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DOLKEW“ UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
"84 APR17 MO:47

BEFORE: THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

Glenn O, Bright
Dr, James H., Carperter
James L. Kelley, Chairman

April 12, 1984

In the Matter of

} Dock =400
CAROLINA POWER AND LIGHT CO. et 81, ) e Flion. 0%

(Shearon Harris Nuclear Power Flant, ;
)

Unit 1) ASLBP No. 82-468-01
oL

wells Eddleman's Contentions on the Zmergency Plan (24 3Set)

These contentions are filed pursuant to extensions of tizel and are thus

timely filed. Eddleman contentions 2, 290, 30 (part), 56,57,%57,81,88,97,99,100,
103, 117, 11%, 121, 12&, 137, 139 and 140 were deferred to the Emergency Plan
stage. These must now be submitted as is, revised, or withérawn., All those

for which revisions are not submiti{ed herewith, I am submitting as is for rulings.
Cenenc 5 factors (O all vewoitatos (Nc| 200-265 .3 hirein, J0ren: "wHAT's New et for sime,
Revised Contention 2% Because the plan allows offsite radiation release /M,

-

before a generzl emergency is declared (Item 4.b, plan Part 1 p.%2: ef Figure
1 ‘ Q 33 L\‘“&V‘
%“(cited in part § IV.A.S p.?2 ibid), top row, "site emergency" )z and does

not begin to study evacuation feasibility until a general emergency in which
radiation release may be imminent (Item IV.A.4.c ibid; compare row 2 of fig. 9

(pt 1 p.23) under "General 3mergency": loss of 2 of 3 fission product barriers
e chua! (Row i, Fi§ G uniser "G Emevsencry
with loss of third barrier imminent"), evacuation cannot be ordered soon enough

G- 12
g to protect the public., This violates the requirement o£°§¥§{30062z App 1 og l-1

ntinuous
(State and/or Local Offsite Authority Actions) item B8 to A assess proggc%ive actlions.
Revised contention 30:m The plan's provisions (Part 1 pp 49-50)

for procurement, storage, distribution and decisions to distribute Potassiur

Iodide or other radaiological protective drugs do not comply with the rejuirements

1‘approved by Apclicants' attorney Baxter, Staff counsel Barth, with the
knowledge of the Board and the agreement of Judge Kelley (for Anril §) and
apparent consent of Judge Bright on April 9 (when Judge Kelley was unavailable).

D522
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of NUREG-0654 II.J.10.e (pg 62) that the plans must include "quantities, storage,

"immediate

and means of distribution" for persons whose evacuation may be infeasitle ofr
yaiex very difficult” who are in the plume ZPZ. The plan gives no quantities,
provides no means of distribution, and permits up to 20 minuts delay (item 7.c.l
thru &, pg 1-43/59) in the decision to distribute these drugs.

Revised contention “0A. The plan's provisions for procurenent of
radioprotective drugs do not specify the drugs or the quantities thereof
(see Part 1 pp 49-50), andm do not identify those persons whose "immediate
evacuation may be infeasible or very *ifficult" nor does the plan specify
how radioprotective drugs would be distributed to such persons. The only
locations of drugs identifie=d are the County Health Departments (plan, k9, iter
6a). All these failures violate NURE3-0654 II.J.10.e (5.62)°38 " bled D5 Fevisea
contention *C above.

Revised contention CA: The state and local governments must have
independent monitoring capability for the Harris plant to meet the requirements
of NURE3-0654 Appendix 1 p. 1-12 3d column, items 7 and 8 to "provide offsite
monitoring results to licensee" et al and "continuously assess information
from licensee and offsite monitoring" at the site erergency level. No such
capability is put into action in a site emergency untii:tklxxt about 1 hour
after notification of site emergency (Flan pt. 1 p.39 ite~ 5b) There will be
only 2 state tearms until about 24 hours into the accident (ivid). Accurate
assessment of the plure recuires independent fixed monitors around the site
as well as mobile monitors (Pisello, et al, state that to detect 2 release
of a certain amount of radiation, at least 70 monitors able to detect 10'9 of
the release must be scattered within 10 miles of the plant).

New contention 206 The plan fails to provide for the sheltering

and placing on stored feed of milk animals !tl“ifi) 2 miles of the plant
in a site emergency, NURZG- 0654 Appendix 1, p 1-12, 3d col iten 9, witr 1 o
$ ER Taple 2.1.3-1 veawe (¥

assessment of need to extend that distance (1i) 10 niles of the plant in (i

a general emergency, ibid p. 1-16, & 2d col ite~ pom
t5 extend that distance. & iten 1o, and assessing the need ' gy g
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GENERIC 5 factors for contention 206 and all other new contentions:
These contentions are timely filed under the Board's orders and extensions of time,
Therefore I don't think I have to address the § factors. but I will for safety's
sake, Timeliness is OK per the above. So far as I know, no other party
is pursuing the issues in these new contentions, and even if they do there
is no guarantee the other parties' contention(s) would be adritted. There are
no other means to protect my interest. The thorough incompetence of the
responsible state and local agencies is indicated by their massive failures
to include required informaticn in this plan that was served on me. CP&L
likewise appears incompetent (or in a rush) in serving a plan with so much
incompleteness and failure to comply with NRC requirements. There is no
guarantee any of these parties will (that's the language of 10 CFR 2,71&)
protect my interest. There is considerable reason to doubt‘it.
L There is no reason why these contentions would broaden the issues, since
emergency planning has been at issue from the start of this promceeding.
The new contentions cannot delay the proceeding, since discovery has not
begun, the emergency planning hearing is about a year away, and they were
timely filed as noted above. Without contentions, there can be no sound
record on these issues. I have considerzble knowledge of systems theoty
and practice that is applicable to interactive systems like emergency plans.
T can do cross-examination and anazlyze plans and systers, From the plan
as it now stands, it appears the state and county authorities have not
demonstrated much, if any, greater capabilities in these areas. !y main
concern is that if there is to be an operating nuclear plant here, near
the State capital and many important facilities and institutions and near
lots of people, the plan should work. It appears CP&L would accept Jjust
about any plan (this one is pretty atrocious -- so incomplete and full of
noncompliances) so they can't be relied on to develop a sound record. NRC
Staff has a record of approving just about any plan alsc, so they can't

be relied on. Only by critical examination of the plan can it be assured
that it would work if it were needed.
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The above 5 factors would also apply to contentions 200 thru 205, previously filed.
Revised contention 57C: The prevailing winds from Harris (1.e. the most

frequent winds) blow past the plant in the general direction of Cary and Raleigh.

ER figure 2.7.5-2 (Harris site precipitation wind rose) shows the fastest

wind speeds (10 mph) for the directions toward Cary (NZ) (NNE), with 9 mph

in the direction of Research Triangle Park (N). NUREG-CR-2229 (p”-bk §>1) shows

that "worst case results,for early fatalities are generally caused by rainout

of the radiocactive plume onto a city further than 10 but less than 25 miles

from the reactor." Therefore the TPZ should be extended to 25 miles in the

N, NNZ and NI sectors, Evacuation in such areas can significantly lower

fatalities (NURZG-CR-2279, ibid; cf also pp C-4 and C-5 thereof: Harris mean

early SST1 fatalities are 40 x P;; Indian Point, same case, 820 x Py; thus

.k
the 42000 lives to be saved per p. 28-47, translate to ?2%5 - S'g as many, i.e.

i
1/26 as many, or about 1600 lives).

Revised Contention 57-C-2: 3Since the most frequent winds from Harris
blow towards population centers (Cary, Raleigh) and a work center (Research
Triangle Park) more than 10 miles from the plant, it is appropriate to extend
the plume exposure EPZ, based on these local conditions, out to 25 miles
from the Harris plant in the direction of those cities and the Park. NURES-CR-C

2279, p. 2-42, shows that worst case results for early fatalities are
generally causedt by rainout of a radioactive plume onto 2 city over 10
but less than -5 miles from the plant, Evacuation within 25 milec can

/

5"
, (€ /
greatly reduce fatalities in sueh 3 cdse (ibid), &[Cr’ﬂ" @-Jf&/h)ﬂ #( 663

(4
- e s wit wumbeys (WCoPorahyy 4 vigrer, n,us)
Y G“ - Revised Contention 57-D-1. Because the average Harris site MM ’Zv’,,“

speed is about 7.7 mph (Harris ER, sec 2.3), even the unrealistically CNF‘*"‘
optimikgstic evacuation tines of Plan Fig. 13 (Pt 1 » 51) in unrealistically

good weather, the worst adverse weather bking heavy rain) at tire: when people are
awake, do not provide any meaningful possibility of evacustion. Z.g. the mini-um
evacuation time for a - mile radius is 1 hr 40 nine after notification. In that

tiwe the wind (avg) goes 10 miles. Accord, fastest 5 and 10 miles evacs 2 hr o
min. In that time the wind (avg) goes over 20 miles. A
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This violates 10 CFR 50.47(a)(1)'s reguirement for reasonable assurance af
adejuate protective measures will be taken. NUREG=-CR-2279 (p. =47, Table 2.5-2)
shows that evacuation can significantly reduce fatalities in a severe accident,
Similar logic applies to less severe accidents -- evacuation lowers exposure.

57.D-2, The effective evacuation speeds shown in the Harris plan
(Fig. 17, page 51 of part 1) are, at maximum,’ riles in 1 hr &0 min (1.2 mph)
5 miles in 2 hr 40 minutes 4 rph), and 10 miles in © hr 50 minm (3.5 mph)
under unrealistically favorabtle conditions (a1l people awake, weather good or,
at worst, rain (Hi' report on evac tires, p. 1-3 ite- C)). But NUR:G-CR-z239
finds (p. 2-40) that an evacuation speed of at least 10 moh is required to
avoid affects on early fatalities (i.e. increasing ther). Thi:s plan is
clearly inadequate to provide such an evacuation speed.
§7-D-%, The pxlan does not assure that a plure of radioczctive

material leaving the Harris site will be accurately located if th~ wind
changes direction. A sudden wind shift could convert a narrow plume into
a sweeping "flood" or "wave front" of radicactive material., That plan
does not provide for wind shifts at any point I can find in it.

57-C-3. The plan does not have orovisions for evacuation at night,
e.g. in the hours between 1 am and 6 am when most people living near the
plant would normally be asleep. Nor does the plan assure that they would
be timely awakened to take sheltering action, as e.g. on a surm-er night when
many might have windows open or air conditioners on. The plan should provide
automatic phone-dialing equipment to trans~it an emergency message to all
households in the EPZ for Harris, asking people to alert their phoneless
neighbors. Sich equipment is available according to Jesse Riley of Carolina
Environmental Study Group. This equipment would also be useful in daytime
evacuations.

§7-C-4, The plan's provisions for ice, snow or fog are inadequate,

consisting as far as I cau see of a one-sentence iter 8 on page 50 of part 1
saying that state DOT and municipal public works departments will be responsible
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k for clearing routes., This is a joke. The equipvent is not identified ofr

shown adeguate to the task of opening all such routes or keeping same clear,
The location of the equipment is not specified. Personnel availability for
these tasks l:: not addressed. Yet snow, icy or foggy conditions could
include substantial rainout or entrainment of the plume which would make
sheltering less effective and efvacuation preferable.

57-C-5. Plan provisions for clearing debris, vehicle wrecks,
(e.g. fallen trees from a wind storm, tornado or other storm which may have
also caused or contributed to the accident, e.g. via Loss of Offsite Power)
are inadeguate, see ite~ 8, part 1 p.50. No inventory of ezuipment, versonnel,
or estimate of time to clear sare, whether the eauipment could reach places
to clear wrecks or debris in the event of either a panicky or an orderly
evacuation, is provided. The planning is clearly inadecuate to accomplish the

goal, and violates the requirement of NUREG-0654,item II.J.10.k, page 63

to identify and provide means for keeping evac routes open, and to have contingency
measures.

207. The plan makes no provisions for accidents involving radicactive
material, including spent fuel, high level wastes, and"low level wastes"
(which can contain highly radioactive material like C5-177 or darmaged reactor

control rods) in transit to or from the Harris plant. Thus it doesn't adecuately

protect the health and safety of the public, (5factors, see . 3 supra)

§7-0-6, The olan, Part 1 p 635, gives an estimated mavimu~ resoonse tire
of four hours (!) for the Harris Z and ¥ center to respond in radiological
sampling. This is far too long. NURE23-CR-2279 shows that a 4 bour delay in
evacuating may not incresse casualties, but longer delays will (p. =43, Table

NC State U
2.5-1), It is not clear whether Duke University and e D
have the four hour response time (estimated maximu=) , but UNC-Chapel Hill does,
as does Oeneral Tlectric at Wilmington, which is a ?! hour drive from Harris,
With a 7.7 mph average site wind speed, a radiation release will go 30 =iles

pefore a response from any of these labs is guaranteed.

§7.C-7? The plan, Part 1 op 66, 68-71, does not orovide the plans of
vorious hospitals to treat radiation victims, can treat no more than 96 as

r
training or protection of enmer e v
pElne o0hn, e o "gxigﬁnﬁﬂi t;lnspggtingp{hclc victims to §33311.1a. ’:keas:



P
Quite obviously, more than 96 victims could be contaminated with radiation
in an accident at Harris. Cf. NUREG-CR 2239 p 2-47 data as adjusted per nurmbers
on pp C-U4 and C-5 thereof (corrections for Indian Pt vs. Harris) gives Harris
early injury figures about 5,5% of those in the tables 2,5-1 and 2 (ibid p. 2-43)
or 200 or more persons (except with evacuation to 25 miles, 100 early injuries).
57-C-8. The plan, p 68 (part 1) items 22,c,d, and e are not provided.
Yet these are said to be standarc procedures and reference ~aterials. The
adequacy of the medical facilities in compliance with NURL3-0654 itens II.10.
L. 1, 2 and & cannot be evaluated without the information left out of the plan,
as cited above. (Wl Q‘»(UJ x\\m &DQ‘S';“’ (L;fvd("\_n U‘-/‘\TV\ (;,1 5]},‘-”)(_,:1_\)&1\)
57-C-5. The plan for getting the SERT set up (pt. 1, p72) allows & or "?)
hours to set up SZRT and up to 7-9 hours to get a field command post activated.
These times are too long, since at TMI radiation releases occurred within 5.5 mors
hours after the accident began and within 2 hours of declaring a generzl emergency.
The state will not be able to respond in a timely way to radiation releases,
especially if time delays in alerting then to evaluate radiation releases
are made (no alert til general erergency dekclared, ver pp II-34 and I-32)
This fails to comply with 10 CFR 50.47(a)(1)'s requirement for timely action
for taking adejuate protective measures in the event of a radiological e-ergency
ané the requirements of 10 CFR 50.47 (a)(9).
57-¢c-10., The plan does not take account sufficiently of accidents
releasing groundlevel plumes or plumes coming rapim to ground level M\()&‘
L L 66 /CR 2227 p2.N¥ .G ses
(e.g. as at Ginna in 1982, NUREG-0909 p. |-'| )+ g Inversion conditions are a‘p\%«m“&
present about 50% of the time near Harris. The plan (pt 1l p a54:nd 50=5"; +
Pt. 2 pp 29-30, pt 3 p26, pt 4 pp28-°9, pt 5 p 31 ) provides no useful analysis
or information on sheltering effectiveness; but without knowledge of sheltering
effectiveness, the decision on that option vs, evacuation will be illinformed
and quite possibly wrong. The plan's discussion of protective actions is mostly
a list of them and a little handwaving -- it's hopelessly inadeguate.

57-C-11. Contrary to the plan"s listing of administering potassiur
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iodide as possible protective action for the public (part 1 p. L6 item 2 ¢ 3)5
the plan makes no provisions for availability or distribution of KI to the

or other radioprotective drugs

public. This violates NUREG-0654 o 6% which requires K%dfor those
"whose immediate evacuation may be infeasible or very difficult”. In 2
sheltering situation, that would be everyone. Delivery of KI through the vlure
wouldn't be ptactical. Tennessee (TVA) distributes KI to local residents
near N-plants, Harris should.

57-C-12. The plan's lists of protective actions (cited in 57-c-10 above)
do not include elementary measures like breathing through a damp cloth or
other filmter, except for one county. This omission bespeaks a low level of
sense and/or preparedness and/or competence arong planners. It also viclates
10 CFR 50.47(a)(1)'s recuirement for appropriate orotective action to be assured.
In sheltering situations, actions such as breathing 1through a filtering material
are surely appropriate.

5%7-C-13. The plan, in discussiing pkrotective actions, repeatecly
refers to "the best Protection Factor" (PF) for sheltering. Yet it nowhere
sets up criteria for identifying such protection factors or the highest PF
in any structure (eg. schools, homspitals, prisons, day care centers, offices).
The highest PF areas need to be deter-ined in advance to comply with 10 CFR
50,47(a)(1)'s requirement for assurance of appropriate protective action,
I¢ seeking the highest PF i appropriate action (as the plan states, Pt 7 pp”9-30,
pt 3 p 26, ot 4 pp 28-79, pt 5p %1) then that action must be assured.

57-C-14, The plan is inadequate in its treatment of transport (ot 1

p 4§7,pt 2 pp 29-71, pt * pp 27-°8, pt 4 p 29, nt § op *”.3% and the non-
existent Annex I) and traffic capacities (pt 1 p 48) of evacuation routes,
pecause it does not establish in advance pickup points for people without
trmspo%,{ G::‘J not assure adequaic transport can get to these points
in time, and does not seek to identify in advance those without transport

and advise them where to go for pickup. The average person has no idea what
wnearest traffic control point” is or where it is (pt ~p 1,7 p 5, Lp 9, 5p23)

Thus people wilkthout transport are ddprived of aprropriate protective lctign
violating 10 CFi. 50.47(a)(1).
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§7-C-15. The plan as I read it has no provision for further transport
of persons without transportation of their own., However, studies such as
NUREG-CR-2279 assume that persons once moved 5 miles outside the evacuation zone
"hLave means to avoid further radiation exposure" . If these persons are taken
to a relocation area or site (e.g. as schoolchildren) and have no further means
to move in the event of a radioactive plume coming to or over the site where
they are, they arenot adequately or appropriately protected (violates lo CFR 50.47(a)
(1)). Plumes can be very dangerous beyond 10 miles, NURZG-er * 2239 op 240 M43, 274,

§7.C-16, The plan fails to meet the requirement of 10 CFR 50,47(a)(1)
for reasonatle assurance of appropriate protective action in severe accidents,
NUEZ3=CR-2279 (p. 2-48) observes "at short distances each of the seven
scenarios (of Table 2,5-6, p 2-47) fails to provide sufficient protection
for a substantial rurber of weather sequences" so that casualties stay high.
Using the 1/26 correction factor for Harris vs, Indian Poitt prompt fatalities

(derived from pp C-4 anc C-5 P, multipliers and 900 vs 1170 Mie), this means
about Y47 prompet fatalities for Harris (avg) and over 690 in the worst case.
Dead people are not appropriately protected.
57.0-17. The plan makes no prepared and clear prokvisions for protective

actions beycnd 10 miles. But NURIG-CR-2739 says(p.2-51) that protective
actions beyond 10 miles can reduce peak early fatalities by about a factor of 10
and identifies “substantial impact of e-ergency response beyond 10 miles
on peak early fatalities". The state of NC apparently takes a fatalistic
attitude about such casuazlties; not plannaing for them vidlates the Atormic
Energy Act which places the protection of public health and safety above

economic or other considerations.

§7-C-18. The plan completely omits the Me~orandur of Understanding
between CP&L and the state, Filing of the plan without this important part

indicates incompetence (or perhaps a desire to avoide making information
available to intervenors) on the part of CP&4L and/or the State of NC.

The me~orandu~ is part of the plan and the plan‘ts éﬁ;ﬁﬁ%ﬁi te until a

memorandu~ in full compliance with 10 CFR 50.47,) the Atomi

Energy Act and all other applicable rules and regulations is incorporaiod tg.;gc
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57-C-19. The plan takes no account of rainfall distributions or intensities,

/ But NUREG-CR-2239, e.g. at page 2-9, says "washout of maaterial by rainfall
is a very efficient remcval metchaniem (so) it is important to account for the
frequency, intensity and spatial variability of rainfall" in modeling accident
consequences for nuclear plants, "High-consejuences events", (lots of deaths)
are associated with rainfall over population centers during nuclear accidents,
NUREJ-CR-22%9 observes., Without appropriate protective actions thought out

and planned and operable before an acecident, the public is insufficiently
promtected from radioactive rainout, in vidlation of 10 CFk 50.47 (a)(1).

§7-C-20. Nost qﬂﬁps to be used in the evacuation are two lane roads.
(See HMM report on evac times, , e.g Figs 5-1 and 5-2). Under conditions of panic

accidents can and will happen on these roads in an evacuation. Accidents will haovpen
without panic also. The traffic carrying capacities of these roads have apparently
not been assessed by the State. The only reference in Plan Aprendix H to such
assessment is to Pt 1 p 48 which gives no analysis. NC 751, NC 42, NC 55,

parts of U3 401, 64 and 1 are - lane roads as are all state routes identified

per that page. Lack of evaluation violates NUREG-0654 II.J.10.i (approx o 61-65).
(NX= all "57" contentions above are revised contentions)
Revised 67, The plan fails to establish care for radiation victirs on

a médile basis, in terms of ecuipment, training, planning, staffing and assuring
that staff for such motile care will report and be continuously availabdle
G '

during a nuclear accident, Yobile care is required by NUREG-0654 ”é [~ & cotes

Revised 81. The Harris emergency plan has not been tested or otherwise
formally evaluated and shown to provide the assurance of aporopriate orotective
action reguired by 10 CFR 50.47(a)(1). While NEC does not apparently require
the plan to be tested before the plant operates, the State DPpt of Crime Control
& Public Safety has stated that it learns from each plan test and that a test
of the plan should be made to show that it is workable.

undesr
208, The Harris emergencymplan has not been tested for, adverse weather
e.g. snow, ice, fog, tornados or severe winds

conditions,or evacuation at the times most people are asleeo (e.g. 1 a~ to

6 am). Even notification procedures have not been tested under such contitions.
TEhus the plan is a sham in terms of real probler evacuztion conditions. 5°€lg. rs
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209. The plan as filed does not contain the information asked for in
contegntion 99 filed 5-14-82, with only a handful of exceptions. Thus
the plan isn't proper for filing, and has failed to be sufficiently
updated in its first version, violating 10 CFR 50.54(t) and 10 CFR 50 Appendix E
IV G and other rules and regulations including failure to fully comply with
all rejuirements of NURE3-0654 including those referenced in plan Appendix H
which are mentioned or xinclude matters referenced in contention 99. Failure
to produce this information knowing that a contention asking it was filed,
would show incompetence by CP&L or the State. (5 factors, p.3)

107 4s submitted as is (note that all contentlions for which no revisec
version(s) are given in this submission, have been submitted for ruling. None
are withdrawn.)

210. I The plan (ot 1 po 61-63) fails to establish adequate decontarination
or recovery procedures x to comply with 10 CF: 50.&?(50(1}). This plan is not
"ceneral" for these matters, but virtuzlly nonexistent. The palan also
f2ils to comply with NURZ3-0654 itesns 10.M.1,2 and % in any meaningful way.

(5 faetors, p.82)

Gelehll "WHet"s New and iy couldn't file earlier? for contentions 200
thru 210: what's new is the plan, the information in it providinrg basis for
the contention, as cited in X each contention, or (when lack of infor ztlon
is zlleged) the lack of information in the plar or lack of sufficient inforration
in the plan, That is, what's new 1= the basis of each such contenion in
the plan, and that basis could not be established without the plan in hand.

why coulén't file esrlier; Plan not available sc basis not available,
similar contentions to many of these were filed earlier, but could not have
precise cites to basis in the plan since the plan did not then exist. Having
to file contentions atmt plans that don"t exist is a nuclear Catch-2  &s
this Board has observed previously. ‘hat's amazing to me is how the planners

are so good at overlooking matters raised in longstanding contentions.

If the planners were subject to the same sort of rules as intervenors (e.g.

no plans with mistakes that could have been identified earlier will be accepted),
no emergency plan in this case could be fi¥ed accepted; surely not this one
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4 :Z.(l Amnex I to the plan does not provide maps which are suitable,

accurate anc up to date maps for (i) operations (ii) the ingestion pathway

as required by NUREG-0654,/ II.J.10.a, page 61, "Maps showing evacuation routes,
evacuation areas, pre-selected radiological sampling and monitoring points,
relocation centers in host areas, and shelter areas" shall be included in the vlan.
10.b likewise reguires maps showing population distribution around the nuclear
facility which "shall be by evacuation areas" (ibid, p.61). This is inexcusably
sloppy planning, to leave the maps out (N2 the page of Annex I indicating that

no maps ar:z in the plan, does not have a page number). Bf‘ e [’ H‘i 1""‘3«'\5 uq ‘*\é.
QM Maps w T plow Qre v POnes T s saus
T bl

(eneric 5 factors covering this new contention, p.; p.1l has generic what's ’
new and why couldn't file earlier which covers this contention also.)
§ Pevised 117. The plan does not assessx the number and availabllity
of wrecker trucks and ecuipment to keep evacuation routes clear, either for
ordinary accidents or for hazardous cargoes or accidents involving same.
what if, for example, a car or truck tries to beat a train to a ecrossing
during evacuation, derailing the train and releasing hazardous mzterial
from the train or the truck (or even the car)? The plan violates 10 CF: 50.47
(a)(1) and NUREG-065k, item II.J.10.k for these reasons.
New 212, The plan due to its numerous deficiencies as noted in
contentions above and below, gives evidence that the planners have not
been properly trained (violation of 10 CFR 50.1#7&)(16)). or of dereliction
of duty by the planners, which would cast dou®t on their ability to responc
in a timely or appropriate manner during an accident, in violation »f 10 CF:
50.47(a)(1). Properly trained planners would not have filed such 2 slopoy
and incomplete plan, if they were taking their dutles seriously.
(5 factors, p.3; what's new ete, p.ll)
Revised 117-A. The plan takes no account of train schedules, particularly

as they might affect or impede evacuations at any time, but especially
at night or under adverse weather of fog, snow, sleet, high winds, tornados, ice etc.
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The capacity of trains to block evacuation routes and/or contribute to car
or truck wrecks which block such routes has not been analyzed, in violation
of NUREG-065k, item II.J.10.k.

Rovised 121, The radidlogical emergency response plans of the

State of NC and surrounding counties have been formulated without sulficient
reference to the Harris DE3S and FE3, and thus fail to address appropriate
protective actions under 10 CFR 50.47(a) for accidents greater thank the
design basis, which the F23 (p 5-61) admits is possible, and the uncertainty
of a factor of 10 to 10C admitted on page 5-84 of FEZ to be inherent in
NRC's estirmates,

124 is revised to add at the end (page 61), so the last line is:
"other criteria as recuired under NUR G.0654, Rev.l, at II.J.9., page 61"

New 213: The bozter notification plan (pvart 5, p.l5) does not include
the Harris lake, does not guarantee suficient boats or personnel to conduct
waraings, and in particular makes no provisions for boat or traffic accidents
during evacuation of potentially thousands of boaters from the lake. This
violates 10 cfr 50.47(a)(l) which resuires aprropriate protective measures.

Such measures should include liriting the number of bozters on the lake when
the Harris reactor is critical or whenever fuel handling operations are in
progress at Harris., Logically, adverse conseguences to boaters can be reduced

by reducing the number of boaters. The same logic applies even more to
swimmers and water-skiers who w.ll be harder to get out.

( 5 factors, p.”; what's new etc that applies to this is on p.ll).(a sirilar
contentions alleging no benefit of use of lake: near Harris due to evac risks etc
was filed earlier.

213-a. The vlan, p., vii, says that the plan contains so much
detail that "separate immlementing vprocedures arenot ddemed necessary",
Thus, the plan contains insufficient information about how 1t will
be imnlemented. This violates 10 CFR 50.47(a)(2) which requires that

plans can be imnlemented. But it also prevents intervenors from seeing
many implementation documents. Thus the plan 1s incomplate, viohtlng‘“g-"q-
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5 factors for all the following, p.3; what's nuev\for all, r.l1

214. The vlan (4 5 ,,,59.30, pt 3 p 26, ot 4 po 28-29, ot §

pp 32-33) 1is deficient in 1ts discussion of shielding. It should at
minlmum comnly with items 3.212 and 3,13 of International Atomie
Energy Agency (IAEA) "Plans for grfsite Res~onse to Radiation
Acceldents in Nuclear Pacilities", especially with regard to minimal
shielding by windows, desirability of stayirg In basements (which
many homes near the Harris plant domn't have), and making "& a
theoretical or exnerimental determination of shielding "actors fer
the different tvpes of builldings" near Harris. F,ilure to do this
violatesNUREG-0654, item II.J.10.m, v.6L.

215. In violation of 10 CPR 50.47 (b)(10) CP&L's evacuation
time study does not conform to NUREG 0654 Arnendix L and will not
provide accurate and useful guidelines for the choice or protective
actions during an emergency because the study

contains numerous so-called "conservatisms" including those
referring to recreational populations and vehicle capacity factors
(sae o,.g. sections 3-3 and 3«6) which may force evacuation time
estimates upwards and onrovide inaccmurate estimates for dec!sion
makers during an emergency, in the oninion of exvert Paul Holmbeck,
Potential hazards of such "conservatisms" are discussed in the 1Ak984
Byron pvartial initial decision under emergency planning,

216, In violation of 10 CPR 50.47 (b)(10) and noncofanformance
with NUREG-06Sl Appendix l, the CP&L evacuation time study ("HMM
report™) fails to divide population data into subgrouns (e.g. those
using autos and those not using autos, NURFG-0654, Appendix L, po Lhe2/3)
in any meaningful manner., Those without autos are simply assumed to
have access to transport. The exact method and tyne and avallability

of transvnort for those without

autos are not specified
schoolchildren, » except for
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217. In violation of 10 CFR 50.47(b)(10) and NURRG-065)
Appendix li, the CPXL evacuation time study fails to provide
adequate information for choosing protective xzxtim actions
du~ing a nuclear accident because it fails to svastamatically
consider the relative significance of alternative assurmmtions,
day versus night,

e.g. weather conditionszqneak transient versus off-peak tranaient

populations in accordance with NUREG-0654 Avpendx L IV-A, p.L-7,

218, 1In violation of 10 CPR 50.47(b)(10) and NUREG-0654 Appendix
't, the same study fails to provide adequate ififormation for choos'ng
anpropriate protective actions during a nuclear accident because
(A) it does not make evacuation time estimates for each sveclal facility
violates NUREG-065kL, Arvendix l, see xx
on an individual basis (xmarxidMxxxmdy at TT-c p.4-3, IV#B p.4-10 )
(B) it contains no information on industry shut down times consistent

with NUREG-065k4 Apvo L4 IV-B pp 4-=9/10. (8%e also Byron 198L inttial

partial decision, under emergency vlanning).
and reliability
219. Purther inadequacies threaten the crndibilitxqof the
or unreliable
HMM evacuation time study (if it's incredible ,it violatée lo CFR 50,47
(a>(4)/(t)(2) and (b)(5),(10) and (11)) . The study assumes, sec. 2 po 2<2/3
that (1) "the auto owning permanent ponulation segment w!ll evecuate
from their places of residence."™ (2) "the nublic will travel out of
the plume exposure E°Z along evacuation routes designated,
Neither of these assumptions, nop the sassugmption (p,.3-5)
that all school children will be evacuated by bus, can hold true
because of the undeniable fact that some parents will go to schools

to evacuate their children, Parents cannot be expected to evacuate

without their children,



wlbe=
220, The HMM g&u?y &u further incredibla and unreliadble in violation
of 10 CFR 50.%%1)?;) and (b)(5),(10), and (11) in that 1t assumes
auto owners will evacuate from residences rather than wcrkplaces
(pp 2-2/3), ignoring traffic jamms at work places, and it assumes
(pp 3-3,l4) that sufficient vehicles will be avallable for the
Boy Scout Camp south of the Harris reservoir to evacuate, (In WE's
experience as a Scout, the camns had only a few staff cars and maybe
one bus, for ponulations of hundreds of campers, ava'lable during
week days).

(a)(1) ard (2) and
221. The HMM study, in violation of S0.47(b)(10) uses the untested

and inadequate NETVAC II computer limulutzln model. The model
purports to account for human decisifon meking in route selection
through a dynamic route selection model. Driver pmreference is
assumed to be based on xx 2 criteria one of which assumes familiarity

with the area (which cannot be assumed for transiegnt nonulation),

Further, the impact of human behavior v under some degree

of stress is not considered nor is the impact of transients'
unfamiliarity with the area, Unrealis = could lead to
disastrous mis-decisions by emergency ponse personnel,

222. The HWI study violates 10 CP® £0.h7(a)(1) and (2) and (b)(10)

by not describing the svecial facilitied'highly individualized means

of transvortation or the availability of transportation resources which
might be available for the varifous facilities (violates NURRG-065)

Aop 4, II«C, p.k=3). At section 3-5, the study discusses school
evacuation, but no comparison of resources is made sufficlent to
determine the capability for single trip evacuation, A second trip

would expand time estimates for evacuation tremendously (obviously,

it would more than double them, since 3 bus trips would be needed to
do two evacuation runs).
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2223, In wiolation of 10 C™A SO0, L7(a)(1) and (2) and (b)(10)
the HMM study fails tqugnlldor highly individualized mobilization
times important to emergenry decision making (viélates NURFG-0654
App L4, IVeB, p.L4=9); (B) use time of day considerations (0654 IV#B, »n,
L4=10) in special facllity sstimates at pp 3.4, 64w (ete); (C)
consider time of day in m nursing home evacuation times, or viaiting
hours impacts on efvacuation of nursing homes (violates o654 Avp L
IV-B, p. 4=10, etc). These defects make it an imnrover gulde for
e 22h." Tn vic1acton of To GPR S0,L7(n)(1) and (2) and (b)(10)"
the HMM study 1s defective because it (A) does not use area-
violating

specific weather conditions, NURRG-06SL App L IVeA pp L<6 and 4-7;

(B8) does not ident!fy the adverse weathar Trecuency used (T4, IV.A,
p.i=6) (C) does not give consideration to the immact of neak
population including behavioral aspec.s (Id, IV-B, p.L-10),
Such amx defective study is unreliable for gulding emergency
response personnel in decisionmaking.

in the plan,
225. In viclation of NURBG-065L ¥.l.e, ongoing communications

between, and notification of, emergency rol:onso organizations (police,
fire, medical etc) relies unon cornmercial Teleohone. Pt, 2 p L2

Pt 3 p 39 pt L p UWO pt 5 p 4B, Given the likelihood of large numbers
of calls intenc d to confirm the accident, notify friends and relatives,
or obtain information on emergency plans or conditions, and given the
certainty that many of these calls will be directed to emergency
response personnel or persons at sites assoclated with the vlan, 1t s
entirely inanoropriate to rely on :ueh An overburdened and unre)fable
aystem of communications for eritical emergency communications, in

Holmbeck's opinfon, This violates 10 CFR SO.L7(B)(6).
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226. The use of commercial telephone for ongoing and notification

communications to and among emergsncy resnonse organizations (plan,
Pt 2 p L2, pt 3 p 39 pt 4 p LO pt S p L4B) violates the requiremant
of 10 CFR 50.47(b)(6) for "provisions exist(ing) for prompt communicat!ons
among principal resvonse organizations to emargency personnel”, Other
means of communicatior have not been analyzed to show they can handle
the trafficm of communication necessary among all the emergency
response organizations 1f phone lines are tied un with calls, or
inoperable, e.g. due to storms, tornadoes, electromagnetic pulse ete.
Note: the plan, pt 2 p L2 IV D 1 says "eommunication between Gaston
county and the state"™ (WHOOPS)., Intervenor will accept a 150-mile FPZ)

227.The emergency preparedness borchure, the primary means
of public education under 10 CPR 50.47(b)(7) re "how they will be
notified and what the!r intial actions miXX should be in an emergancy®
ete, 1s mrxteaky inadequate because (A) 1t's missing from part 1 p.L3
of the phn}' it hck‘Dinfomt!on about radiation and 1ts effects
on humans (C) listing of protective measures to be taken Auring
an emergency including evacuation, sheltering, respairatory protection,
radioprotective drugs, ete; (D) specific travel routes and alternative
routes from the area;(E) where to listen for or get emergency information;
(P) special measures for handfcanped peonle during emergencies,

228, Applicant cannot be deemed to have met the requirements
of 10 CFR 50.47(b)(7) regarding publie education and
information until 1t 1s at least demonstrated that the above -requested
information (in contentidn 227 (B) thru (F)) and other required
information will be or 1s in fact made available to the public on
& periodic basis,
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229, In plan sections dmatgmatms re public education and infor-
mation (pt. 1 pp L2-4S; Chatham Co., pt 2 pp 26«28; Harnett co, ot}
pp 22-25; Lee Co. pt 4 pp 24-27; Wake Co, pt S pp 27«30), Arnlicants
have falled to demonstrate any means for the dissemination of information
to the public that complies with 10 €™ S0, L7(b)(7) and NURRG.0654
!Ifgpugg;stl verified as having been successful in 1ts task of
informeing the public. PFallure to demonstrate that the publie
is informed wiolvates 10 CPR 50.47(a)(1) and (2). F.g. the public
could be provided with a tearoff mall-in (prepaid vostage) card on
the brochure with checkoffs for "received and understood" ofr "net
understood".

230, In violation of 10 CPR 50,47(b)(10/and applicable

evaluation criteria in NURMG-06S5L IT.J.10.g (n.63) emergency
plans for Shearon Har»is fall to demonstrate that adequate transnortation
resources to cvncunto::ihoolo in the EPZ are avallable, Plans for
providing "means of relocation™ (pt 1 p L7, pt 2 pp29-31, pt 3 pp 2726,
pt L p 29, pt 5 pp 32«33) contain no useful information to prove that
adequate vehicles will be avallable and onerable for school evecuations,.
10 ¢P? SOL7(®)(1) requires that where eveacuation devends on resources
other than those of the snecific schools involved, the nlan must
include means to coordinate such action, and those !nvolved must
be able to execute the actioh,

231. 1In vioclation of 10 CFR SO.47(®b)(10)and avnlicable
evaluation criteria of NUREG-0654 II.J. (pp 60-6l4) the Harris Emergency
Response plans do not adequately address the need for notifi~ation
of schools in the nlume exposure pathway EPZ or the required

communications systems to coordinate their evacuation, Two way radios

on all school buses are necessary should evacuation be called for during

pickup or dropoff times or in the event that buses must make additonal
trips or change route due to plume shift in changing winds,
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232. In vitlation of lo CFR 50.47{(b)(10) and NUREG-0654 II.J.
criteria (pr 60-6l), communication with the schools in the plume
exposure EFZ ‘s not assured, nor s communication between these
schools assured (their phones will be jarmed with irncoming calls
in an emergency -- this hanpened at T™MI)., Yet an evacuation may
have to be celled for after a veriod of sheltering, so communication
that cannot be blocked by phone & failures or jammed switchboards
has to be assured to all schools 4n the EPZ,

233, In violatlon of 10 CFR 50.47(db)(L) anad evaluation criteria
in NUREG-0654 TI.D. (p.42) the Harris emergency plans fall to provide
an adequate emergency classification and action level acheme (pt 2 » 3,
pt 3 p 31 pt 4 p 32 and ot S p 37), give protective response options
for each different emergency classification for the counties of
Cnatham, Lee, Harnett and Wake or other areas in the EPXZ. level

p.1-12 (advocates assessment of sheltering at site em,
Contrary to Appendix 1 of NUREG-0654,,these schemes defer assessment

of appropriate protective sctions fo;«the public until a "genersl
emergency exists"or until " avents have occurred or %im are !n pmrogress
which involve imminent or actual substantiel core degradation or melting
with potential of loss of conta‘nment",

234. Contrary to NUREG-0654 Avp 1 p.1-12 thet advocates
assessment of need for sheltering at the site emergency action level,
the Harris plan defers such assessments until teo late, .e, until
a general emergency, & meltdown or imninent or actual loss of
containment of radiocactive poison at Harris 1is in progress (see page
cites in contention 233 above). That's too late and shows & callous

disregard for the publis health and safety in vitlation of the
Atomic Bnergy Act, 10 CPR 50.47 (a)(1) and (b), and 10 CPR 50,47 (b)(L).
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235. Portiona of the Harris emergency plan which purport to
assure that the mobility-impaired will be adequately protected (pt 1 oli7
pt 2 p 30, pt 3 pp 26-27, pt 4L p 28, pt S pp 31-32) fall to assess
the resources necessary or availlbler:: this task.
Means for protecting persons whose mobility 48 impaired due to institu-
tional or other confinement are required by 10 CFR 50.47(b)(10) and
specified in NUREG-065L evaluation criteris II.J.10.4 and g.(op 61,63 14d.)
236. In violation of 10 CFR 50.47(b)(10), (a)(1) and NURPEG-065L

evaluation criteria II,.J.10.d4. and g, (vp 61,63), the Harris
emergency plan for the mobility impaired (see page refs in contention
235 above) does not (A) designate transportation resources for homebound,
nursing home and hospital patients (and prisoners and the handicanped);
(B) establish self transport capabllity 8xists for all facilities for
such persons as noted in (A) above in the Harris EPZ (C) Fa!l to
prokvide timely access to radioprotective drugs (KI) for hospitals
and nursing homes in the event of ranid accidents or radiolodine releases
(violates NUREG-0654 II.10.3f, p.63).

237. The Harris emergency plans suggest versons without
personal vehicles walk to pickup vo’‘nts where school buses will
evacuate them (Pt 2 v 31, pt 3 p 28 pt L » 29 pt S p 33). In violation
of 10 CFR 50.47 (b)(10) and NEG-0654 I1.J.10.%g p.63, there is
no indication that such vehicles and drivers for them exist, that
routes for them without conflict with avacuation traffic flow exist, or
that any estimate of the time required for such procedures have gheen
made., Thus evacuation has not been determi‘ned suverior to sheltering
for personnel without vehicles under some evacuation conditions, but

the pland oes not give planners the information to say which conditions.



22
238. Provisions for the adm'nistration of radiological-protective
drugs (KI) to emergency workers and persons in huppitals ofr hursing
homes (pt 1 p 47 pt 2 p30 pt 3 pp 26-27 vt LL © 28 pt S p 30) are
inadequate to provide timely protection from radioiodines. KI is
mainly to be stored at county health departments and distributed
during an emergency. Travel to supoly these drugs will surely be
difficult during an evacuation, and has not been planned for specifically,
e.g. routes, alternative routes, timing.
Predistribution of KI with regular replacement of supplies to

arpssure it remains effective versus radioiodines would be better,
239. Provisions to distribute KI at facilities in the Harris EPZ

do not appear to designate individuals to distribute KI or other
radioprotective drugs or to make sure each individual at risk
receives it, Risks of using KI, and obtaining informed consent

in advance to use KI, are not addressed. Patients must be infomrmed
of the risks and benefits of KI or any other radioprotective drug
they are asked to take, under medical ethics. If this is not done
in advance, distribution may be greatly delayed in an accident,

2L0., Procedures for monitoring evacuees for radiation under 10

CFR 50.47(b)(10) and NUREG-0654 II.J.10 and 12 fall to adequately
protect the health and safety of evacuees, emergency nersonnel

and persons in the host community. Local goverrments are responsible
for shelter monitoring (pt 1 p 61,but their cavabilities for
decontamination have not been delineated. Would contaiminated
persons have to be turned away from shelters? Locations for evacuee
monitoring and decontamination (and availability of materials for
decontamination) is #nclear in the plan, pts 1, S&7-61, pt 2,33«35,
pt 3 pp 30-34, pt L pp 30-34, pt kS -- 36-38.

241, The plan's use of host sites (mainly schools) for decomntaminat?!on
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is entirely inanpropriate and 111 advised. It would leave schrols
ckontaminated, where children susceptible to radiat!égh?:oreso
than adults) will be later, Evacuees should be monitored after
they leave the EPZ before they continue to a host area, Facilities
and personnel to do this should be provided. Otherxtwise evacuees
may spread contamination, induce panic, and meke host aresas
unable to perform their functions.

242. While benefits of economies of scale should be exnloimted

by the NC Dept of crime control and public safety emergency planners,
attention to site specific planning required by 10 CFR 50.47(a)(L),(2)
and (b) must not be compromised. Prequent references to the McGuire
nuclear plant and its locale, e.g. pt 2 p L2 ("gaston county"),

pt 2 o 26, etc, indicate the (A) the SHNPP pian 1s a copy of the
McGuire plan and (fB) officials in the vicinity of SHNPP hexve not
sean this plan yet or they would surely have caught these x errors,
These errors indicate possible violation of 10 CFR 50,47(b)(16).

243. In violation of 10 CFRP 50.47(b)(15) radiological resvonse
training has not been provided to all response organizations

and individuals who may be called upon to assist 4n an emergency,

e.Z2. directors and coordinators of the resnonse organizations, first
ald and rescue personnel, local sunrvort services personn2l including
fire and police; medical support personnel, and all offsite ofrganizations
(and members thereof) having mutual afd agreements with local agenc!es
inthe Harris » emergency plan.

2hly. 1In violation of 10 CFR 50.47 (b)(5) and (b)(6) the Harris
emergency resoonse plan d oes not adecuately vrovide for notification
or cormunication between and among emergency s response organizations

and personnel so that communications necessarv to t‘mely

and promot evacuation can be imvlemented effectivelv, Phores will gat
tied up.
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2L.8. The Harris emergency olan relies too heavily o 7olunteer
personnel to effect an evacuation., The emergency plans fa!l to
indicate the number of volunteer personnel who are necessary or
who will be assuredly available to perxform the resnonsibilities
assigned to them. The plans fio not take into account nersonal
conflicts between volunteer responsikibilities and concern to
protect families and relatives in the EP&Z, which mean that
volunteers may not show up for their emergency jobs or may
leave them (cf. Ka! Erekson study in Shoreham case),

They don't account for valunteers possible fears of radiation

which would not avpnly in other types of emergencies,
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