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TESTIMONY OF FEMA REGARDING EMERGENCY PLANNING

CONTENTIONS ADMITTED B THE BOARD IN THE CATAWBA PROCEEDING

State your names and positions with FEMA.

John C. Heard, Jr. - Chief, Technological Hazards Branch, -
Natural ané Technological Hazards Division,
FEMA Region IV - Atlanta, GA

Thomas I. Hawkins - Emergency Management Program Specialist

Have each of you prepared a statement of professional qualifi-~
cations?

Yes, a copy of our statements of professional gualifications
are attached to this testimony.

State the nature of the responsibilities that each cf youv have
had with respect to your review of Catawba nuclear station units
1l and 2 emergency planning.

John C. Heard, Jr.:

As Branch Chief, it is my responsibility to see that the Catawba
Nuclear Station Emercency Response Plans for South Carolina and
North Carolina are reviewed by the Regional Assistance Committee
{(consisting of eight other Federal dept./agencies) and the FEMA
Region IV staff to assure that all NUREG-0654-FEMA-REP-1, Rev. 1
standards and criteria applicable to State and county aovernment
are met. Additionally, I have reviewed the South Carolina,
North Carolina, and County Radiolocical Emercency Response Plans
for the Catawba Nuclear Station. I have also reviewed the ob-
jectives and the scenaric of tl.. February 15-16, 1984 exercise,
which were developed jointly by Duke Power Company officials and
representatives from South Carolina and North Carolina. I par-
ticipated as a Federal evaluator at the North Carolina State
Emergency Response Team (SERT) Headquarters durinc the February
15-16, 1984, exercise. I reviewed and approved the vpost-exercise
assecssment report of the Catawba exercise.

Thomas I. Hawkins:

I have reviewed the North Carolina and South Carolina State and
local radiological emercency resvonse plans for the Catawba
Nuclear Station; I have observed and azssisteéd in the develoopment
of the objectives and scenaric for the exercise of those plans;
I observed and evaluated the S.C. FEOC operation during the
exercise, and I have written a post exercise assessment report
of the Catawba exercise. All of these efforts were accomplished
as part of my responsibilities as the emergency manacement pro-
gram specialist assigned to the liaison position between FEMA
Regicon IV and the States of North aznd Sonth Carolina.
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What is the purpose of this testimony?

24, The purpose of this testimony

is to a »ss joint intervenors
contentions numbered 1, 3, 6, 7, &, 9

re
11, 14, 15 and 18,

Cententicn 1

Contention 1 provides:

See next page.
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EVERGENCY PLANNING CORTEN

d. Pubdlic informstion provided by Applicants and state and
locel efficials is not aZazuate to enasure l;;rc;ri.t; reapcnaes
te notificeticn procedures.
The principle acurce of inforssticn is Applicent’as ‘Prochure,

which I8 fnadeguete, intenticnelly deceptive regerding potentieal

heelth effectas of recietion, and zialesding, in thet:

A =significent body of acientific evidence thet ircicetes
heelth effecte ot very low levels of racdiation ia not cited,
Therefore, pecple with corpelling resascns te stay (such as
farners tencding te livnugock) Rey not take the threst aeriocualy,
axpecielly after being repectedly told in the rest thet redietion
ia not perticulerly harxful, and thet e sericus accident ias
axirerely unlikely, It cdoes not indicate thet there 4a danger in
sccuruleted readistion dcasge. It cdoes not give adeguate
inferretion en pretection frer beta and gerre raya. It does not
specify how young “very young™ is. There is ne chast te indicate
Cverexposure during non-routine releases or eccident to put inte
pPerspective the possible doae received befcre or during an
evecuation. It does not specify ingesticn cdangers frox
contarineted food and water. It does not specify the irpocriance
©f geiting to reception areas for registretion for Furpcses of
not:ficnt}on for evacuses’ io-cntfy to their gcnon, nor of
exergency notificstion for evacuees, accounting for fiacal
ascects of evacustion and feor téc besis of estebliahing legal
cleins which might result from the evacueticn, as specified 4n
“"Catavbe Site Specific NUREG Criterfa™ p. E2, #3. 1In fact,

citizans are told they nny go directly to “stay with friends or
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relastivas living et lasat 1% nilas froa the plant” (p. 10 #35 )
Keither coes it atate thet the recepticn arsas sxiat to provice
Cecontarinstion of pecple ang vehicles. It atatas thet 4in an
sarergency st Cetevie, citizens “would be given plenty of tirme to
teke necessary ection.” This cannct be gueranteed in the event of
@ suclen pressure veasel rujture, where ateltering would be
incicated. This eventuelity is not menticnes., J¢ aasunes all
recliplientis cen read, and at @& certain level ef ces»prehensicn. As
& privery acurce of infcorxetion, 4t fa inperative thet ell have
eccess to and understending of the esergency procedures to be
taken. There 48 no inforxeticn concerning the existence of a
"plune ex;oaure pathwey,”™ which would influence a citizen’s
choice of eacspe route. Although this inforrxetion nay be
ava!latle viea othar media during @ crisis, it is izpecrtant for
citizens to be avare of this phencrencn refcrehand. Although the
North Cerclina atete plan cells for erergency infecrmstion to be

Cistributed as detailed in Part 1, Section iv, 2,2, and 4, ne

such meterial other then Applicanta’ brochure has been made
avalladle. When and 4f such material fs ;arzulntcd. it ahould
inclucde irnformatiocn on points eof concern as listed in this
contenticn. The energency brechure falsely reassures residents
that they "would be given planty of tine to take necessary
ecticon®™ 4n the svent cf an -:af;-n:y. In the event of & vessel
Tupture, such as cne resuvliting from a PTS incident, @
cetasirephic fellure of the conteinrent fa a preoxinste
likelihood. 1In that event, significent relesses would resc=h
resicdents wvell before they vere atle teo ;czovo thexzelves érc-
hern even uncder Duke’sa overly cptinistic evacustion time

estizgtien.
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Q5.

AS.

Q6.

A6.

Q7.

A7.

Q8.

AB.

Q9.

_4-
What are the reguirements of FEMA regulations and what is the
regulatory guidance with regard to the provision of information
to the public for radiological emergency preparedness?

NUREG-0654~-FEMA-REP-1/Rev. 1, Section II, G, "Public Education
and Information":

Information is made available to the public on a periodic
basis on how they will be notified and what their initial
actions should be in an emergency (e.g., listening to a
local broadcast station and remaining indoors), the prin-
cipal points of contact with the news media for dissemina-
tion of information during an emergency (including the
physical location or locations) are established in advance,
and procedures for coordinated dissemination of information
to the public are established.

What public information provisions have been undertaken, or
are planned for radiological emergency planning for the
Catawba facility?

State of N.C. Emergency Response Plan, Part I, pp. 53-56;
Gaston County Procedures, Part II, pp. 25-28; llecklenburg
County Procedures, Part 111, pp. 27-30. South Carolina
Site-Specific REP Plan, Annex "A", pp. A-2, 3; Catawba
brochure; York County Emergency Operations Plan, Annex D,
Pp. D-1 to D-5. SCORERP, Annex C, pp. C-1 to C-23.

Is information made available to the public on a periodic basis
on how they will be notified ané what their initial action
should be in an emergency?

Yes. Via Catawba brochures, and, in N.C.: N.C. Emergency
Response Plan, Part I, pp. 53-55; Part 1I, pp. 26-28; Part 11I,
pp. 27=29. -

S.C.: SCORERP, Annex C, Appendix 1, pp. C-10, 11; York County
Plan, Annex D, pp. D-14, 15.

-

Does the Applicants' brochure include sufficient educational
information on radiation? Explain.

Yes. Regional Assistance Committee (RAC), especially EPA, DOE,
and Department of Health anéd Human Services (DHHS) representa-
tives, have reviewed the brochure and found it adeguate. Serv-
ing on the RAC are several health physicists and at least one
nuclear encineer who have apnroved the brochure for technical
and educational adequacy.

Does the brochure give adeguate warninc of the health effects
of low level radiation, the danger of accumulation of radia-
tion, and information recarding protection from beta and camma
radiation? Explain.
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Yes, pp. 4, 5 of the brochure clearly states types of radia-
tion, their effects and what protective steps can be taken.

I1s there need for a chart in order to inform the public how
to cstimate dose? Explain.

While there i. no FEMA requirement for such a chart, the
brochure chart (p. 5), is helpful in understanding sources
and amounts of radiation on @ comparative basis.

Is it necessary that the brochure specify dangers from inges-
tion of contaminated food and water? Explain.

No, the planning standard and criteria of NUREG 0654 do not
require that dangers from ingestion of contaminated food and
water be specified in a brochure; however, the brochure does
provide that water, milk and food supplies will be monitored
on page 9 (bottom).

I1s the reference in the discussion of radiation in the bro-
chure with respect to "very younc" adeguate? Explain.

While the NUREC standards do not reguire an explanation of
radiation with respect to the very young, the brochure does
explain on page 4 (kottom) that the very young are more
likely to be harmed by radiation.

Does the brochure provide adequate information on how the pub-
lic may obtain additiocnal information? Explain.

Yes, emergency manacgement officer phone numbers are listed on
the front inside cover.

Does the brochure provide adequate information for protective
measures, e.g., evacuation routes and relocation centers,
sheltering, respiratory protection, radio=-protective drugs?

Yes, page 9, through remainder cf brochure satisfactorily
complies with the criteria of G.1. of NUREG 0654. There are
no provisions for administe. . ng radio-protective drugs to
the ceneral public in the .~ th Carolina or South Carolina
plans. Also, information is provided in the York County
plan, page Q-26.

Does the brochure contain sufficient information concerning
the existence of a "plume exposure pathway"? Explain.
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While there is no reference to "plume exposure pathway", the
brochure explains that if there were an accident at Catawba
Nuclear Station, that the areas affected would éepend on
winé speed ané direction (brochure, page 2).

Is the brochure deficient in that it does not state that recep-
tion areas exist to provide decontamination of peop'e in ve-
hicles? Explain.

No, page 10 explains that shelters would have facilities for
decontamination of evacuees and their vehicles.

I1s the brochure deficient in that it does not specify the im-
portance of registration for purposes of (a) notification re-
grrding later reentry of homes by evacuees, (b) emergency
nucification of evacuees and (c) establishing legal claims

of evacuees? Explain.

No, the specifications of the importance of registration is
not required by NUREG 0654. However, the purposes of regis-
tration are indicated on pace 10 of the brochure.

Is the brochure inadeguate beczuse the level of comprehension
is inappropriate? Explain.

No, it is comparable to other brochures of the region reviewed
and accepted by the RAC and FEMA., Also, the ceneral public
brochure is supplemented by a student brochure.

Is the brochure inadequate because it indicates there is suf-
ficient time available to take appropriate action? Explain.

No. In the event of a large release, sheltering may be a more
appropriate protective action if adeguace time is not avail-
able for evacuation.

Is there adequate information regarding the special needs of
the handicapped? Explain.

Yes, the front inside cover advises the handicapped to inform
the emergency agency of their special needs.

Have the principal peints of contact with the news media for
dissemination of information during an emergency (includine
the physical locations) been established in advance? Explain.
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Yes, these contact points are established in accordarnce with
NUREG 0654 and listed in the following plans: SCORERP,
Annex C, p. C-3; S.C. Site-Specific, pp. A-2, 3; York County
Plan, p. D-2; N.C. Emergency Response Plan, Part I, p. 56;
Part 11, pp. 26-27; Part 11I, p. 28.

Have procedures for coordinated dissemination of information
to the public been established? Explain.

Yes, and these procedures are listed in the following plans:
SCORERP, Annex C, pp. C-9-11; York Countyv Plan, Annex D,

pp. D-6-9; S.C. Catawba Site-Specific, Annex A, p. A-22; N.C.
Emercency Response Plan, Part I, p. 55-56; Part 1II, pp. 27-28;
Part 11I, pp. 28-29.

Based upon your review, is the brochure adegquate and is the
emergency planning standard regardirg public information-
satisfied? Explain.

Yes, using NUREG Planning Standard G, all five evaluation
criteria, the RAC and FEMA have approved the brochure.

Contention 3

Contention 3 provides:

See next page.
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3. The erergency planas do not provide for segLate @rergency
foecilities and eguipnent to aupport the errgency Tearcrse as

Tejuired by 10 CFr S0.47(x) 8y in thet:

@) the plans g€c not Frovide for avfficient uncenterinated
focd, clething, and Ledding sor Feracnas who are ovo:uitcd. The
Plan does not atterpt te ezlirate these heede ror Provide

specific intermetion en bov they are tec Le met.

B) The Flans do not dercnatrate the tnlikely Fropeaiticen
thet just 14 Teception Center/atelters &re aZejuete to Tegiater
end proceas acre 75,000 ®vVacueas. Ind-ed, the Cetavte Nuclear
Steticn Site Specific Plan (Part g, SCORERP) Frovicdes that %411
®vecuees, Loy thoae crderes and theae #pontenesus, wil) be
Frocesser through thesr rc;;eétivo Teception Centera” (p. B-2),
With no clear plen for controlling entry and exit from the
rsception Centers, and no Teatrictiens en who Bey anter, it 4is
very likely that Teception centera will boéénc Overcrowded,
Ferasns frorm cutside the evecuetion .rc;’will be unccratnndably
Concerned eboyue wvhether eor net they lave Leen exposad ¢o
racieticn and right wvell Froceed to o hearby fecepticn center --
@xecerleting prodlers ef Crowding thet elready loor as Aericus

Fiven the enorrity eof the task of Frocessing EP2 evecuees at

Tecertion centera with limited frece and supplies.

ALY



B R e T I L —

024.

h24.

Q25.

A25.

Q26.

A26.

Q27.

n27.

Q29.

Azg.

Q30.

-8

What is the purpose of relocation shelters?

The purpose of relocation shelters is to recgister evacuees,
monitor and decontaminate evacuees and vehicles if necessary,
and to provide food, shelter and medical assistance to those
evacuees who might need it for a limited perioé of time.

Do the State or Federal regulations regquire, or regulatory
guidance provide, that evacuees must be processed through
relocation shelters?

No.

From FEMA's experience, what level of usage of relocation
shelters by evacuees relyinc on such centers for shelter and
a place to stay during an evacuation would be expected?
Explain.

Natural disasters experience indicates that approximately 20%
of evacuees avail themselves of relocation shelters.

Do the plans adequately provide for "sufficient uncontaminated
food, clothing, and bedding for persons evacuated"? Explain.

These provisions are not required by NUREG 0654 to be contained
in the plans; however, the brochure asks evacvees to bring
bedding and extra clothing.

What are the plans for controlling entry and exit from the
relocations centers?

There is no NUREG 0654 requirement for controlling entry and
exit from relocations centers; however, shelter SOP's cener-
ally contain these procedures.

Will the fourteen relocation shelters be able to adequately
register and process the number of evacuees asserted by
joint intervenors (85,000)? Explain.

There are 38 primary shelters, not 14, and over 100 shelters.
Also, as indicated in A26. above, only approximatelv 20% of
the total 85,000 figure can reasonably be expected to seek
public shelter.

Do NUREG 0654 standards recuire that provisions be made for
sufficient shelters and uncontaminated focd, clothing and
bedding for evacuees?

S e I o e i i e 4 e e e e e B e e Bk L
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A30. No, NUREG 0654 requirements regarding shelters are confined 1
to requiring that the means for recistering and monitoring
evacuees at relocation shelters be described. This require-~ |
ment has been met by the plans submitted.

Contention 6

Contention provides as follows:

See next pace.
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€. The erergency plens cdo not provicde reascnadle ssaureance thest

tive meesures cen and will be taken [1O CFR 50.47

n

acdeguate prote

(a)(1)) 4n thet:

€) There are nc edeguete Frovisions for preventing
conterinested peracns fror entering 8 noen-contarinsted zone. The
Flans do not peke cleer whether or not Tegistration et a
recepticn center/atelter ia »ancdatcry or not; if --nditory, by

whet procedures will it be enforced and what effcort will theaes

"

Frocecures have con evecusticon timea and treffic flow?
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Is there a reguirement that registration at relocation shel-
ters is mandatory? Explain.

Ne. This 1s an option of the individual. Facilities are
provided and their use encouraged.

Would provisions for registration at relocation centers have

an effect on evacuation times and traffic flow? Explain.

No. Shelters are outside EPZ, and located so that they do
not affect evacuation times.

Is it necessary that plans provide for preventing contaminated

persons from entering a non-contaminated zone? Explain.

No. There is no NUREG 0654 recquirement for this prevention.

Are there such provisions for Catawba? Explain.

No. There are provisions for decontamination, however.

Does failure to require registration at relocation shelters

prevent a finding that emercency plans do provide reasonable
assurance that adeguate protective measures can and will be

taken pursuant to NUREG-0654-FE!?-REP-1/Pev. 1? Explain.

No.

Contention 7

Contention states:

See next page.
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7. The Applicants' emergency plans and public brochure and
the plans of the relevant Stete &nd locel suthorities do not
adequstely address the preparations that sbould be made to
ackieve effective sheltering, nor the actions that people
should tzke when edvised to seek shelter. Eence, the plans
and brochure fail to provide 2 ressonzble sssuraznce that
adequate protective measurer can asd will be tzken in the
event of a radiological emergency es required by 10 CFR

50.47(a)(1).
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Q36. What pre-planre? preparations are necessary for effective
sheltering i. ° event that protective action sheltering
is required in a radiological emergency?

A36. No pre-planned preparations are required by NUREG 0654 for
in-place sheltering.

Q37. What provision is made to advise the public of preparations
that should be made for effective sheltering?

A37. Brochure and listen to EBS and follow instructions.

Q38. 2re the applicant's emergency plans and nublic brochure ade-
guate to inform the public with regard to preparations that
should be made to achieve effective sheltering and what
actions the public should take when advised to seek shelter?
Explain.

238. Yes. As stated in A36. above, no preparations are reguired
by NUREG 0654. The actions the public should take when
advised to seek in-place shelter are given in the brochure
and will be given in the EBS messaages.

Q39. 2Mre the plans of the State of South Carolina and the State of
North Carolina adeguate with regard toc preparations that should
be made to achieve effective sheltering and advising the public
wnet actions they should take when advised to seek in-place
shelter? Explain.

A39., Yes. These sections adeguately advise the public of actions
they should take when seeking shelter. §.C.: SCORERP,
Annex C, pace C-17; N.C. State Procedures, Annex D.

-

Q40. Do the plans of the appropriate local authorities adeguately
address the preparations that shouléd be made to achieve shel-
tering and indicate the actions that the public should take
when advised to seck shelter? Explain.

240. Yes. These sections adeguately advise the public of actions
they should take when seeking shelter: York County Plan,
p. Q-26, and Annex D; Mecklenburg County Plan, Part 2, p. 21;
Gaston County Plan, Part II, pp. 29-20.

Q41. What standard of NUREG-0654-FEMA-REP-1/Rev. 1 does this con-
cern relate to?

241, J.10.m.
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R43.,

Q44.

Ad4.

Q45.

A4S,

15~

Does this concern with recard to adequacy of preparation for
effective sheltering and advising the public as tc what
actions should be taken when seeking shelter prevent a find-
ing that this standard is satisfied? Explain.

No, as explained above, the NUREG 0654 reguirement rvlevant
to the concerns raised by Contention #7 has been determined
by FrMA to be satisfied.

Contention 8 - See next page.

Describe the assignment of primary responsibilities for emer-
gency response in the emergency plann.ng for Catawba.

SCORERP, p. 7: 1In accordance with State law and written acree-
ments (table 7.7), te Department of Health and Environnental
Control (DHEC) and the Emergency Preparedness Division (EPD)
have been delegated the authority to coordinate off-site RER
planning, training and response. Their duties are: DHEC =~
Technical radiological control; EPD - Operational control.
Specific responsibilities of State agencies are listed on
paces 11-19 of SCORERP and on paces 55-58; local government
responsibilities are also listed in SCORERP on pages 55-58
and on paces 19-20; York County Plan, pp. 5~12 (alsc see chart
of responsibilities p. 18). (The Departments of Crime Control
and Public Safety (DCCPS) and Human Resources (LHR) have the
rinary responsibiliiLy for responding to emercencies resulting
Erom an incident at the Catawba Station. Howeves, any State
agency may be tasked with an emercency mission.) N.C.:
charts: Part I, State, pp. 28-30 (and p. 26); Part II, Gaston
County, pp. 14-18; Part III, Mecklenburg County, pp. 12-16.

Do the emergency plans of the States of North and South Caro-
lina and the counties of Mecklenburg, Gaston and York assign
clear and effective primary responsibilities for emergency
response and specific responsibility of the various support-
ing organizations? Explain. -

Yes, see A43. above, and, these assionments of responsibilities
worked well in the Catawba exercise last February.

What arrangements have been made with respect to prinmary re-
sponeibilities while the North Carolina State Emercency Re-
sponse Team (SERT) assembles and travels from Raleich to the
South Carclina Forward Emergency Operations Center (FEOC)?
Explain.

SERT does not travel from Raleich 1o the South Carclina FEOC
but locates at Douglas Airport. The N.C. area coordinator
assists counties until SERT arrives at Doucglas Airport.
County governments are in charce of operations until the
State assumes control in both South and North Carolina.



8. There 1a no Tssacrable sasurance thet acdeguste protective
Reaaures cen ane will ke taken in the evant of e raciclegical
eErergency in thet tle ®#rergency plans ef Arplicents, the Stetes
ef North Carcline and South Cercline, and the Counties of
Kecklendurg, Caston ang York fasl to G23ign clear and effective
Primary rc.}onsibi)!tiol for erergency reasponse and feail to -
’oltohlish apecific Tespcnalibilities of tre vur;cu. u:;pcrtiég
crgenizeticns. Conflict, coenfusien and lack of cosrdinetion are
dikely tec prevasl. Conditicns may be the worat during the 7 to ©
houra afier notification of atate authorities eof thc.cxiltchcc ef
&% saccicdent at the Catevia Station while the Nerth Cnéclin. State
Erergency Fesporse Teem (SERT) Ssserbles and travels frorm Releigh

to the Scuth Cercline Fereerd Erergency Operaticns Center (FEDC),

Joceted c::gercuozy within the 10 Rilea EP2 ot Clever, Socuth
Cerclina,

The FEOC itself would Teguire at least three and
ere-half houra tp be annertles and ataffed frea Celuszbdia, Scuth
CAIOlihl.. While the formal avthority te order &vécistion of the
Plure expeasure pethwvay EpP2 atQa:dI(ng the North Cerclina-Soyusy
Cercline border reastas with the Feapective atate §°verncrs, a
cernfusing and ineffective @Fray ef consultetive and Celagetive
Sutherity aprears to cloud the lines of prisary Fesponaibility,
The residyuel Teaponaitilities of the Tespective County

§overnsents, agencies and the BupPort crgenizeticons ATe elither

unsrecified or inecdeguete te the tesk of effective Froetective

responae,
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Do the respective emergency plans of the State, and the local
governments provide for clear effective assignment of primary
responsibilities for emergency response during the veriod of
time that it would take to establish and staff the FEOC?
Explain.

Yes, local governments in both States would be in charge of
emergency response during the time it takes to establish the
SERT and the FEOC.

What are the standards of NUREG-0654-FEMA-REP-1/Rev. 1 that
relate to the concerns raised by the intervenors in this
contention?

NUREG 0654, "A. Assignment of Responsibility", "H. Emer-
gency Facilities and Equipment”, "P. Responsibility for the
Planning Effort: Development, Periodic Review and Distribu~-
tion of Emergency Plans".

Addressing the appropriate evaluation criteria, have the pri-
mary responsibilities for emergency response b the State

and local organizations within the emercency planning zone
been assigned? Explain.

Yes. All items under Planning Standard "A", NUREG 0654. but
one, have been approved by the RAC and FEMA. (Evaluation
criteria item A.3. was found deficient in both States in the
latest RAC plan review due to absent and/or inadeguate letters
of agreement from private sector agencies.

Have the emergency responsibilities of the various supporting
organizations been specifically established? Explain.

Yes. York County Plan, pp. 5~12; SCORERP, pp. 55-58; local
government responsibilities also listed in SCORERP, pp. 55-58.
N.C.: Part 1, pp. 28-30; Part II, pp. 14-18; Part II, op. 12-16.

Has each principal response orcanization been staffed to re-
spond and to augment its initial response on a continuous
basis? Explain.

Yes. N.C.: Part I, pp. 26-27; Part 11, p. 15; Part 111, ©. 15.
§.C.: SCORERP, p. 1ll; York County Plan, ». 12.

Have the respective State and local facilities and centers
provided for timely activation and staffing enabling a find-
ing consistent with standard "H" that adeguate emercgency
facilities and eguipment to suppcrt the emercency response
are provided and maintained? Explain.
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Yes. Generally, emergency facilities and eguipment have

been found adeguate by the RAC and FEMA. (Evaluation cri-
teria item H.l1l. has been guestioned in the South Carolina
plan review. We expect this to be correcteé and noted in
the State response before May 1, 1984. Plan provisions
which address this guestion are as follows: SCORERP, p. 39,
pp. 67-69, pp. 55-58; York County Plan, p. 15, Q-34-36,

N.C. Emergency Response Plan: Part I, pp. 82-25 and Part 1I,
pp. 39-42; Part 111, pp. 41-45 and Attachment 3.

With respect to Planning Standard "P", have the plans made
adeguate provision fcr an assignmert ¢f responsibilities for
plan development and review and for distribution of erer-
cency plans and proper training? Explain.

Yes. N.C. Emergency Response Plan, Part I, p. 99; Part 1II,

p. 47; Part 111, pp. 50-51. SCORERP: Annex B, ». B-l, p. 12,
p. 38. York County Plan: p. 0-39, p. 8, p. 12: Site-Specific
Plan: p. 20.

Contention 9

Contention 9 provides:

See next page.
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9. The plans ¢do not acejustaly provide for the sarly
nctificetion end clear inatrustion to state and leocel responae
ergeanizeticrna and the pudlic that are Tequired by 10 CFR

SO.€7(L) (%) 4n that:

Secondly, 1€ the airers deo sound, not al) citizens who
would be ;!{cctod and therefcre reguire notification would be
able to hear @ werning airen. Such a situatien could .rine.cs e
reault of heering irpeirnents, vestler cenditions, diltunce_{ro:

Birens, »tc.

€) In the event cof a pover cutage the pudlic’z eccess (and
Feszilbly the eccess ©f ateate and lecal autherities with erergency
Tesponeibilities) to erergency Broadcoast inforration ecould be
aericuely irpaired. [Without @ apecific, resacneble plen to deel
with auch & contingency, the erergency p-.ans do not seet 10 CFR

SO.A7(EY(E) a8 well as (B)(%).)
;‘) For exerple, neither the Cerovinds Thcit Park
ner the Keritage U.S.A. religicus retrest SFPear to have any
-

netification plans or procedures. A Coriaervelive estirste ¢ a

pesk aurner crowd at Carovinds s 30,000 te 3%,000 pecple.

Fer avch & crowd to be notified and given instructicns on

how to leeve the perk in a Quick, orderly, and sefe menner

clearly reguires acne set of speciel procedures that is yet to be

{crzuluttq.
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AS53.

Q54.
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What provision is made for notifying the public of an emer-
gency at Catawba and aévising the public of actions to take?

The S.C. Site-Specific Plan states "fixed and mobile sirens
in the 10 mile EPZ are used for alerting the populace" (S.C.
Site-Specific Plan, p. 3). "“The primary means for initial
verbal notification of residents in the 10 mile EPZ of
Catawba Nuclear Stotion will be the local Emergency Broad-
cast Stations (EBS), while the primary means for follow-up
EPI will be the SC-ETV" (York County Plan, D-7). Five pri-
mary EBS stations are listed for York County (York County
Plan, D-8).

In North Carolina, fixed sirens serve as the primary public
alerting system within the 10 mile EPZ in Gaston and Mecklen-
burg Counties. Emercgency service vehicles eguipped with
sirens and public address (PA) systems and operated by emer-
gency services and law enforcement personnel provide a
back-up system. (N.C. Annex C, p. C-2. For additional de-
tails see N.C. Part 2, pp. 22-24; N.C. Part 3, pv. 20-23.)

EBS for the Charlotte area will be activated following sound-
ing of the sirens. Details concerning the emergency situa-
tion and conditions and instructions or protective actions
will be included in EBS messages. (N.C. Annex C, p. C-3.)
The plan lists one Common Program Control Station (CPCS) and
40 other EBS stations. (N.C. Annex E.) These stations moni-
tor the CPCS and can rebroadcasc the message.

Additional information on how to respond to protective action
recommendations, including in-place shelterinc and evacuation,
is detailed in the public information brochure which is dis-
tributed to all households in the 10 mile EPZ.

The public warning and notification system in North Caroliia
includes water areas on Lake Wylie and the Catawba River.
Aircraft, boatc with and without sirens and PA systems, and
marina vadios will be used to warn peorle on the water. The
National Weather Service Radio Ercadcast System, in addition
to EBS, may support cperations, if needed. (N.C. Annex C,
Ps &)

During the exercise in February, 1984, effective coordination
£ sirens and EBS messacges were demonstrated in York, Gaston
and Mecklenburg Counties.

Is the siren system adeguate to provide early notification to
the persons in the EPZ (plume) (1) generally, (2) who have
hearing impairments, (3) who are inside homes with perhaps
competing sounds from TV programs and record players, and (4)
whe are asleep, giving consideration in each case to the
effects of veather conditionc such as snow or excessive winds
with howling or strong wind noise? Explain.
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AS4. Alert and notification systems have been satisf anOIIW} onera-~
tionally tested periodically. The official, engineering and

acoustical testing will be dCCOlelShed utilizing cuidance pro-
vided by the publication entitled FEMA 43 at some future date.

Q55. What consideration, if any, is civen in the emergency plans of
the State and local governments or the plans of the applicant
with respect to the possibility of a power outage affecting
prompt notification due to the inability because of the power
outage of radio and TV stations to operate and further in-
ability of residents to hear a message at their homes when the
power at their homes is out? Explain.

A55. Plans for North and South Carolina describe mobile sirens and
alerting systems that could serve in the event of a power out-
age. (S.C. Site-Specific Plan, p. 3; York County C-4; N.C.
Annex C, p. C-2.) The North Carolina plan provides a back-up
system, whereby emergency vehicles would be dispatched along
preassigned routes, and stop every % mile in pcpulated areas
to issue a verbal announcement. (N.C. Part 2, pp. 23-24, Part
3, p. 20.) The plan goes on to state that, "if necessary,
door to door alerting will be accomplished by the back-up
warning system." (N.C. Part 2, p. 22, N.C. Part 3, p. 20.)

The CPCS EBS station should continue as an effective means to
transmit messages during a power outage as cfficial EB3 sta-
tions are reguired to have emergency cenerators. Persons with
battery operated radios should receive th: message over the
radio in the event of a power outage at home.

Q56. What provisions have been made for notification of special
facilities such as Carowinds Theme Park or the Heritage U.S.A.
Religious Retreat? What assurance is there that the poten-
tially large number of persons at the facilities will be prop-
erly and timely notified of an emergency at Catawba and ad-
vised &s to necessary protective actions? Explain.

A56. 1In a conversation between Recion IV staff and a Duke Power
Company representative on March 19, 1984, the utility per-
sonnel stated that tone alert radiocs will be supplieé to the
Carowinds Theme Park and the Heritage U.S.A. Religious Retrea“
to assure early notification of events occurring which might
require protective actions. Evacuation plans have been
developed by owners of these facilities which discuss how
notification of persons will take place ané describin¢ pro-
cedures for their evacuation. In Heritage U.S.A., security
patrol officers will make house to house and building to
building searches to notify persons of evacuations. The
Carowinds plan details procedures for preparing for an evac-
vation, notifying cuests, and carryineg out the evacuation.
(Duke Power Company transmittal of March 21, 1984, including
both evacuation plans.)



Q57.

A357.

w3 e

Do the concerns expressed by the intervenors in this contention
prevent a positive finding pursuant to NUREG-0654-FEMA-REP-1/
Rev. 1? Explain.

No, but a standard caveat would be included in the approval
that the alert and notification system will be cofficially
evaluated by FEMA at a future date.

Contention 11

. Contention 11 provides:

The size and configuration of the northeast quadrant of
plume exposure pathway emercgency planning zone (Plune

EPZ) surrounding the Catawba facility has not been properly
determined by State and local officials in relation to
local emergency response needs and capabilities, as re-
guired by 10 CFR 50.47(¢)(2). The boundary of that zone
reaches but does not extend past the Charlotte City limit.
There is a substantial resident population in the south-.
west part of Charlotte near the present plume EPZ boundary.
Local meteorological conditions are such thut a serious
accident at the Catawba facility would endanger the resi-
dents of that area and make their evacvation prudent. The
likely flow of evacuees from the present plume EPZ through
Charlotte access routes also indicates the need for evacua=-
tion planning for southwest Charlotte. There appear to be
csuitable plume EPZ boundary lines in southwest Charlotte.
The boundary of the northwest cuadrant of the plume EPZ
should be reconsidered and extended to take account of
these demographic, meteorlogical and access route condi-
tions.
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Q57a. Based on your review of the State and local plans, what is
your conclusion regarding the adeguacy of the present con-
figuration of the northeast guadrant of the plume EPZ for
Catawba?

AS7a. First, the present configuration meets the "about 10 mile"
reguirement of 10 CFR Part 50.

Second, FEMA finds the configuration of the northeast quad-
rant of the plume EPZ to be sufficiently adequate to insure
that the general public in this zone can be promptly notified
and be able to take appropriate protective actions in a
timely fashion.

Contention 14

Contention 14 providesr.:

See next page.




I
o

s
|

ty to

[

34. The Azplicants hsve falled to cercrnatrate their abll
take effective acticns to protect the heslth and axfaety cf the
general public in the event cf an accicdent in thst the evac-uaticon
time stufy presented by the Applicants is & piece of fiction in
the guise of science and »ay net be relied upon for deterxining
the ability of Applicants enc public suthorities effectively to
evecuate rericdents of the Catavta EFZ 4n a tisely manner.

By cverestivating the flow of treffic on svacustion routes,
the Applicants’ time stucdy eversstinstes sctusl traffic ncverent
by a fectcr of betwesn three and twvelve. A flow cf no more
than 500 vericlea/lane/hour atould be assuned, occcrtxné te
grelirinery estivates by Dr. Sheldeon C. Pletkin ef the Scuthern
Celifcrnia Federation of Scientiats.

Treffic flows are further cverestimeted by {-:ling te
eccount for voluntary evacustion likely to take place from
Charlotte via 1-77. All of the study’s estirzetes are prenised

enly on estiratesr of traffic flow within the EP2. They fail to

account fer beckups casused by extrea-EFZ congesticn, especially ©n
3-77 in Charlotte. »

The Applicants’ evacuvation tise estinates errcnecusly sssune
quick responae by achoel busea and multiple sches) bus trips.
€-hool buses in South Cerclins esre ériven by high acheol kids.

Ne public official would Cdere to send high school kida into an
evecueticn zone to transpert those without vehicles, Tire must

be alictted for finding drivers.
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The Applicents’ stucy is funcdasantally waeless to making &
deterninetion regarding the time within which evacuetiocn can be
acceorpliated 4in thet 4t makes numercus assurziicns regarcing work
and living hetits which are apparently macde up out ef whole
cloth. No references or other cets beses are given for the
aspurpticns underlying these evecuetion tire estirates and they
cennct be creditecd.

The evacueticn time estimates ahould be based enly upon

wo

*

8% cuse conditicns, rather than best case conditicens. The
Applicenta’ study is far too cptinistic in sssuning that worast
case conditions will reguire only 1%6% of the tine cf best cese
conditicns. The jucdges ere asked to take ncotice cf their own
experience in Applicents’ counsel trying to reaach Yerk, South
Cercline, in the micdst of whet may be & »cdest snowsiors te
Yarkee eyes, but which hed pleinly irvctilized the entire
vicinity.

Further, Applicents’ atudy neively fails to sccount fer

gerents going first to their chiidren’s schools to pick up thelr

children before evecuating.

Xoreovar, Applicents’ study, by i1$9ht cf hand, cdisniases
the mejor impact of the presence ef lerge transient populaticons
et Cerovinds sanusenrent perk and Keritage USA., Those
po;u}otlo;o will take leonger to evacusts than the study ssscres

and will co-congeat 1-77 with resident treffic.
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The fundarmental teat of the adeguscy of an evacuetlicon Fien
48 whather it can be irplesanted in auch a fashicn ss toO
effectively avoid or minimize the radiclogical effects cf &
rediation relecse. Absent a resl life, reezl tinme evacuaticn
€rill to test the syster, any study presented in support ef the
evecueticn €ril) to test the aystex, any study presented In
support ef the adeguescy cf the srergency plans rust be
techrnicelly valid frer o thecreticel perapective and Lased upon
assunpiions heving acre relaticnabip to the real world situetion
to which the atudy is supposel to apply. This atudy lacks either
basin.

A more reelistic estinate cof evacuation tine for the Catavba
Nuclear Statioc: 4n the Scuth Carclina Pielront Is that
evecuetion will reguire a minimur cf 33 hours, asasuring
consarvative 600 vehicles/larne/hour vehicle travel tirze,
Applicents are, thus, unable to provicde reesscneble azsurance ef
being able to aveid or meaningfully minimize radiaticn exposure
in the event of & readiation relsase .t_Cat.wb..

The Applicants thus fail to meet the reguiraent of NUREC

0c%4, Rev, ), Appendix 4, 4n that their evecuetion tire estinates

may not be credited by the Cownisaion and feail to mneet Connisaion
reguirerents that it be able Lo cercnstirete the ability ef local

arnd stete suthorities to take effective protective actions.
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Q60.

A60.
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Bave you reviewed the licensee's study concerning evacuation
time estimates?

Yes.

What did your review consist of?

FEMA reviewed the Evacuation Analysis in light of State and

local plans.

Do you find
uation time
to evacuate
coming into

that the assumptions used in developing the evac-
estimate (i.e., number of buses and bus drivers

children, adeguacy of traffic control and parents
EPZ to pick up children) are reasonable? Explain.

Based on our review of State and local plans and the "Evacua-
tion Analysis” we find that the assumptions concerning the
evacuvation time e¢stimates are reasonable.

Contention 15

Cortencion 15 provides:

See next pacge.




1%, The Applicants and the lo~a) and state Plans fail to
provide adeguete SAsLTARTE th;t effective protective actions ©aln
be taksr because the proviasions ‘¢n the aeveral plans are
drefeguate with regercs to transportaticn anc related evacustcory
activities in the event cf an avacuation,

The erergency plens feil, {;:dcnentclly, to eddress the
pecclier congiticns cf the aress surrounding the Cetavbe Nucleer
€sptizn. Large aegnents of these aress are rurel). Scre of
ther contein lower income comRrunities. The tire eatiretes usel
by App-icents eszure thet 1Cx of ferilies are vithout vehicles.
Byt 4ir rany ef these hores, ehat vahicle is not hore guring large

perts cf the cey. OfLen, those hoses will bave children and

sple at hore vithout transportation. No censcs ef

L=

elcerly

~
~

varyin smditicnas hes Leen cone.

w
n

Yoresver, the plans are prerised on uming s=hool buses to
tranaport those without their own tranportaticon. Schocl buses in
€cou:h Carclina are ériven by high schosl students. Even if acwre
pudlic efficial were prejyeres to leave esergency activities in
tre bands of sirvtieen year eld youths, none would dur; sené such @
child intec an evacuatiion xone. Ke f:ovslten is made for back-up

rivers. Even 4if the €rivers can te found, 4n many corrunities

these achocl buses are kept et the driver’s home st night and net

et acre central meotlor soel.
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Applicants and the local and state planning cféficials have
failed to cencnastrate thet sdejuate tt.hé:rt.txon fecilities are
availastle to evacuste the hpespitels end nursing hores 3N t+he EFZ.
Kor do th; pilansz dercnatrate that sZeguate provisicons Save beesn
pade for transperting YSEN§ childran at day care fdecilities.

N.sercus parents have irnfcrred wenbers of Pelrettc Alliance
that in the event cf en evecueticn their firat reaponse will be
to perscnelly pick up thelr children regarcdless of peper pians.
The state end local plens feil te address this reacticn which
will alow evecueticn anc efc to confuricn. |

The experience at Three *ile Ialand cdercrnairaties thet many
citizens will mnct lesve the facze of a majcr threst. Ezutherners
have @& sapeciel ceorritrent O lend and hewe which ne governrent 1o
date ter ter able 1O cvercore. Abse~t & full-acale exercise
which dercnstiratesd that these herd-headed Ccotch Iriashren are
gcing te leave, RO assurance can be had that the public will
Jesve in the event of an evacuaticn eorder.

The cw;rgcncy plans szsume, but do not demonstirate, that
adegzuste buses are avallalle to move scheel children out 4n 8
tirely reanner. Fultiple bus pickups may be nesced.

Fvesuation plans which falil to assure that huran beings-<and
ret corputer wodelled faceiviles therecf{--are to be evecuated
cannct but fail in the test, Applicants and stste and local
erergency ;:nnﬁe:. are unable te provide asaurance that the plans

can be effectively irplerented te protect the res:cdente. -
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Do the State and local emeirgency plans adeguately consider,
with regard to transportation and related evacuation activi-
ties in the event of an evacuation, the fact that: (1) seg~
ments of the EPZ are rural, (2) some part of the population
will not have personal vehicles for evacuation, (3) some
households have only one vehicle which is not at home during
a large part of the day, and (4) the homes have children and
elderly people at home without any transportation at all?
Explain for each item what provisions have been made.

(1) Yes. Knowledge of population distribution is basic to
the preparation of any evacuation time study. Summaries of
evacuation times by sector is included in both the North and
South Carclina plans as is the population in each sector
(N.C. Part 1, p. 62, N.C. Operations map; S.C. Site-Specific,
p. 14).

{2)(3) & (4) The Gaston County plan states that "pick up
points will be established for those without transportation.
These evacuees should start walking to the nearest traffic
control point." (N.C., Part 2, p. 31.) For Mecklenburg
County, the Charlotte Department of Transportation has the
responsibility of dispatching buses to designated pick-up
points. In addition, school buses may be used to transport
evacuees. (N.C., rart 3, p. 33.)

The §.C. plan states that, "persons in the evacuated areas

who do not have transportation, and those confined who re-

guire special transportation, will be provided means for

evacuation by using all available transportation within York

County and through Mutual Aiéd Acreements with nearby counties.

State assistance will be available upon request.” (S.C.
Site-Specific, p. 17.) :

Elsewhere, the plan reiterates, "York County will utilize

all available school buses and county owned vehicles to
transport any residents without transportation. Non-ambu=-
latory residents will be transported by the Piedmont Medical
Service (ambulance) and York County Rescue Services (ambu-
lance capabilities). FResidents without transportation will
be transported to their predesignated shelters." (S.C., York
County' Q-25. )

The Transportation Service Cooréinator is to develop and main-
tain a transportation resources list by type and availability,
develop procedures for obtaining buses and other vehiclius Ziom
adjacent counties in accordance with mutual aiéd agreements,
develop and maintain a list of drivers, zad do other nscessary
functions to prepare for an emergency evacuation. (8.8., p. L=-3.)}

The Duke Power Company brochure advises individuals to call

the emergency agency in their area if they are without trans-
portation. It also urges residents to make plans now if members
of the family are sometimes home without trunsportation. !
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what provision is made for transportation to evacuate the
hospitals and nursing homes in the EPZ? Explain,

Accordirg teo the Evacuation Analysis, there are no hospitals
or nursing homes in the North Carolina portion of the 10 mile
EPZ (Voorhees, p. 10.) Nevertheless, the North Carolina Plan
provides for the transport of non-ambulatory persons. The
Gaston County Plan specifies that, "non-ambulatory patients
will be transported by the county rescue sguads. Mutual aid
agreements with the rescue units in surrounding counties will
be implemented when necessary."” (N.C., Part 2, p. 31.) For
Mecklenburg County, the plan states, "non-ambulatory patients
will be transported by MEDIC. Mutual aid agreements with
rescue units in surrounding counties will be invoked where
necessary." (N.C., Part 3, p. 32.) In the York County Plan,
it states, "all available resources will be used to provide
transportation for non-ambulatory patients, lame and insti-
tutionalized persons and those persons who do not have piri-
vate means of transportation. Vehicles of the county, public
and private, and volunteer organizations will be used to the
maximum extent possible. Ambulance for hospitals and nursing
homes will be coordinated througch the Emergency Medical
Service." (8.C., York County, L-1, L-2.) Hospitals and
nursing homes are to "cdevelop vlans and procecdures for evac-
uation of hospitals and nursing homes, if required." (8.C.,
York County, H=5.) The two hospitals and their capacities

in the 10 mile EPZ are listed (8£.C., York County, HE-15) but
the nursing homes are not listed in the plan.

what provision is made for transportation for young children
at day care centers in the EPZ? L[xplain.

There is no discussion of transportation of children in day
care centers. According to the Evacuation Analysis, while
there are several day care centers in the South Carolina por=-
tion of the 10 mile EPZ, there were 1o day care centers in
the N.C. pecrtion of the 10 mile EPZ. (Voorhees Study, p. 10)

-

Do the State and local emergency vlans provide for parents
who will personally attempt to pick up their children at
school regardless of any direction? Explain.

Ne. State and local plans do not discuss effects of parental
attempts to pick up their children at school. The publie
information brochures adequately describe plans for the evac-
uation of school children and list shelters where parents are
to pick up their children.
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A65.

Q66.

A66.

Q67.
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Q69.
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Do the State and local plans provide for those individuals
who will not leave in the face of a major threat? Explain.

The plans rely on voluntary compliance of individuals with
evacuation orders.

Do the State and local plans provide for the fact that
multiple bus pickups may be necessary to evacuate school
children in a timely manner? Explain.

The North Carolina State Plan does not discuss a need for
multiple pick-ups, stating, "students in public school sys-
tems will be transported on school buses and other availabdle
transportation to shelters." (N.C., Part 1, p. 58.)

The South Carolina Plan discusses the possibility of multiple
bus pick-ups as follows: "The 26 public and 5 private schools
located in the 10 mile EPZ will be evacuated by assigned
school buses and available privately owned vehicles to their
predesignated shelters. Each school has immediate access to
school buses that are parked on the school grounds. Addi-
tional school buses as reguired will be dispatched to schools
to transport the remaininc school students. School teachers
with their own vehicles will also transport students. No
student driver will be required to drive back into the EPZ.

A return trip will be made by county emercency workers or
others designated by county authorities."™ (5.C., York County,
Q=25.)

Have the State and local plans made provision for the use of
transportation using school buses driven by 16 year old youths
given the concern that such youths might not be sent into an
evacuation zone? Explain.

The plans do not discuss the use of_ 16 year old bus drivers.

What are the applicable standards and appropriate evaluation
criteria with regard to the concerns raised by joint inter-
venors in this contention?

NUREG-0654 provides the standards for evaluating this condi-
tion. Appropriate NUREG elements are as follows: J.8.,
Evacuation Analysis; J.10.b., Population distribution; and
J.10.d., Mobility impaired.

Do the State and local emergency plans meet these particular
mandatory standards and evaluation criteria? Explain how.

e i e — A T B T
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A69. N.C. has satisfied the three NUREG elements above. §.C. has
satisfied all but J.10.4., and has been asked to provide
further information recarding this subject. The RAC is con-
cerned that there is no listing of "special facilities," with
the number of occupants, for the mobility impaired or insti-
tutionalized, nor a listing of resources to assist in the
evacuation of this segment of the population.

Contention 18

Contention 18 provides:

See next pace.




S8. In the event cof an ersergency, Jocel telephcne aystans are
inaZeguate to herdle the imrensely increased velure of telephene
cells. Since notificetion of erergency peracnnel relies upon
telezhones and since those without vehicles are expected to coll
for e rvide, major perts of the erergency corrunicetions syster

will be effectively knocked out. This epplies especially to the

netificetion of schocl bus drivers as apecified in the plan.
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Q72.

A72.
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Are the local telephone systems adequate to handle the in-
creased volume of telephone calls during an emercency?
Explain.

FEMA Region IV does not have the technical knowledge to answer
this question; however, we contacted the Recional Emergency
Communications Coordinator (RECC) of the General Services
Administration, (NCS), for assistance in answering this gues-
tion. The RECC stated that the Charlotte~Rock Hill area
telephone systems had electronic switching devices which
should be adequate during emergencies and conseguent heavy
usage. HKe also stated that, of course, it is presumed that
emergency workers would be called in advance of the general
public notification of the emergency.

What are the applicable mandatory standards and appropriate
evaluating criteria with respect to the concerns raised by
the joint intervenors in this contention?

NUREG-0654~-FEMA~REP~-1/Rev. 1 (Item E2)

Do the emergency plans meet these standards and criteria?
Explain. “

The RAC review on March 21, 1984, of the Catawba Plans sug-
gested five improvements in the North Carolina Plans and
seven improvements in the South Carolina Plans. These im-
prevements have been made or are scheduled to be made, and,
when completed, the stancards and criteria of NUREG-0654
will have been met.




John C. Keard, Jdr.

Professional Qualifications

I joined the Federal Emergency Management Agency in July, 1979. I
am presently assigned as the Chief of the Technological Hazards
Branch in Region IV. 1In this position, 1 am responsible for the
review of REP's, conducting exercises to test REP's and conducting
public hearings. Members of my staff and I also assist State and
local governments in preparing REP's and coordinating Federal assis-
tance.

1 served on the Regional Assistance Committee from December 1974 to
December 1981. Since December 1981 I have provided staff support
for and participated in all RAC activities.

From July 1872 to July 1979, I was Regional Director, Federal Pre-
paredness Agency. The Federa! FPreparedness Agency was responsible
for fixed nuclear facility off-site planning from December 1975
(Federal Register Notice) until made a part of the Federal Emer-
gency Management Agency in July 197%. In December 1979, the Presi-
dent assigned off-site responsibility to the Federal Emergency
Management Agency.

Prior to 1973, I was employed by the Office of Preparedness, Execu~
tive Office of the President. I was the representative on an ad hoec
Regional Radicological Emergency Planning Committee December 1971

to August 1§73. Committee was chaired by EPA and composed of repre-
sentatives of Federal department/agenciesg, State radiological health
cofficials, nuclear power industry representatives, and rep: :senta-
tives of the academic community. Federal Register Notice January
I:Zi. published by OEP assigned planning responribilities to Regional
Offices.

My formal education is as follows:

-
Attended the "Interagency Course in Radiological Emergency Response
Planning in Support of Fixed Nuclear Facilities." Course conducted
by RAC agencies at Staff Ccllege in Battle Creek, Michigan in June
1975.

Attended "Work Shop - Seminar on State Emergency Planning in Relation
to Licensed Nuclear Facilities." Seminar conducted by Atomic Energy
Commission in September 1972 at Oak Ridge, Tennessee.

Completed nine months course at the University of South Carolina from
September 1963 to May 1964. Course was entitled "Radiation Protec-
tions Institute"”. Course co-sponscred by Atomic Energy Commission
and South Carolina State Board of Health.

Completed Radiological Defense Officers course, Staff College,
Batt.e Creek, Michigan, June 1962.
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conducted and served as Principal Instructor for Radiological
Monitor Instructors Course, University of South Carolina July 1961.

Completed United States Department of Agriculture Radiological
Monitors Course February 1961.

Assigned as South Carolina Radiological Defense Officer from
January 1961 to July 1964. Was jssued AEC By-Products Material
License from June 1961 until departed State enplovment to accept

Federal employment in May 1970.

While on active military duty, attended Atomic Weapon. orientation
course, Fort Bliss, Texas December 1958.

While on active military duty completed U.S. Army Command and
ctaff College (extension division), "rechnical Considerations in
Employment of Atomic wWeapons®, March-August 1958.




Thomas 1, Hawkins

professional Qualifications

My present position is Emergency Management Program Specialist for
the Federal Emergency Management Agency. 1 am assigned to the
Radiclogical Emergency Planning liaison position between FEMA Region
IV and the States of North and South Carclina. 1In this position, I
am responsible for the review of radiclogical emergency plans and
preparedness for the ttate of North Carolina and the State of South
Carolina and for the local governments within these States.

1 have heléd the positicn of Emergency Management Program Specialist
(or its eguivalent) since December 1981. I have been employed by
FEMA since July 1878.

From April 1964 to January 1977 I was employed as Planning Director.
of Clayton County, Georgia.

Mv formal education is as follows:
- AB Degree, Emory University, tlanta, GA, 1958
- Master of City Planning Degree, Georgia Tech., Atlanta, GA, 1963

- Completed Radiological Emergency Response Course at the U.S.
Department of Energy's Nevada Test Site, April 1982

- Cempleted Radiological Defense Officer and Radioclogical Defense
Instructor Course, Georgia Emergency Management Agency,
Atlanta, GA, March 1982

- Completed Basic Management Seminar for Emergency Manacement
Personnel, Valdosta State College, Thomasville, GA, Winter
Quarter, 1980 ”

- Completed Radiological Emergency Planning Seminar, National
Emercency Training Center, Emmitsburg, Maryland, October 1982
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