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PALMNETTO ALLIANCE AND CAROLINA ENVIRONMENTAL STUDY GROUP
SUPPLEFENT TO PETITONS TO INTERVENE
REGARDING EMERGENCY PLANS

Pursuant to 10 CFR Section 2.714(a)(3)(b) and the
Board’s Order of July 13, 1983, Intervenc‘l raimetto Alliance and
the Carolina Endvironmental Study Group (CESG) hereby file this
Supplement to their Petitions to Intervene listing the
contentions which they seek to have litigated in this matter, and
the bases therefcr, fully reserving their right tc amend cr
expand this filing on the basis of informetion not now known to
them such as may be contained in amendments to Emergency Plans
for the Facility, the Applicants’ Final Safety Analysis Report,
Environmental Report, or Application, or the Commission Staff’s
Safety Evaluation Report or Environmental Statements, which have
yet to be filed in this proceeding; or for other good causes as

provided for by 10 CFR Section 2.714(a)(1). Should the Boa:rd
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construe any of these contentions as an attack upon any rule or
regulation of the Commission, or any provision thereof,
Intervenors request that such rule or regulation be identified
and that Intervenors be permitted to seek an exception to or
waiver of the application of such rule or regulation with
resrect to this pnrtiéuler proceeding.

Intervenors Palmetto Alliance and CESGC would respectfully
ahow that the Application for the necessary licenses to own, use
and operate the utilization facilities known as the Catawba
Nuclear Station, Units 1 and 2, should be denied or appropriately
conditioned since the grant of such licenses would contravene the
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), Pub. L. 91-190,
42 U.S.C.A. Section 4332, where the environmental coats will
outweigh the ecconomic, technical or other benefits, new and
additionel information now being available which alters the
consideration made at the Construction Permit stage for the
facility; the requirements of 10 CRF Section $50.57 can not be met
where the Applicants can not demonstrate that the facility has
been constructed in conformity with the construction permit, that
it has been constructed and will be operated in conformity with
the Application, the Atomic Energy Act, and the rules and
regulations of the Commission; the Applicants are not technically
or financially quelified to engage in the activities for which
they seek licensing; and there is a lack of reasonable assurance
that license activities will be conducted in compliance with

Commigeion regulations or that such activities can be conducted



without endangering or being inimical to the health and safety of
the public; and that the requirements of 10 CRF Section 50.47 can
not be met where there is noc reasonable aasurance that adequate
protective measures can and will be teaken in the event of a

radiclogica! emergency in support of which Intervencrs would

contend:

1. Public information provided by Applicants and state and
local officiels is not adequate to ensure appropriate responses
to notification procedures. .
The principle aource of information is Applicent’s brochure,
which is inadeguate, intentionally deceptive regarding potential

health effects of radiation, and misleading, in that:

A significant body of scientific evidence that indicates
health effecte at very low levels of radistion is not cited.
Therefore, people with compelling ressons 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 seriocus accident ie
extremely unlikely. It does not indicate that there is danger in
accumulated radiastion dosage. It does not give adequate
information on protection from beta and gamme rays. It does not
specify how young "very young" is. There is no chart to indicate
overexposure during non-routine releases or accident to put into

perspective the possible dose received before or during an



evacuation. It does not specify ingestion dangers from

contaminated food and water. It does not specify the importance
of getting to reception areas for registration for purposes of
notification for evacuees’ re-entry to their homes, nor of
emergency notification for evacuees, accounting for fiscal
aspects of evacuation and for the basie of establishing legal
claims which might result from the evacuation, as apecified 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 #S )
Neither does it state that the reception areas exist to provide
decontaminatio» of people and vehicles. It states that in an
energency at Catawba, citizens "would be given plenty of time to
take necessary action.'" This cannct be guaranteed in the event of
a sudden pressure vessel rupture, where sheltering would be
indicated. Thie eventuality is not mentioned. It assumes all
recipients can read, and at a certain level of comprehension. As
a primary source cf 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 cf a
"plume exposure pathway," which would influence a citizen’s
choice of escape route. Although this information may be
availakble via other media during a crieis, it is important for
citizene to be aware of this phenomenon beforehand. Although the
North Cerclina state plan calls for emergerncy information to be

distributed as detailed in Part 1, Section IV, 2,2, and 4, no



such -aterzall other than Applicants’ brochure has been made
available. When and if such material is formulated, it should
include .nformation on points of concern as listed in this
contention. The emergency brochure falsely reassures residents
that they "would be given 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 & proximate
likelihocod. 1In that event, sign._ficant releases would reach
residente well before they were able to remove themselves fron
harm even under Duke’s overly optimistic evacuation time

estimates.

2. The information gathering procedures proposed by the mobile
monitoring teams and thermoluminescent dosimeters are not
adequeate to provide emergency operations personnel with the
immediate information required to make decisions necessary to
reasonably asssure the health and sefety of the public under
conditions of radioclogical release to the environment. Under
accident conditions TLD’s do not provide information quickly
enough to adequately assist appropriate emergency deciaion
making. Rather, they only provide a post hoc assessment of
conditionsa. Similarly, mobile teams cannot provide timely and
comprehensive information.

It is essential that information is gatherered that is

sufficient to:



l. quickly determine the direction of movement of

radioactive clouds and the spatial cheracteriatics of the cloud:;

2. determine ground level dose rates in the cloud and
adjacent areas and anticipate the pathway and ground level dose
rates at points more distant ;from the site.

This informastion is vital for adegquate emergency

notification, evacuation, and post-evacuation activities.

Without substantial improvements in the proposed plans’
information gathering procedures and devices --such as the
installation of & fixed real time monitoring system~--the proposed
plans cannot meet the reassonsble assurance standard of NRC
regulatione (10 CRF 50.57(8)(3)); nor can they comply with the
regulatory requiremente for adeguate emergency planning
[standards 4 eanc 9 of 10 CRF 50.47(g)(4) require & system to
permit reliable and timely means for asseasing and monitoring

off-site releases during a rediclogical emergencyl.

3. The emergency plans do not provide for adeguate emergency
facilities and equipment to support the emrgency response as

required by 1C CFR S50.47(b)(8) in that:

a) the plans do not provide for sufficient uncontaminated
food, clothing, and bedding for peraone who are evacuasted. The
plan does not attempt toc estimate these needs nor provide

specific information on how they are tc be met.



b) The plans do not demonstrate the unlikely proposition

that just 14 reception center/shelters are adequate to register
and process some 75,000 evacuees. Indeed, the Catawba Nuclear
Stetion Site Specific Plan (Part 4, SCORERP) provides that "all
evacuees, both those ordered and those spontaneocus, 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 whc may enter, it is
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 reception center --
exacerbating problems of crowding that already loom as serious
given the enormity of the task of processing EPZ evacuees at

reception centers with limited space and supplies.

4. Intervenors are informed that monitoring equipment used to
assess exposure levels of the evacuated population is antiquated
and inadequate. 10 CFR 50.47(b)(9) requires adequate egquipment
for assessing and monitoring offsite consequences of a

radiological emergency.

S. The plans for recovery and re-entry intoc the affected area
are inadeguate and incomplete in that:
a) There &are no adeguate provisions for who will pay and

maintain decontamination crews.




b) There are nc adegquate provisione for the availability of
sufficient lead containeres to enable the storage of contaminated
bedding, clothing and wastes without hazard from gamma emitters
to personnel and the public.

c¢) There are no adequate provisions for dealing with
contaminated wildlife and offsite domestic animals.

d) There are no adequate provisions that can assure the
decontamination of sufficient safe drinking water.

e) The provisions relating to the removal of dead bodies
and animal carcasses in the case of a serious accident are

inadequate. They merely delegate the responsibility to the Ccoroner.

€. The emergency plans do not provide reasonable assurance that
adequate protective measures can and will be taken [10 CFR 50.47
(a)(l)) in that:

a) There are no adeguate provisions to prevent runoff from
contaminated areas to non-contaminated areas downstreanm.

b) There are nco adequate provisions for preventing
contaminated wildlife from migrating to non-contamineted areas.

c) There are no aedequete provisions for preventing
contaminated persons from entering & non-contaminated zone. The
plans do not make clear whether or not registration at a
reception center/shelter is mandatory or not; if mandatory, by
what procedures will it be enforced and whet effort will these

procedures have on evacuation times and traffic flow?



7. 1In the case of a severe accident, such as a pressure vessel

rupture, advance warning would not be possible and evacuation
would not be an appropriate response. The only protection
provision for such an occurence is sheltering -- staying indoors.
The plans do not adequately address the effectiveness of
sheltering as a response, nor do they provide for alternative
solutions. The plans and public brochure of the Applicants and
relevant state and local authorities evidence an inability to
adequately plan for the worst possible case and hence fail to
provicde a reasonable assurance that acdeguate protective measures
can anc will be taken in the event of a radiological emergency

as reguired by 10 CFR S0.47¢a)(1).,

8. There ies n- reascnable assurance that adequate protective
measures can ancd will be taken in the event of a radiclogical
erergency in that the emergency plans of Applicantas, the States
of North Cerclina and South Carclina, and the Counties of
NMecklenburg, Gaston and York fail to assign clear and effective
pPrimary resbonsibilztzes 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 worat during the 7 to 9
hours after notification of staete authorities of the existence of
an accident at the Catawba Statiocn while the North Carclina State
Emergency Response Team (SERT) assenmbles and travels from Raleigh

to the Scuth Carolinsa Forward Emergency Operationes Center (FEOQOC),



located dangerously within the 10 miles EPZ at Clover, South
Carolina.

The FEOC 1tself would require at least three and
cne-half houre to be assembled and ataffed 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 inadegquate to the task of effective protective

response.

9. The plans do not adequately provide for the early
notification and clear instruction tc state and local response
organizationa and the public that are required by 10 CFR

S50.47¢(b)(S) in that:

a) There is little reason to believe that the fixed siren
system installed within the EPZ for alerting the populace will
operate as assumed. First, there is some question as to
wvhether or not the sirens will operate properly in an emergency.
Also, the back-up systems consist of "fixed and mobile sirens,
law enforcement sound equipment mounted on vehicles, boats and

aircraft and door-to-door notification"™ (Catawba Nuclear Station



Site Specific Pait 4 SCORERP Annex, p. A-l)--aystems which would
involve a significant drain on law enforcement rescurces needed
to implement evacuation procedures.

Secondly, if the sirens do sound, not all citizens who
would be affected and therefore require notification would be
able to hear a warning siren. Such a situation could arise as a
result of hearing impairments, weather conditions, distance from
sirens, etc.

Finally, the inadequacies of the public information (both in
terms of content and distribution) make it likely that many
residents will not respond to the sirens.

b) 1In the event of an emergency, citizens uncertain as to
how to respond would likely not know who to contact for
clarification and instructions,

c) In the event of a power outage the public’s access (and
possibly the access of state and local suthorities with emergency
responesibilities’) to emergency broadcest information could be
sericusly impaired. [Without e specific, reasonable plan to deal
with such a contingency, the emergency plans do not meet 10 CFR
S$0.47(b)(6) as well as (b} (S).]

d) There are inadequate provisions for notification of
special facilities such as hospitals, prisons, recreation areas,
aschools, etc. For example, neither the Carowinds Theme Park
nor the Heritage U.S.A. religicus retreat appear to have any
notification plans or procedures. A conservative estimate of a

peak summer crowd at Carowinde is 30,000 to 35,000 people.

3,



For such a crowd to be notified and given instructions on
how to leave the park in a quick, orderly, and safe manner
cleerly requires some set of special procedures that is yet to be
formulated.

e) The plan doees not provide for the availability of a

trained, independent, objectivé person or agency to assess a

situation and determine when notification of the puklic and state

and local authorities of an emergency or unusual event is

necessary. Plans that leave the regulated industry free to
define what 1s and what is not an'energency are fundamentelly

unsound.

10. The proposed emergency plans fail to provide a reasonable
assurance that the public health and safety will be protected
Lecause the responsibility for notificetion of the public and
state and local authcrities lies with the Applicant.

Given Duke Power Company’s track record of being elow to
meet ites cobligation of informing the public, the NRC and state
and local authorities of radiologicel releases to the environment
(for example the 1977 Oconee incidents) and the predictable
reluctance of any nuclear plant operator to resort to evacustion
procedures, the proposed plans do not adequately assure that the
public will be notified of an emergency in & timely manner.
Since the writings of James Madison, it has been recognized that
power must be wielded only where countervailing powers exist.

Even if Duke Power Company’s record were spotlese & policy that



relied on trust would be unwise and insufficient to provide

reasonable assurance of timely notificetion. it is vital that

an independent alert and notification process be eastablished.
Such & process could employ real-time monitore that could provide
direct emergency information to responsible state and local
authorities who, in consultation with Duke Power Company, would

nake appropriete notification decisions.

13, Effective emergency planning should be required for the City
of Charlotte, North Carclina in the event of a radiological
emergency at the Catawba Nuclear Station with the full range of
protective actions considered including evacuation of the City’s
population.

Through the prccess of annexation Charlotte continues to
grow rapidly in the direction of the Catawba station, and it will
likely encroach on the 10 mile EPZ in the near future. At
present the City’s neerest boundary is only 10.5 miles from the
facility and appears to be directly adjacent to the Applicant’s
proposed EPZ2. Prevailing southwesterly winds make center city
Charlotte the most likely target for an airborne release cf
radiocactivity from the plant. See, Catawba Nuclear Station Site
Specific, Part 4, SCORERP, p. 2.

In the event of an evacuation of the 10 mile EPZ around
Catawba many thousands of people would flow through downtown
Charlotte because plenned evacuation routes lead through the

city; because many EPZ evacuees "assigned" to other routes would

e
W
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choose these same routes since they are "evacuation travelsheda,"”
i.e., the fastest means of exit from the EPZ. See, Voorhees,
Catawba Nuclear Station Evacuation Analysis; and, finally,
because many additional "volunteers” will choose to join their
neighbors in fleeing the vicinity of the Catawba plant. Prudence
and effective protective action for those living near Catawba

require emergency planning for the City of Chariotte.

12. Applicante have not provided reasonable assurance that

adequate protective reasures can and will be taken by state,

local and utility emergency preparedness officials and other
entitiees and persons, such as medical facilities, fire fighting
and law enforcerent organizations anc social service agencies, in
the event of a racdiclogical emergency as required by 10 CFR
Section 50.47 end Appencdix E, and the specific criteria as set
forth in NUREG 0€5S4, Rev. 1. The facility is located in South
Carolina near the North Carclina border. Rock Hill, South
Carclina, is approximately 5.8 mileas from the plant and had a
1875 population of 35,346. Nearby Charlotte, North Carclina, had
a population of 281,417 within the city and lies only 10.5 miles
from the plant. The Charlotte-Gastonia SMSA had a 1975
population of 592,706, the bulk of which lies within 20 miles of
the plant, FSAR, 2.1-1, Table 2.1.3-2. U.S. Department of
Commerce, Bureau of the Census, County and City Data Book 1977:

A Statistical Abstract Supplement, (Washington, GPO, 1978), pp.

€48, 720 and 744. Recreational use of Lake Wylie, adjacent to




the facility and Carowinds amusement park, 8 miles from the

plant, and religious gatherings at Heritage, USA, facilities of
the PTL Club, and other nearby activities introduce transient
populatione in excess of 60,000 on a peak day. FSAR, Tables
2.1.2-17 and 2.1.3-19, p. 2.1-3. Applicaents are aspparently
unaware of the Heritage, USA, facilities. Nzither state nor
local emergency preparedness plans have been developed with
respect to the plant to protect people living within either the
plume exposure or ingestion pathway EPZ2a. Although Applicants
may anticipate the preparation and development of plans meeting
the paper requirements of NUREG 0654, Rev. 1, "e gocd, well
written plan i1s an important step toward achieving a preparedness
capability, but 1t is only that.” FEMA, Report to the
President: State Rediclogical Emergency Planning and
Preparednessz in Support of Commercial Nuclear Power Plants (June
19803, p. VI-2. Applicants have no intention of conducting the
“"full-scale exercise," called for by 10 CFR Part 50, App.
E(£)(l), but only well-rehearsed drilles involving no significant

novements of population.

132. The Applicants have not provided reasonable assurances that
adequate measures can be taken in the event of a radiological
emergency as required by 10 CFR Section 50.47 and Appendix E, by
including in the plume exposure pathweay EPZ for the facility at
least the communities of :Charlotte, NC, Gastonia, NC, and all of

Rock Hill, SC. Local emergency response neede resulting from



large population concentratione, the design of the fecility and
prevailing meteorology make & 10 mile EPZ inadequate in the event
of a radiological emergency . The design of the facility is
such that the planning basis which underlies the 10 mile standard
is inappropriate for application to the facility. 1 NUREG 0396,
Planning Basis for the Develophont of State and Local Government
Radiclogical Emergency Response Plan in Support of Light Water

Nuclear Power Plants, (December 1978); NUREG CR 1659, Supra.

14. The Applicants have failed to demonstrate their ability to
take effective actions to protect the health and safety of the
general public in the event of an accident in that the evacuation
time study presented by the Applicants i1s a piece of fiction in
the guise of science and may not be relied upon for determining
the ebility of Applicants and public authorities effectively to
evacuate residents of the Catawba EPZ in & timely manner.

By overestimeting the flow of traffic on evacuation routes,
the Applicants’ time study overeatimates actual traffic movement
by & factor of between three and twelve. A flow of no more
than 900 vehicles/lane/hour sghould be essumed, according to
preliminary estimates by D~-. Sheldon C. Plotkin of the Southern
California Federation of Scientists.

Traffic flows are further overestimated by failing to
account for veoluntary evacuation likely to take place from
Charlotte vie 1-77. All of the study’s estimates are premised

only on estimates of traffic flow within the EPZ2. They fail to



account for backups caused by extra-EPZ congestion, especially on

I-77 in Charlotte.

The Applicants’ evacuation time estimates erronecusly assume
quick responase by school buses and multiple school bus trips.
School buses in South Carolina are driven by high achool kids.
No public official would dare to send high school kid: into an
evacuetion zone to transport those without vehicles. ‘ime must
be allotted for finding drivers.

The Applicants’ study is fundamentally useless to making a
determination regarding the time within which evacuation can be
accomplished in that it makes numerous assumptions regarding work
and living hebites which are apparently made up out of whole
cloth. No references or other date bases are given for the
assumptions underlying these evacuation time estimates and they
cannot be credited.

The evacuation time estimates should be based only upon
worst case conditions, rather than best case conditions. The
Applicants’ study is far too optimistic in assuming that worst
case conditions will require only 156% of the time of best case
conditions. The judges are asked to take notice of their own
experience in Applicants’ counsel trying to reach York, South
Carolina, in the midst of what may be a modest snowstorm to
Yankee eyes, but which had plainly immobilized the entire
vicinity.

Further, Applicants’ study naively fails ‘o account for

parente going firast to their children’s schools to pick up their



children before evacuating.

Moreover, Applicants’ study, by slight of hand, dismisses
the major impact of the presence of large transient populations
at Carowinda amusement park and Heritage USA. Those
populations will take longer to evacuate than the study assumes
and will co-congest I-77 with resident traffic.

The fundamental test of the adequacy of an evacuatior plan
is whether it can be implemented in such a fashion as to
effectively avoid or minimize the radiological effects of a
radiation release. Absent a real life, real time evacuation
drill to test the system, any study presented in support of the
evacusation drill to test the system, any study presented in
support of the asdegquacy of the emergency plans must be
technically valid from a theoretical perspective and based upon
assumptione having sore relationsghip to the real world situstion
to which the study is supposed to apply. This study lacks either
basis.

A more reelistic eastimate of evacuation time for the Catawba
Nuclear Station in the Socuth Carclina Piedmont is that
evacuation will require a minimum of 32 hours, assuming &
conservative 600 vehicles/lane/hour vehicle travel time.
Appliceants are, thus, unable to provide reasonable assurance of
being able to avoid or meaningfully minimize radiation exposursz
in the event of a radiation release &t Catawba.

The Applicants thus fail to meet the requirment of NUREG

0654, Rev. 1, Appendix 4, in that their evacuation time estimates



may not be credited by the Commission end fail to meet Commission

requirements that it be able to demonstrate the ability of local

and state suthorities to take effective protective actions.

1S. The Applicants and the local and state Plans fail to
provide adegquate assurance that effective protective actions can
be taken because the provisions in the several plans are
inadequsate with regarde to transportation and related evacuatory
activities in the event of an evacusation.

The emergency pians fail, fuédauentally. tc¢ addrees the
peculiar conditicne of the areas surrounding the Catawba Nuclear
Stetion. Large segnents of these areas are rural. Some of
ther contain lower income communities. The time estimates used
by Applicantis assume that 10% of farmilies are without vehicles.
But in many of these homes, that vehicle is not home during large
parts of the day. OCften, those homes will have children and
elderly people at home without transportation. No census of
varying conditions has been dcne.

Moreover, the plans are premised on using school buses to
transport those without their own tranportation. School buses in
South Carolina ere driven by high school students. Even if some
public official were prepared to leave emergency activities in
the hande of sixteen year old youths, none would dare sencd such &
child intc an evacuation 2cne. No provision is made for back-up
drivers. Even i1f the drivers can be found, in many communities

those school buses are kept at the driver’s home at night and not



at some central motor pcol.

Applicants and the locsl and state planning officials have
failed tc demonstrate that adequate tranportation facilities are
available to evacuate the hospitals and nursing homes in the EPZ.
Nor do the plans demonstrate that adeguate provisions have been
nade for transporting yocung children at day care facilities.

Numerous parents heave informed members of Palmettc Alliance
that in the event of an evacuation their first response will be
to personally pick up their children regardless of paper plans.
The state and local plans fail to address this reaction which
will slow evacuation and add to confusion.

The experience at Three Mile Island demonstrates that many
citizens will not leave the face of a major threat. Southerners
have a special commitment to land and home which no government to
date has ben akle to overcone. Absent a full-scale exercise
which demonstratesd that these hard-headed Scotch Irishmen are
going to leave, no assurance can be had that the public will
leave in the event of an evacuation order.

The emergency plans assume, but do not demonstrate, that
adequate buses are available to move schocl children out in a
timely manner. Multiple bus pickups may be needed.

Evacuation plans which fail to assume that human beinge--and
not computer modelled facesimiles therecf--are to be evacuated
cannot but fail in the test. Applicants and state and local
emercency planners are unable to provide assurance that the plans

can be effectively implemented to protect the residente.



1€. The provisions for medical treatment of those exposed and
injured by a radiological emergency are inadguate in that:

a) The emergency plans do not demonstrate that a sufficient
number of hospitals capable of handling a large influx of
radiation victime are available. The Catawba Nuclear Station
Site Specific Plan (Appendix 3 of Annex C) only lists the total
beds of facilities "considered capable" of providing medical
support. The plans do not specify how many beds these facilities
have aveilable for the radiologically contaminated. In addition,
while & number of hospitals are "considerecd capable"” of providing
medicel suppcrt, only one hospital -- the Divine Saviour Hospital
and Nureing Home -- has actually agreed to provide treatment to
the radiclogically contaminated and it is located within the EPZ.
b) The plan does not take intc account the fact thet scrme of the
above-mentioned hospitals "coneidered cepable'" of providing
mecdical support will likely refuse to take radiation victimse
because decontairination of emergency rooms is too costly and
because the plans do not insure the hospitals reimbursement for
these expenses. ¢) The plans do not provide adequate assurance
that health peresonnel will agree to stay on site to treat
victime. For example, &t Three Mile Island the health perscnnel
were among the first to leave. d) The plans do not provide for
sufficient change of contaminated clothing and medical supplies

for heelth pereonnel.



17. Applicants and local and state planning officials have
failed to provide assurance that adegquate protective actions
will be taken Lo avoid unnecessary exposure of the populastion to
radiation by failing to provide ‘het radioprotective drugs,
specifically KI, is placed in each residence within the 10 mile
EP2, with instructions on use and purpose.

A significant effluent in a radicactive release is
radiciodine. The thyroid, which takes up radioiodine, is
particularly susceptible to radiation injury. Children are even
more radicsensitive in that regerd than edults.

Those injuries can be avcided by oral doses of KI. However,
to be effective, KI must be ingested before or almost
immediately after exposure.

The eide effects of KI are only demonstrated tc occur with
long-term use.

Failure to provide KI to all residents of the EPZ is
immoral. It provides an easy way to provide increased
protection against & significant scmstic injury at low cost.

The only real argument against it is that having KI in homes will

worry people. For shanme.

18. In the event of an emergency, loceal telephone aystems are
inadeguate to hardle the immensely increased volume of telephone
calla. Since notification of ermergency personnel relies upon
telephones and esince those withcut vehicles are expected to call

for a ride, major parte of the emergency communications systen



will be effectively knocked out. This applies especially to the

notification of school bus drivers as specified in the plan.

19. State and local officials and other support perscnnel
charged with responsibilities for action under the Cetawba plant
emergency plans do not possess the experience, training and
technical ability to prepare for a radiological emergency and
effectively implement the protective measures required in the
plans. The taskes recuired of personnel under the plans presume
knowledge and experience in omeréency planning, radiation and
radiation health efecte, among other areas. Intervenors’
nemberes are informed that many specified officials at the astate
and local level a2 well as such other key personnel as student
echool bue drivers are woefully undergualified to perform thei:
assigned tasks under the plans.

Although Applicants may anticipate the preparation and
developrent of plens meeting the paper requirements of NUREG
0634, Rev. ]}, "a good, well written plen is an important step
toward ach.eving & preparecness capsbility, but it ie only that."
FEMA, Report to the President: State Radiologicel Emergency
Planning and Preparednees in Support of Commercial Nuclear Power
Plante (June 1980), p. VI-2. Nothing in the paper plans submitted
by Applicante and othere can demonstrate this necessary
competence which in Intervenore’ experience is seriously

inedequate.



WHEREFORE: heaving supplemented their Petitions to Intervene with

this list of the contentions which they seek to have litigated in
this proceeding, and the bases therefcore, Intervenors Palmetto
Alliance and Caroclina Environmentel Study Group request that
their Petitions be granted, that they be provided the opportunity
tc be heard in support of their interests in this matter, and
that the Application of Duke Power Company, et al., for licanses
with respect to the Catawba Nuclear Stetion, Units 1 and 2 be
denied, or so conditioned as to protect the health, safety and
economic interest of Palmettc Alliance and Carolina Environmentel

Study Group.

esse L. Riley bert ild

854 Henley Place P.0. Box 12097
Charlotte, NC 28207 Charleston, SC 29412
CAROLINA ENVIRONMENTAL Attorney for

STUDY GROUP PALMETTO ALLIANCE

July 11, 1983
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