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Attention: Mr. Ross A. Scarano, Director
Radiological Safety and Safeguards Programs

Gentlemen:

Subject: Letter Directed to the Honorable Nunzio Palladino,
Chairman of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission, from
"Dr. Richard Kranzdorf, Spokesperson for Concerned
Cal Poly Faculty and Staff, dated November 4, 1983,

This letter will respond to your request for assistance in formulating a response

to subject letter relative to concerns about plans and preparedness of the offsite
jJurisdiccions around the Diablo Canyon Nuclear Generating Station. The information
provided below is the result of discussions with the Office of Emergency Services,
State of California, and the Office of Emergency Services, County of San Luis Obispo.

1. Evacuation Time Considerations. Evacuation Times Assessments for Diablo Canvon
Nuclear Power Plant, September 1980, Alan M. Voorhees and Associates, Inc.,
based on empirical data during various weather conditions and using 'standard
engineering techniques" described the conclusion that a 20% additional time
factor should be applied to mormal evacuation times for heavy-rain conditions.
The study further concluded that "heavy-rain" constituted a "worst case' for
emergency evacuation planning and that fog was considered to be a substantively
lesser problem. Traffic studies around the Rancho Seco Nuclear Generating Station,
conducted by Robert Hubenette and Associates, also confirmed a 20% additional
travel time during rainy weather.

2. Evacuation Tramsportation Routes. The County has addressed certain flooding
problems and have budgeted funding for improvements to the impacted areas.
People can be evacuated east on Los Osos Valley Road and it is considered un-
likely that both Morro Bay and San Luis Obispo would be evacuated concurrently.
Based on current information, the State of California Office of Emergency Services
advises that experience with the areas addressed in subject letter has reflected
that these evacuation routes are considereu to be reasonable and safe even
though affected by flooding during a postulated emergency.

3. Emergency Broadcast System. Officially designated Emergency Broadcast System
stations are required to have an emergency power system. Radio station KVEC
was operating on~-the-air with emergency backup power. The two and a half hour
interval applies only to the amount of time it took the Pacific Gas and Electric
Company to resume initial power because of a blown fuse. At this time, alter-
nate radio stations are seriously considering the emergency power system in-
stallation.
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4. Earthquake Considerations. Earthquake Emergency Planning at Diablo Canyon.
September 2, 1981, TERA Corporation, thoroughly addresses all aspects of

¥arthquake effects at the Diablo Canyon Nuclear Power Plant. The California
Department of Transportation performed a subsequent study of projected damages
identified by the TERA Corporation report and the length of time required for
necessary repairs. That information was made available to the County of San
Luis Obispo. During a nuclear emergency, the County plans call for the esta-
blishment of a special group to consider any earthquake problems. All these
special efforts, as well as the planning activities resulting therefrom, have
been extensive and quite signficant.

In general, this office feels that Dr. Kranzdorf has based his comments on a "worst
case" basis that would require one hundred percent evacuation from all local juris-
dictions within the 10-mile emergency planning zone simultaneously, without benefit
of emergency public information, and under extreme adverse weather conditions. In-
asmuch as there is no known experience, planning and preparedness measures are di-
rected at addressing physical probabilities, applying standards for the most advan-
tageous use of resources available. Through a cyclic system of exercising, designed
to provide continuous plan improvement, the public is afforded the optimum protection
that can be developed. Recent exercises, conducted to assess the planning efforts of
the offsite jurisdictions around the Diablo Canyon Nuclear Generating Staticn have
demonstrated that there is a reasonable assurance that the appropriate protective
measures can and will be taken in the event of a radiological emergency.

Should you require further assistance with regard to this matter, do not hesitate to
contact Thomas F. Brinton or John P. Sucich at 415-556-9840.

Sincerely),

Regional Director

cc: Office of Emergency Services
State of California

Office of Emergency Services
County of San Luis Obispo
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Mr, John B. Martin RESIZR J1cr
Regional Administrator

United Stated Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Region V

1450 Maria Lane, Suite 210

Walnut Creek, CA 94596

Dear Mr, Martin:

My thanks for your thoughtful reply of December 2 (Attachment A) to the
November 4 letter of the Concerned Cal Poly Faculty and Staff addressed
to NRC Chairman Palladino regarding two specific reasons for the lack

of public confidence in the Emergency Response Plan for the Diablo Canyon
Nuclear Power Plant. It is indeed heartening to receive such a personal
and courteous letter; we are most appreciative,

In your last paragraph you «indly wrote: *"Please feel free to contact us if
you wish to provide further data reflecting on your concerns..." Without
wishing to be a burden to your office, I'd like to update one of the concerns
mentioned in our November 4 letter and bring a new chapter of another,
older concern to your attention.

One of our concerns in our previous letter was with an often flooded area
known as the "Twin Bridges" or "Twin Trestles". Money to replace the
bridges was said to be unavailable for at least three years. According
to the Telegram -Tribune story of November 15 (Attachment B), County
officials apparently realize a problem exists on one of only two ways out
of Los Osos /Baywood Park (the other route is a two lane road leading
into the city of San Luis Obispo which is also subject to flooding) and
they intend to rebuild the Bridges. Unfortunately, the article states
that the effort could begin at the earliest in fiscal 1985-86, many, many
months after full-power operations at Diablo Canyon are scheduled to
begin.

The other concern we would like to bring to your attention is the continuing
problem with sirens being used as the primary method of notifying the
population within the Basic Emergency Planning Zone, Per the Telegram-
Tribune article of March 8 (Attachment C), power is interrupted several
times each winter and when electricity is lost, the sirens which "do work
off regular power lines", are lost, Whether the explanations offerred by

$2p2ePPs Yoo



9 December 1983
Mr. John B, Martin
Page Two

by the PG & E spokeswoman in the article are adequate is something for
the NRC, FEMA au. the California State OES to decide. We certainly do
not believe there is an adequate back-up system,

We are barely into our winter season and as Attachments D, E and F make
clear, power has thrice been disrupted in the area. Undoubtedly, there
will be additional partial or complete losses of power in our area this
winter and each time some or virtually all of the sirens will be out of
commission, Such back-up systems as expecting everyone to have a
battery powered radio at the ready or counting on police cars with sirens
to pick up the slack are pale imitations of a fully operating siren system,

Qur thanks for your attention to the matters raised, We appreciate your
understanding why our group has countinuing grave doubts about the Emergency
Response Plan and why public confidence in this Plan is so low.

Sincerely,

flctad Kransfof

Dr. Richard Kranzdorf, Spokesperson
Concerned Cal Poly Faculty and Staff
160 Graves Avenue
San Luis Obispo, CA 93401

Enclosures

cc: United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission Chairman and Commissioners
Congressman Leon Panetta
Congressman William Thomas
Congressman Edward Markey
United States Federal Emergency Management Agency



UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY CONMISSION
REGION V

1450 MARIA LANE SUITE 210
WALNUT CREEK, CALIFORNIA 94596

December 2, 1983

ATTACHMENT A

Dr. Richard Kranzdorf, Spokesperson
Concerned Cal Poly Faculty and Staff
160 Graves Avenue

San Luis Obispo, California 93401

Dear Dr. Kranzdorf:

This is to acknowledge receipt of your letter of November 4, 1983 to the
Chairman of the U. S. Muclear Regulatory Commission and attachments thereto,
cxpnssing concerns regarding a lack of public confidence in emergency
planning for the Diablo Canyon Nuclear Power Plant and impediments to
evacuation of elements of the public in the event of a nuclear emergency.

Thank you for the reasoned and documented statement regarding your concerns.
They will serve as a basis for inquiry, hopefully leading to a sound evaluation
and resolution of these concerns.

Please be advised that we have provided copies of your correspondence to
the U. S. Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), which has a specific
assignment by Executive Order of the President to take the lead in offsite
radiological emergency planning and response. We will work closely with
FEMA, the State of California Office of Emergency Services, and cognizant
local emergency services elements in evaluating and resolving your expressed
concerns. :

Please feel free to contact us if you wish to provide further data reflecting
on your concerns or if we may answer any questions regarding our handling
of the evaluation of your concerns.

Sincerely,

o~

pv John BT Martin
Regional Administrator
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ATTACYMINT C
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ATTACHMENT F
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UNITED STATES ov america “
NUCLEAR REGULATORY CoMMISE1oN
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Planning Standard b(10): Protective ACtions

245. Planning Standard b{10) states: A range of orotective
actions have been developed for the plume exposure ps.hway EPZ for
emergency workers and the public. Guidelines for the choice of
protactive actions during an emergency, consistent with Federal
Guidance, are developed and in place and protective actions for the
ingestion exposure pathway £PZ appropriate to the 'ocale have been

developed.

246. Procedures for the activation and functioning of the
onsite emergency organization, including use of an em-rgency warning
signal system, are in place. The warning system is ta be used to alert
onsite personnel that an emergency condition exists. The actions to be
taken upon activation of distinctively different signals are to be
communicated to onsite visitors and construction workers as well as to
all onsite plant personnel. Offsite communication systems, including .
telephones and radio broadcasts, are also in place and available to
warn the public (Applicant Emergency Plan, Ex. 73, §§ 6, 7; Sears
Testimony ff. Tr. 12638, p. 32)

247. Methods exist to account for plant staff persaonnel, visitors
and any construction workers who may be on site. (Sears Testimony ff.

Tr. 12638, p. 33; Applicant Ex. 73, § 6.3.1.2.)



- 171 «

fvacuation of onsite non-essential personnel is planned as a

ve action. (Appifcant Ex. 73, § 6.3.1.3; Applicant Ex. 75

-
» Ve

249, Sheltering is used as 3 protective action for
Non-essential personnel on site when the dose expected during
evacuation is higher than that which would be received in shielded
are2as. (Applicant Panel No. 6 Testimony “f, 7. 12134, p. 6.2)
250. The Applicant can evacuate onsite non-essential personne]
éven during heavy rains on more than one road. It can also provide
evacuation by helicopters or boats. (Sears, Tr. 12649, 12667-69,

12791-792; Shiffer, Tr. 12773-776)

251. Persons remaining or arriving on site during the emergency
will receive protection by using respiratory equipment as required,
using protective clothing, by taking thyroid blocking pi1ls when it is
determined that their use is appropriate and by using dosimetry and
contamination control. (Applicant Emergency Plan, §§ 6.3.2 and $.3.3;

Applicant Pane! No. 6 Testimony, p. 6-2)

252. The evacuation time estimate mace by Applicant conforms with ™\

AN
the requirements of Appendix 4 of NUREG-0654 and is therefore accepted \j7
for the purposes of this case. (Sears Testimony ff. Tr. 12638, p. 34;
"Evacuation Times Assessment Study for the Diablo Canyon Nuclear Plant " /

/
/

/
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(Applicant Ex. 75A)) A second estimate of evacuation time, which was
done independently by the TERA Corporation, leads to similar estimates

as the above report. (Applicant Ex. 84)

253. The plan includes a procedure that provides criteria for
expanding the boundaries of onsite controlled areas or the setting up
of new controlled aveas if the need arises during an emergency to
establish administrative control for radiation protection purposes.

(Sears Testimony ff. Tr. 12638, p. 34; Applicant Ex. 74A)

254. The plan sets out the mechanism for recommending protective
action to the appropriate State and County authorities after the

occurrence of a radiological event. (Applicant's Ex. 75A, Number

EP-kB8-10.)

255. FEMA's evaluation of offsite preparedness found no
. corrective actions needed to meet this planning standard. (Applicant

panel No. 1 Testimony ff. Tr. 11782, Attach. 2; Eldridge Testimony ff.

Tr. 12688, p. 5-6)

256. Ingestion pathway protective actions have been developed by

the Applicant, the State and the sounty. Actions would be taken Dy the

State ard County to prevent or reduce the concentration of

radioactivity in human food and animal feed. (Applicant Ex. 73,

App. C, pp. 12, 13, 35; Applicant Ex. 80, § 11.10)



Te County plan has provisions for notifying all segments of
sient and resident population for protecting persons whose

lity is impaired due to institutiona) or other confinment; for use
radioprotective drugs for emergency workers and institutionalized
persons; the means of relocation, including buses needed for non-car
owiers and school populatione; and precautionary measures such as
limiting hospital admissions, closing schools, parks, and beaches.
(Applicant Ex. 80, §§ 11.5, I1.7, I1.8; Applicant Ex. 81, § II1.01
I11.02, I11.05, I11.08)

258. Joint Intervenors' witnesses challenged the evacuation time
estimates for several reasons: (1) Traffic will not flow at maximum
capacity; (2) Police would not control traffic and traffic would
stagnate; (3) evacuatior times do not account for bus or ambulance
trips; (4} the number of private vehicles is undercounted; and (5) /
shadow evacuation from outlying areas will cause traffic backup in the /
EPZ. (Plotkin/Pulido Testimony ff. Tr. 12580, p. 3-10; Tr. 12617-621) /

The witnesses consistently urged the most conservative assumptions,

however, which the Board concludes are not credible. (Plotkin, :

Tr. 12599-600, 12604)

N\

259. The purposes for evacuation time estimates are to identify '\

.

Ny

transportation routes for which traffic contro) planning is needed and
to provide time estimates which enable decision makers to choose

between sheltering and evacuation i;kprotective actions. (Sears



Testimony ff, Tr. 12638, p. 29-30) Extremely conservative assumpt ions
do not serye these purposes. (Urbanik, Tr, 12389-400) The time
estimates by T, R. C. Voorhees were realistically made over , range of
normal and adverse conditions. These Provide a range of estimates of
evacuation times to decision macers. (Winslow, Tr. 12193-207; Urbanik, -
Tr. 12380) Applicant's ang Staff's witnesses both conclude that police
can control traffic. (Winslow, Tr. 12222; Urbanik, Tr. 12394)

Accidents are considered in traffic flow estimates ang they do not

affect overall time estimates significantly, (Urbanik, Tr, 12381) The
number of ambulance and bus trips réquired would be too sma’l to impact
overall evacuation times, (Urbanik, Tr. 12391-392) The number of

vehicles involved in an evacuation is not undercounted since the 3

260. The Board has considered Joint Interyenors: assertions on
public and emergency worker behavior in jtsg analysis of Planning
Standard b(1), b(2) and b(7) where we conclude that their proposed
actions are not warranted. we conclude that time eéstimates for
emergency evacuation of the public within the plume exposure EPZ are
valid and in conformance with Appendix 4 of NUREG-0654. The Applicant
has conformed to the orsite criteria of NUREG-0654 for protective

actions. The Board therefore finds that adequate Protective actions






