


B)

C)

D)

E)

F)

G)

(June 3, 198l) (hereinafter cited as FEMA Findings).
Response organizations do not have sufficient personnel to handle
total response requirements. 10 C.F.R. § 50.47(b) (1); See
FEMA Findings 3, ¢5. '
Methods, systems, and equipment for assessment and monitoring
of actual or potential off-site consequences of a radiological
emergency do not meet minimum criteria. A number of jurisdic-
tions lack equipment and capability to conduct monitoring; air
sampling equipment is generally not available; assessment and
monitoring teams do not have sufficient radiological training.
10 C.F.R. § 50.47(b)(9); See, FEMA Findings 6, Yl.
The Utility has failed to provide the emergency facilities and
equipment needed to support the emergency response. 10 C.F.R.
§50.47(b) (10); See, FEMA Findings 5, 4.
The means for early notification and instruction to the populace
within the plume exposure EPZ has not been established. 10 C.F.R.
§50.47(b) (5). See, FEMA Findings 4, 43.
The EOF is incapable of meeting emergency response requirements
because of the following shortcomings: lack of clear operating
procedures, fragmentation of the facility, lack of management
directions communications, and inadeguate size of facility.
10 C.F.R. §50.47(b)(2), (3) and (10). See, FEMA Findings 4,
¢1.
Adherence to critical time frames for notification; ingestion
pathway sampling and analysis; and reentry and recovery operations
have not been tested. 10 C.F.R. §50.47(b)(5), (10) and (13).

See, FEMA Findings 5, Y1 and 6, ¥ 1, 5.
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H) Emergency plans are inadequate in that the FEMA review of the

plans dated April 27, 1981 found 134 instances of lack of
full compliance with the planning standards and evaluation
criteria of NUREG-0654.

DATED: June 22, 1981

PICHARD J. WHARTON

Attorney for Intervenors'
CARSTENS ET AL.
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APPLICANTS' PROPOSED CONSOLIDATED
EMERGENCY PLANNING AND PREPAREDNESS
CONTENTIONS FOR HEARING BEFORE THE
ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

July 6, 1981

Based upon the two forms of "Stipulation and Order

Specifying Certain Contentions for Purposes of Atomic Safety

and Licensing Board Hearing" submitted herein on the record

of July 1, 1980, as well as "Intervenors' FOE et al. Proposed

Contention Re: Emergency Planning," dated June 22, 1981,

Applicants propose that the fecllowing emergencv planning and

preparedness contentions be specified under 10 C.F.R. §2.752

and consolidated under 10 C.F.R. §2.715a for purposes of

hearing before the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board:

Consolidated Contention No. 1

Whether the state of emergency preparedness for SONGS 2
and 3 provides reasonable assurance that the offsite
transient and permenent population within the plume
exposure pathway Emergency Planning Zcne, 10 C.F.R.
§50.47(<)(2), for SONGS 2 and 3 can be evacuated or
otherwise adequately protected in the event of a
radiological emergency with offsite conseguences
occurring at SONGS 2 and 3, as regquired by 10 C.F.R.
§§50.47(a)(1), (b)(10), and Part 50, Appendix E.IV.
(solely as it pertains to evacuation time estimates), in
that the guidance set forth in NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1
(Rev. 1), parts 11.J.8 and J.10, has not been satisfied.

Consolidated Contention wo. 2

Whether there is reasonable assurance that the emergency
response planning for SONGS 2 and 3, affecting the
offsite transient and permanent population, will comply
with 10 C.F.R. §§50.47(a)(1l) and (b) or (c)(1) as
regards:

A. the procedures for notification by Applicants of

State and local response organizations, 10 C.F.R.
§50.47(b)(5), and for notification of and continued
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*Lawrence J. Chandler, Esg.

OCffice of the Executive
l.egal Director

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission

+/0 Hanalei Hotel

2270 Hote. Circle, North

San Diego, CA 92108

Mr. Lloyd von Haden
2089 Foothill Drive
Vista, California 92083

Mrs. Lyn Harris Hicks
GUARD

3908 Calle Ariana

San Clemen.., CA 92801

Phyllis M. Gallayher, Esqg.

1695 W. Crescent Avenue,
Suite 222

Anaheim, California 92801

James F. Davis

State Geologist

Division of Mines and Geology
1416 Ninth Street, Room 1341
Sacramento, CA 95814

*Richard J. Wharton, Esq.
School vf Law

University of San Diego
Alcala Park

San Diego, California 92110

Alan R. Watts, Esq.

Rourke & Woodruif

California First Bank Building
10555 North Main Street

Santa Ana, California 92701

Janice E. Kerr, Esq.

J. Calvin Simpson, Esq.

Lawrence Q. Garcia, Esgq.

California Public Utilities
Commission

5066 State Building

San Francisco, California 94102

Atomic Safety and Licensing
Bcard

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission

Washington, D.C. 20555

Docketing and Service Section

Office of the Secretary

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission

Washington, D.C. 20555

*Richard K. Hoefling, FEsq.

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission

Office of the Executive
Legal Director

Washington, D.C. 20555

*Charles E. McClung, Jr., Esq.

Fleming, Anderson, McClunyg &
Finch, Inc.

23521 Paseo de Valencia,

Suite 308
Lacuna Hills, California 92653
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SAMUEL B. CASEY
One of the Counsel for Applicants
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISION COMPANY
and SAN DIEGO GAS « ELECTRIC CoO.
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