdisciplinary work, integrating
efforts of various scientific disciplines into a unified
position on a particular problem or solving a particular

problem. I think that’'s the gist of it,
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Q No particular educational training either in
nuclear engineering or radiation health physics?

A Nothing that specific. There was some course work
in college, I really did get into aspects of radio-ecology,
but I am not an engineer.

Q Or a health physicist?

A Or a health physicist.

Q All right. Either in your preparation to date or
the preparation that you envision between now and the date in
which you file your written testimony on contentions 1 and 2,
do you plan to look at any of the, I guess, 35 publications
that you have listed in your statement of professional
qualifications as perhaps relevant background that you may
want to review before preparing that testimony?

A I will certainly be looking at the reports 1
prepared on the source term work, NUREG-0956, 1079 and 1150
reviews.

Q Could you give me the specific numbers of those
reviews?

A well, the 1079 and 1150 were two tha* I mentioned
orally here this morning.

Q  All right.
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A The other items would be Number 32; I would also
be looking at my Indian Point testimony. This would be items
17, 18 and 19. 1 think that’'s it.

Q Coula I briefly have you describe for me in
particular why it is that you have selected those six things
as things you would like to review before preparing your
testimony?

A Well, it’'s previous testimony or reports I have
written in the general area dealing with risk assessment that
may or may not be applicable here. I doubt that the Indian
Poi.t testimony will be terribly useful, but I plan to look
at it.

Q That's fine.

A That's for a different type of plant. Indian
Point is a pressurized water reactor, and of course Shoreham
is a boiloe}wator reactor. There may be something in there 4b
that may be useful to review.

Q Let me ask you one last general guestion about
your resume, and then I will proceed on,

I had noticed that you have presented testimony in
a number of NRC proceedings. 1Is it fair to characterize your

prior testimony as, without ex sption, being testimony that

Act-Frprrat Ripopiel In
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was not presented in support of an applicant’s license
application for that plant?

A Well, you should understand the difference between
the two proceedings. Catawba was a licensing proceeding.
The testimony I presented there was to expand the emergency
planning zone to encompass, I think it was Charlotte, North
Carolina.

The Indian Point proceeding was somewhat unique in
that both of the units under question there were already
licensed and had operated for several years, and that the
case grew out of a shutdown petition filed by the Union of
Concerned Scientists, and I think probably several other
groups. That was the basic issues there wers emergency
planning, risk assessment.

Well, the testimony I prepared was to require
installation of a filtered vented containment system for the
plants, and to make revisions to the risk assessment that had
been prepared for the licensees by their consultante to take
into account some factors that hadn’t been considered.

Q 1 take it those revisions of the risk assessments
would basically suggest that there was a higher risk from

operation of the plant than that predicted by the licensees’
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earlier calculations?

A In most cases, that's true.

Q I take it those ..re the only two other NRC
proceedings you have testified in other than :lhoreham?

2 That’'s correct. Those are the only ones I have
testified on, and filed testimony in Seabrook.

Q Could you briefly describe for me that testimony
and its purpose?

A It dealt with the emergency planning basis route
in NUREG-0396 and WASH-1400. It was strictly a piece of
testimony that was laying foundation for additional testimony
by other witnesses.

Q 1 take it, Mr. Sholly, that you are familiar with
both NUREG-0396 and WASH-14007

A Yes.

Q Do you intend to agree with the rulemaking that
came out of those documents that essentlally established
emergency planning zones of 1) miles for plume exposure
pathway and 50 for ingestion pathway?

MR. RO38: Counsel, I am going to object to that

as being irrelevant and outside the bounds of his testimony.
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BY MR. ZEUGIN:
Q You can answer, Mr. Sholly.
A I think conceptually the rule makes sense. It's

not clear to me that it optimizes emergency response. I
think you are going to have -- and the WASH-1400 results tend
to bear this out. While there is a spectrum of accident
sequences covering very severe to very minor, the ones for
which emergency response is most relevant are for the severe
end of the spectrum, and in those cases the emergency
responses may be necessary beyond the 10 mile plume zone and
beyond the 50 mile ingestion zone.

As a practical matter, the plume zone is probably
of greater significance because the ingestion planning tends
to involve one or more states, and while the planning basis
is limited to 50 miles, in effect you have the entire state;
and fregquently neighboring states involved. So it would be
easier to expand the zone of response; where with a 10-mile
EPZ you tend to quickly involve additional counties,
additional jurisdictions, which, if they haven’t had plans
prepared, would make things difficult for them.

$o, I think it's more likely, in my judgment, a

larger plume zone would be justified, not specifically for

ACE-Frorratl Rirorirrs. In
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evacuation, but I think a zheltering zone ought to have been
considered, perhaps out to the range of 15 to 20 miles.

Q I take it that conclusion is based on your
technical -~ basically your interpretation of the technical
data that is presented in WASH-1400 and NUREG-03967?

A Yes, among other things, yes.

Q Mr. Sholly, in your prior work on the Shoreham
proceeding, could you briefly describe for me any Shoreham
specific documents you may have reviewed? And by this
question, I really mean technical documents, things like risk
assessments that may have been prepared, evacuation time
estimates, emergency plan.

A 1 think the only Shoreham specific document I
would have looked at would have been the 1983 risk assessment
study.

Q You have never looked at any of the evacuation
time estimates that have been prepared?

A Not the studies. Mr, Lieberman‘s affidavit
summarized two different sets of estimates. All that was
there was some summary data and some information as to how
they were prepared. But I never looked in detail at the time

evacuation estimate studies,
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Q With regard to the Shoreham ‘83 risk assessment,
could you give me some feel of how much time you spent
examining that particular set of documents?

MR. ROSS: Counsel, are you asking him how much
time he spent in preparation for this, or are you asking him
how much time he spent on this document?

MR. ZEUGIN: Ever. I am just trying to find out
how familiar he is with the document.

THE WITNESS: At least several weeks. Somewhere
between a month or two, at various times, not all at once.

BY MR. ZEUGIN:

Q Have you reviewed any of the more recent risk
assessments that have been done for the Shoreham plant; in
particular, have you reviewed the risk assessments that have
been prepared for operation of 25 percent power?

A 1 have read them. I have not spent a great deal
of time with them.

Q Could you roughly approximate how much time you
may have spent with him?

MR, ROSS: You are not required to speculate.

THE WITNESS: It would be in the order of days.

How many, 1 am not sure.
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BY MR. ZEUGIN:

Q Have you looked at any other risk assessments that
you can ramember for the Shoreham plant?

A There is a document prepared for IDCOR that
summarizes the review of their individual plant examination,
IPE, and just within the last few days, 1 have received the
summary report of reassessments of risk at 100 percent power
with and without the propose¢! settlement containment system.
I spent one or two hours looking at that, maybe one or two.

Q Have you spent any time reviewing the Shoreham
off-site emergency plan?

A Only to the extent that the emergency plan
implementing procedures might interface with that, with the

off-site plans.

Q How much time would you have spent looking at the
off-site plan?

A None.

Q So, 1 take it you are not familiar at this time
with the manner in which protective action recommendations
are made by the off-site organization?

MR. ROSS: Counsel, I am willing to state for you

here, Mr. Sholly is not being presented as an expert on the
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procedures in the plan. He designated the subject matter of
his testimony, and I think you should move on to that.

MR. ZEUGIN: Mr. Ross, I will conduct this
deposition as I see fit. I believe it 1s very important as
to whether or not he has any knowledge of how off-site
protective action recommendations are made, because it is my
understanding that his testimony may well include testimony
concerning the fact that certain response options will be
excluded because of longer evacuation times. I think, to be
able to draw any conclusions al. t that, one needs some

understanding of those procedures. That’s the reason for my

question.
MR. ROSS: Ask it.
THE WITNESS: I think I remember the pending
question.
BY MR. ZEUGIN:
Q Okay.

A To the extent that is cc red in the EPIPs, I have
looked at that; that was probably a year aco. I don’t know
to the extent to which the EPIPs may have changed since

then.

Q Do you plan to look at the off-site procedures or
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to accurately predict, at the time an accident is in process,
when a release is going to occur, where the release is going
to occur from, and how large the release might be. As a
result, the specific detailed procedures and mechanisms that
are in place to make protective action decisions, aren’'t
really important for this particular piece of testimony. We
are only looking at the incremental effect of delay and
evacuation. That’s how the issue is presented, and what
impact that might have on accident consequences or
foreclosing other possible response options.

Q Could you explain to me how, in your view,
extension of total evacuation time may affect or preclude
certain responega options?

A If it’s recognized or concluded that you are
dealing, let’s say, with an uncontrolled evacuation, and have
a general understanding of what evacuation times might result
from that, that will certainly temper your choice of
protective actions. There are some type of accident
sequences that proceed rather Juickly. ATWS is one of those,
where you should -- the plant operators and staff should have
an understanding that if they are in that type of sequence,

it can proceed rather quickly.
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If the evacuation times are significantly longer
than the time from the start of the accident to protective
actions that were being made and the type that it takes to
implement that protective action, that will limit your choice
of options.

For instance, the accident may proceed so quickly,
or have the potential to proceed so quickly, that evacuation
might be precluded because of lengthy evacuation times.
That’s a hypothetical example. Now, generally, with s’ vere
accidents, for areas within 10 miles of the plant, and for
those areas inpacted by the plume, you are talking about
radiation dose fields in the range of a few rem to perhaps as
much as 100 rem per hour depending upon the severity of the
release »nd the weather conditions, and the terrain.

It’s that sort of general understanding that will
form part of the background for the testimony, and the
significance of an additional delay.

Q Let me ask you to look for a second at -- I will
represent for you this is the affidavit that was attached to
Suffolk County’s response to LILCO’'s earlier summary
disposition motion on contentions 1 and 2 of Mr. Minor.

In particular, what I am interested in doing at
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this point is making sure we have a common vocabulary with
which to talk about risk assessments, because I know it gets
rather confusing very quickly.

I would particularly have you look at item 3 of
Mr. Minor's affidavit. There he talks about fast-developing
acciden%s. 1Is that a term that has some meaning to you?

A Yes, it’'s a general term, but if you were to say a
fast-developing accident, to a person familiar with risk
assessment, they would have an understanding of what is meant
there. You are talking about accidents that would proceed
from initiation to a release in the span of a few hours.

Q Can you be more specific, a few, two, three, four?

A Generally 1 to 10 is the area of significance. If
you have a core melt accident and the containment is not
breached for a period of roughly eight hours or so, and it
tends to take on the order of an hour or two to get to core
melt; if the containment holds for the order of 10 hours, you
do get a substan*ial reduction in the release by various
naturally proceeding mechanisms that would tend to deplete
the airborne source term, particularly particulate sources.
And so the release would tend to be less severe, and you

would have more time in those scenarios to do something in
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the way of emergency response. The fast-developing ones are
the ones that proceed to a release to the environment within
a few hours.

Q Now, in your earlier answer to me, you said that
some accidents proceed rather quickly. When you said chat,
were you referring to a set of accidents that you would
otherwise define as fast-breaking accidents?

A Yes. That’'s an acceptable term for defining it,
yes.

Q Do you have a time bound that you would put on
what is a fast-developing accident versus accidents of
somewhat slower development?

A It's more of a conceptual bound, although there
are times involved with it typically. I would characterize a
fast-breaking accident as one which proceeds to a release and
results in a release out through the environment in a time
period before emergency response actions might be able to be
fully completed.

For instance, let’s say you have an accident that
proceeds to core melt in two hours or so; it takes the order
of an hour to an hour and a half to recognize the problem and

decide that a protective action needs to be taken, take some
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additional time to do the actual emergency alerting of the
public, and it takes an additional increment then to complete
that action.

I1f most of your dose can be delivered in that time
or less, that’'s what I would characterize as a
fast-developing accident, generally speaking, the ones that
can develop much before you can get the response under way.

Q Mr. Sholly, let me ask you to exzplain for me or
give me an example of an accident in which the difference in
evacuation times -- and I will provide you two numbers which
are the numbers you will i.ud in Mr. Lieberman’s affidavit --
that is a controlled evacuation that requires essentially
five hours to complete, and an uncontrolled evacuation that
requires five hours and 35 minutes to complete. Is it your
testimony, or going to be your testimony, that there are a
set of accidents which are so sensitive to that time
difference that they will preclude, potentially preclude
evacuation as a viable protective action recommendation?

MR. ROSS: Counsel, I am not sure that question is
all that clear. If you want to ask him about the affidavit,
perhaps it might be helpful to just provide him with a copy

of that, so that he can see the figures that you are

\‘} ll‘]"‘"" l{,’l"r } \ l‘.(
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referring to.
BY MR. ZEUGIN:

Q He can just accept my figures. Mr. Sholly, did
you understand my question?

A I think so. I will try to answer. There will be
some set of accident sequences where the additional 35
minutes you postulated might be quite significant. The most
easily understood example is one which that extra 35 minutes
results in some portion of the evacuating public being caught
in their cars in the plume. Automobiles offer very little
dose reduction in terms of a sheltering factor. If you
conceive of a shelter factor of 1 meaning no protection,
essentially standing out in the open, an automobile will give

.05 5
you sheltering factor of something like ;Dégy very little QéQD
shelter dose reduction. Consequently you get all of the dose
that’s going on at that time when you are caught in a
vehicle.
Under that circumstance, a better response option

may be shelter and then relocaticn from contaminated areas.
You could wind up with a lower dose that way.

It's well recognized in accident consequence

modeling, that if your population is caught in the tail of
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the plume, as the plume proceeds out from the plant, that you
can wind up vith substantial consequences from that.

Q Have you attempted to in any way quantify the
probability of accidents having the kind of time sequence
that may have that type of effect in the 35-minute span that
has been hypothesized?

A I haven’'t yet. I may try tha.. The problem with
doing that is that there are substantial uncertainties
involved with the risk assessment, due to a number of
reasons, phenomenological factors, completeness questions
about the suite of accident sequences that was examined, that

——

5
sort of thing. They may attempt to provide some perspective éﬂ

SEQUENCES @

of that nature, what fraction of all core melt segments might

)

be in that class.

Q If you were to prepare such an analysis, can you
describe for me what documents you would look at as you go in
doing that?

MR. ROSS: I would object as calling for
speculation. But he can answer if he can.

THE WITNESS: The only Shoreham specific document
that is really available is the original of the 1983 risk

assessment, The full report of the update has not been made
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exposures. The area within the emergency planning zone, and
perhaps somewhat outside it is an arec of concern for acute
exposures, early exposures that might result in various
health effects, radiation injuries and that sort of thing.
That is the population for which sheltering, relocation,
evacuation are at issue. That's the population for which the
effectiveness of those actions can be evaluated. I mean,
that dichotomy is recognized by the emergency planning rule
and the underlying technical basis as well.

Q As part of your testimony on contentions 1 and 2,
do you expect to guantify the potential difference in dose
that may result to that second population you described for
me as a result of the lengthened evacuation times?

MR, ROSS: I am going to object to that question.
Again, you are asking for speculation. You are entitled to
ask him what he knows. We are not going to get into
discussions of future testimony that he may or may not
present.

MR. ZEUGIN: Are you instructing the witness not
to answer?

MR. ROSS: No. He can answer the quastion.

THE WITNESS: The questi n loses me at the
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moment. Could you repeat it.

BY MR. ZEUGIN:

Q Yes. Let me try again.

Do you envision attempting to quantify the
increase in population dose that may occur to the second
population you have described for me that would be affected
by an evacuation order as a result --

MR. ROSS: I am not sure I understand the question
now.

MR. ZEUGIN: If you would let me complete the
question. It’s really up to your witness to decide whether
or not he understands my question or not.

BY MR. ZEUGIN:

Q Let me start over again.

Do you intend to attempt to quantify the change or
increase in population dose that may result to the population
that would be affected by increases in total evacuation time?

A Not very precisely, given the time that is
available and the resources available for the testimony, I
think it will be possible only to provide a -- shall I say, a
semiquantitative perspective on what the increased times

might result in in terme of dose. And in order to really do
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a detailed analysis, one would have to have a set of release
categories or source terms which confidently represented the
accident, and run comparison risk calculations at the time
and compare the results. We do not plan to do that.

MR. ZEUGIN: Ron, why don’'t we take a break for
five minutes. I may be nearing the end of what I want to ask
Mr. Sholly. And if I could have a few minutes with my
colleague, we may be able to wrap this up.

(Recess.)

BY MR. ZEUGIN:

Q Let’s go back on the record. I think I have just
a few more questions, Mr. Sholly. Just so I am perfectly
clear, I take it you do not envision your testimony in
contentions 1 and 2 to deal in any way with the accuracy of
the controlled and uncontrolled evacuation time estimates
that currently appear in the LILCO plan?

A No, I don’t envision dealing with that.

Q Let me ask you, you have described for me in some
detail this morning your views about the potential
differences in terms of doses that may be experienced as a
result of longer evacuation times, potential preclusion of

certain response options. What I would like to know is
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response options; is that correct?

MR. ROSS: Counsel, perhaps you will define your
terms. You are making some distinction in the definition of
materiality. Perhaps you ought to define what you have in
mind.

MR. ZEUGIN: I am just trying to understand how
Mr. Sholly just used that word, because he talked about
materiality. All I am really trying to figure out is whether
Mr. Sholly feels expert to take his, essentially, views of
what would happen technically as a result of longer
evacuarion time and apply those conclusions to the NRC's
regulations.

MR. ROSS: Regardless of what Mr. Sholly used as
technical expertise, I think that’s a board determination.
If you would like to know what Mr. Sholly knows, why don’'t

you ask him to tell you. Otherwise we are wasting time on

this.

MR. ZEUGIN: I am asking him if he drew those
conclusions.

THE WITNESS: If I were to make that testimony,
yes.

ACE-Frprral REPORTERS, TN
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BY MR. ZEUGIN:
what would be these conclusions?
MR, ROSS: Are you asking him to draw them?

MR. ZEUGIN: He said he could draw them, yes.

THE WITNESS: We are sitting here hypothesizing
what the analysis might look like and the conclusions might
look like. I haven’t done it yet.

BY MR. ZEUGIN:

Q Could you quantify for me the total dose savings
that you would find unacceptable from a regulatory point of
view?

A It all gets back to the objective of emergency
planning. The objective of emergency planning is to provide
dose savings for a spectrum of accidents that could yield
doses in excess of the EPA protective action guideline
doses. For whole body exposure, we are talking about a range
of 1 to 5 rem whole body dose. If the increase in evacuation
time between controlled and uncontrolled would yield doses in
the range of 1 to 5 rem under the planning basis, the
objective or emergency planning, that could be characterized
as a material difference.

Q You are talking about the difference to some

ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, ING
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individuals, is that right, when you talk about 1 to 5 rem?
You are nodding.

A Yes.

Q Are you able to quantify, again, in terms of
regulatory importance, the amount of response options that
would need to be precluded, in order to not find regulatory
compliance?

MR. ROSS: Counsel, I am going to object to the
question as being vague. Can you identify the regulations
that you are trying to get him to respond concerning?

MR. ZEUGIN: I think the witness has been
responding just fine. He seems to understand my questions
very well. If he can answer this, I would like to have him
answer,

MR. ROSS: If you can answer. Do you know what
regulations he ie talking about?

THE WITNESS: If you have a specific one in mind,
that would make answering easier. But just generally
speaking, there are only a limited number of response actions
that one cin take. One can evacuate -- and here I am
thinking of whole body exposures. I am not concerned with

thyroid, potassium iodide, that sort of thing. One can
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evacuate; one can shelter, for varying lengths of times; one

|
|
can shelter and relocate, and one can shelter or evacuate and
implement some sort of ad hoc respiratory protection; for
example, one might take several thicknesses of cotton cloth,
place it over the mouth and nose to cut down on inhalation
dose.

There really are a limited number of options that
one can implement. You would need to look at what options
would be available under the circumstances of a particular
set of evacuation times and reach a judgment about whether
that is acceptable or not.

BY MR. ZEUGIN:

Q Let me give you a hypothetical. Assume with me
whatever set of -- whatever universe of protective action
recommendations you want to for, essentially, an evacuation
time of five hours. Let me then ask you to assume that I
have an uncontrolled evacuation that takes some greater
length of time, and, let’s say, that in one case, in one
accident sequence, that prevents me or precludes me from
basically recommending an evacuation, in that particular

evacuation sequence and only that sequence. Would you find

that one exception to be sufficient to not meet regulatory
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Technical Research Associate and Risk Analyst - Union of Concerned Scien-
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Taught Earth and Space Science and Environmental Science at ninth grade
level. Developed and implemented new course materials on plate tecton-
ics, environmantal geology, noise pollution, water pollution, and energy.
Served as Advisor to the Science Projects Club.

EDUCATION:
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tists, Critical Mass tnergy Project, Nuclear I[nformation and Resource
Service, Environmental Action, and MNew York Public Interest Research
Group, Washington, D.C., August 27, 1931, *

5. "Union of Concerned Scientists, Inc., Comments on Notice of Proposed
Rulemaking, Amendment to 10 CFR 50, Appendix £, Section IV.D.3," Union of
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