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Fer the reascrs set forth below and in the attached (supplemental)
Affidevit of Cheryvl I, Stovell, en Emergency Management Program
Specivlist in the TFeceral Lowrgency Management Agency, (FEMA), the

WIC steff (8teff) supports Applicants' rotion for reconsideration.

11. Discussion
Tre buckpround events Jeading to the edmission of Contenticn
I'P-2/FEP-2(c) are set out ot pages 2-3 of Applicants' motior. Staff has
reviewed Aprlicants’ descriptior of these events and, in order to avoid
unnecessary  repetition, aprees  with and acdopts the "background”
stotenent set ovt in Applicants’ motion,

F. Pesis for ftaff's Support of Applicants' Motion for Peconsideration

The Staff suprcerts Applicants’ motion for reconsideration of the
Peercd's April 14, 1086 Crcder for the reasons set cut in Applicants’
rmotion arc¢ in the attached (supplemental) Affidevit of Cheryl L. Stovell.

As notea by Applicarts (motion at psge 3), the issue presentec by
Certention TFP-2/EF-0(c), ae ecmitted by the Board, is the vre of the
PCAA tere alert systen: versus "some other form of radie alerting
system.” Thus, the focus cf the contention is on the question of whether
or ret sere cther type of tene alert radios might be preferchle to NCAA
tore alert racdies due to the use of the NOAA svsterr for weather
emergencies, In ite August 12, 19Ff5 "Merorancdum and Crcer (Ruling or
Joirt Intervercrs' Proposed Contention cn Emergency Plannirg)"” at page 12,
the Boarcd stated its concern as toc the frequency cof activetion of the

NOAA tone alert radios cue to severe veether, and the possibility that



some members of the public might turn off their NOCAA radios to avoid
weather emerpency broadcasts which were not applicable to their area.
The "Affidavit of David N, Keast on Contention LCP-2/EP-2(c)" ("Keast
Affidavit"), filed in support of Applicants' motion, attempted to address
those convcerns,

As Mr, FKeast noted in supporting Applicants' motion for summary
disposition, the automatic activation of the NOAA radios within the FPZ
due to weather conditicns will be limited to those storm "watches" and
"warnings” directlv applicable to the four counties in the EPZ, as well as
the Ceorgia counties of Sereven and Jenkins. FKeast Affidavit, at ¥ 7. A
detailed analysis of National Weather Service data was performed. This
analvsic indicated thet NOAA weather radios within the FPZ would be
activated approximately 25 times per year (on average) due to severe
weother, FKeast Affidavit, at 9 8. Mr. Keast observed that approximately
93% of the storry watches and warnings occur betweer 6:00 a.m. and
midnight. when any disruptive effect of a severe weather message not
applicsble to an individuel listener would be minimized., Keast Affidavit,
at 9 9.

4s further ncted by Applicants (motion at pages 4-5), in its April 4
Order, the Board acknowledged Mr. Keast's analyses &nd observations,
but expressed the view that the percentage of storm watches and
warnings between 6:00 p.m. and micnight "would be of greater relevance"”
due to the asserted pattern of convective storms. The Boerd further
stated that "[i]t would not he unusual for many residerts of the four
rural counties in the EPZ to retire for the night in advance of midnight *

* # "  April 4 Order, at 10. Applicants have submitted with their
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motion for reconsideration a "Supplemental Affidavit of David N. Keast on
Contention EP-2/EP-2(¢)"” ("Keast Supplemental Affidavit"), This
Affidavit, provides a 24-hour, hour-by-hour breakdown for the issuance
of storm watches and warnings. Keast Supplemental Affidavit, at 9 3.
Applicants assert that the suppleirental information provided by Mr. Keast
demonstrates that, even assuming ar FPZ resident goes to bed as early as
9:00 p.m. and arises at 6:00 a.m., a total of only approximately four
tone alert sactivations would occur during his sleeping hours over an
entirc vear, Keast Supplemental Affidavit, at ¥ 3; Keast Affidavit,
at @ 9. There is no indication, according to Mr. Keast, that the predicted
automsatic activation pattern for the NOAA weather radios in the Vogtle
FP7 will be likely te cause anv significant number of households to turn
off their radios. FKeast Affidavit, at ¥ 9. NMr. Keast further emphasizes
that there is no reason to believe that members of the public would be
more likely to retain and use some other type of radio system. Keast
Afficdavit, »t ¥ 9,

FEMA is in accord with the information presented by MNr. Keast.
The FEMA Affiant previously acknowledged "that some people may disconnect
the NOAA racdios"., But, like Mr., Keast, the FEMA Affiant stressed that
there i no indication that thie is more likely to occur with NOAA radios
then with some other tvpe of tone alert system. See "Affidavit of FEMA
Emergency Management Program Specialist Chery! L. Stovell In Support of
Applicants' Motion For Summary Disposition of Joint Intervenors’
Contention EP-2/LP-2(c) (Use of NOAA Tone Alert Radios)" ("Stovall
Affidavit"), at © 7. Thus, there is no basis for the premise that NOAA

tene alert radios are more likely to be turned off than other types of tone
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¢'ert radies, Applicents argue at pege € of their motion that because
Contention FP-2/FP-2(c) is limited to the use of the NOAA tone alert
sveter versus "some other form of racdio alerting system,” the absence of
rry affirmetive evidence to suggest that other types of tone alert radios
arc rmore likely t¢ be "on" than are NOAA radios points to summary
cdisposition of Contention CP-2/EP-2(c) in Applicants' favor. FEVA
agrees. See u‘tached Ftovall Supplemental Affidavit, at ¢ 4. In the
Staf”s view, the informatior originally provided by Applicant and now
supplemented by the motion for reconsicerstion resolves in Applicants'
favor ihe issue admitted by the Eoard.

Morecver, ar the Staff has previously noted, Contention FP-2/EP-2(h)
cealing with residents turning off tcre alert recdics has become immateriel
with Applicants' commritment to alsc provide for 2 60 ¢PC siren system
throughout the FPZ. Stovall Supplemental Affidavit, at 97 4 & 6. 4
This fire¢ rsiren system is not merely & back-up for the tore slert radios
but & recdurdent primary notitication which will alsc provide reauired
nctificetior to the public. Kesast fupplemental Affidevit, at ¢ 4; Stovall
Supplerertal Afficavit, at ¢ 3 & 5; Stovall Affidavit, at ¥ 7; Feast
Af%cdevit, ot © 1C. FEMA has concludecd that the siren svster ancd the
NCAA tcre alert radios corbine to meet the reacuirements of the

regulations. Stovall Supplemental Afficevit, at ¢ £; Etovall initial

1/ The Commissior's emergciicy planning regulations require that "(6)
Provisions ¢»ist for prompt communications . . . to the public." 10
C.F.R. §& 50.47(b). Under Sectior 'V.D.3 of Appendix E to 10
C.F.P. Part 50, this notification svstem shall have & design objective
"to have the capability tc essentially complete the initial notification
of the public within the plume exposure pathway FP? withir about 15
minutes".
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Afficavit, ot * R, These FEMA conclusions corstitute a "rebuttable
presurption or questions of adequacy and implementation cepebility” of
crmiergency plans, 10 C.F.R. § 50.47(a)(?). Although the intervenors
heve krown of the use of sirens, as well as tone alert radios since at
least Tebrverv 14, 1086, whern Applicarts filed their motion to dismiss
Contention FP-"(c¢), Intervencrs have not questionecd that this sugmented
rct’ ficetior  svstem meets the requirements of the Commissicn's

2/

regulations. Thue summary disposition of the contention would be

appropriete as there is ro allegation, let glone eviderce, that the

rresently  prepeseed public rotification syster does not fully meet the

-
v/

epplicable rccuirererts of the Comnission's regulations.

2/ Absent findings of a significent basis to cuestion the FEMA
corclusion a Board wceuld seem not to have authority te cuvestion
the TLMA cornclusion. See Ele_r!ern!ly Louisiena Power & Light Co.

(Waterford Steam Flectric Station, Upit 3), CLI-86-1, 7 : 1, 7
(168€) (providing that Boards mey not erberk on sua sponte

* inouiries absent "specific facte . . . indiceting that there is e
serious, safety. envirornental, or ccmron defenee and security
meatter.,").

fe
=

In Carcline Pever & Light Co. (Shearon Harris FNuclear Plant,

LPP-PE-11, 23 NRC (Slip op. at 164, April 2¢, 1086), the Board

considered a combined tone slert anc siren syster) anc concludec:
* * * Applicants’ proposed use of tone alert racios in
conmbination witk the siren system and, with considera-

tion of the effects of "infermal alerting”, should result
in ar saggregate alerting level of 98.5%. The LCoard

(FCOTVOTF CONTINUED ON NEXT PACGE)
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I1I1. Conclusion

For the rcuascns presented sbove, and in the attached supplemental

Attidavit of Chervl L. Stovall, the Staff supports Applicants' April 17,

1€8¢ pction for reconsiderstion.

Respectfully submitted,

A /!

[ 7/~ L (‘
ﬁ“-p ware? [ Pereriapele

Bernard M. Bordenick
Counsel for NRC Staff

Noated at Pethesda, Mervierd
thic ina aay of May, 1986

(FOOTNOTE CONTINUED FPC! PREVIOUS FACE)

conclucdes that the independence and partial recundeancy
of the sirer anc radio systems demonstrate compliance
with the requirement of "essentially 100%" alerting in 15
mirutes in the first 5 miles of the Harris FP7.
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