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Wells ¥ddleman's Response on Emergency Plenning Contentions
The Board orally ordered filing of this resnonse at the special

prehearing conference May 2, 19814..l

TheBoard had produced a vartial 1list of contentions they wanted
to be addressed, and suggested (as I recall; transcript not yet here)
that I address the kinds of concerns ralsed with wesnect to other
parties' contentions, Among these were referencing thLe plan, citirg
a rule or reauirement, and not challenging NRC rules,.

The Board's 1ist of contantions was : Revised 2, £7-C-10,

§7=C=13, 57-C=16, 30 & 30A, 214, 218, 219 and 222, Those are addressed
first here. The Board indicated &= I recall that it had not gone throug
all of my contentions in making the 1list, Since Applicants' responses
often go to the merits, I have not addressed this snecifically under

the contentions. I think their imnrover arguments are obvious enough,
and 1t will save time and paver to not comment on each instance,

1Judge Kelley orally granted a 24-hour extension on the filing
deadline for use if necessary (granted May 10, 198)),

05140550 840510
gsﬁ ADOCK 05000400




Contention 2

Revised contention 2 concerns fallure of the plan to reauire
the continuous assessment of protective actions in & timely manner.
Such fallure violates 10 CPR 50.47(b)(4) and (9) in that the assessment
systems aren't required to overate when radiation has been released
to the environment (b)(9), and the basis for not recuiring such
assessment be in place (b)(L) is missing from the plan sectiors cited,
and as far as I know, from the whole vlan, This also violates 10 CFR
50.47(8)(1) because, unless assessment of whet to do in an emergency
is required to beg!n at radiation release to the environment, there
cannot be assurance that adequate protective measures w'll be taken,

The argument that this can be ontional and not ‘n the plan

1s ridiculous. The plan must meet the requirements of 10 CFR 50,47
snd the implementation guldelines of NUPEG0654, It 18 s‘mnle common
sense that i1xf assessment 13 delayed as long as the nlan now &llows
it to be, the protective action may well not be timely or adequate,
The worst case, with all the radiation barriers down and the last
one failing BEFORE ASSESSMENT IS REQUIRED TO BFGIN (pt.1 pp 32«33
as cited in the content’on) should make thls clear,

If an action 1s required by 10 CF® 50,47, it carrot be mede

eptional in the plan, but should be exnlicitly required,

Contention 57«C-10

This contention concerns pround level rlumes, e.p, of the
gsort that occurred at the Ginna accident and wnich Anrlicants nostulate
in thelr meteorology of plume radiatfon doses (ef, Fddleman A0 and
McPeaters affidavit for Applicants on summary disnosition thereof),

10 CFR 50.47(0)(10) requires & range of protective actions In
the plan, and 10 CPR 50,47(n)(1) requires such act'ons to be adecuate,

with reasonable assurance that they"can and will be taken -

in an emergency.
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NUREG-065L4, section II.I.10 (p.58) establishes that each orpanization
(involved in the emergency resnonse) shall establish means for relating
various measured parameters to dose rates. Surely the plume being
on the ground 1s a parameter that affects dose rates (especially to
sheltered ponulations in the vath of the plume), Section II,T.8, 1bi4,
same page, requires the ablility in each organization to nlke"gggllg
assessments of the actua) ... locat'ons ... of rad'olopical bhazards"
(emphasis original) 3o they should know i1f the nlume is on the ground,

Section II.MD.l, 1bid, p.l2, requires actions consistent with

"local offsite conditlon,«ut the time of the emergency"” A vlume on the
ground could reauire evacuation where the same or a sim'lar plume
aldft might leave sheltering the hert resncnse,

NUREG <0654, 11.J.7 (p.60) requ’'res each licensee to establish
& mechamism to recommend avpronriate protective actions, but witheut
reasonable assessment of sheltering effectiveness, 1t cunnot be sald
that the recommendations are annpronriate,

NUATG «065.,, II.J.10.,m, p.6L, states "The bas!s for the cholce
of recommended nrotective actions from the plume exnosure padhway
during emergency conditions:

This shall include exvected local nrotectiosn afforded

‘n residential un‘ta or other shelter for Airect and ‘nhalation
exvosure ,,." (emphasis added), Clearly, a nlume on the ground
is a greater inhalation hazard, Note that this action (including
sheltering effectinmnveness }nfornntlon) is one required for nlans
(NUREG-0654, item II,10, n.“:"?ha organizution's plans faxr to
imolement protective measures for the plume exnosure pathway shall fnelu
(emphasis added). A vlan that does not meet these clear reau!rements
is obviously challengeabls, There domss not anpear to be anecifie

analysis of sheltering 'n the plan, Applicants (resn at 10-31)

elaim non-site-specific documents are OK for this, But N'OF0.06EL ool n.,
only says they "may be conaidered”, They eclearly do not address the
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"local protection” required to be assessed under NURRG0654 TI,J,104.m,

/Contention 57-C-13
This contention concerns the lack of snecifics on nrotection
factors and the "best nrotection factor" in the nlan,
10 CFR 50.47(b)(10) requires a range of protective acticens, but
these cannot be anpropriate (as required by 10 CFR 50.47(a)(1))
unless thelir effects and feasibllity are sccurately known,
Concerning tha choimce of recommended protective actions,
NUREG <0654 says (I1.J.10.m, p.6l4) that the basis of the cholce of
recommaended protective actions from the plume FPZ during emergency
conditions: "..,shall include exnected local protection afforded
in residential units or other shelter for direct and inhalat'on
exposure, as well s evacuation time estimates." This is required
to be included in the plant (NUREO.0654, IT.10, p.61 "organization's
plans shall include" items listed below, including item m, Fmnhasis
added in both quotes).
That's about as definite a requirement as can be, Again,

the footnote on v.bl saving that some documents may be masd cons'dered,
does nothing to release the planners from these clear requirements
for knowing the exnected local protesction in shelters and residential
units for both direct and inhalation radiation exposure,

The Staff's discuss'on of this contention (p,37 their resnonse)
indicates they either haven't read the contention or deliberately miare
it, Applicants, pp 30«31, fa!l to address the requirement for local
prostection, and the requirement that the basis be included in the vlen
It's not inclusion in the plan to reference a document; M/PF0.06F)
does not say that the use of these documents 1s presumed adequate
for local sheltering effectivensss evaluation, INdded, vlan Pt, 1 p,40
100m 6.0 T ntontion 1 o Ble8 80eo 1018 0t 2000 DOTS EALE 000, 12"

be Adone (Aetermine highest nrotection factor aress in advencs),
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Contention 57«C-16

T™his contention concerns apnropriate protection In severe
sccidents., While the correction factor for Harris from NITPFPC «CR=?2139
may not be exactly right, 1t would have to be off by a factor of nearly
300 for Harris to bmring the exnected deaths below a numbar that
pounds off to 1; It would have to be off by a factor of 700 to be
sure that the worst case deaths would dron below 1 (690/700 %a less
than one). Harris area rainfall 1s not that different from that
around Indilan Point, though this 1s a warmer climate.

The key voint, however, 1s that the plan does not have
an anoropriate provision ofr set of vlans to adecuatelyv protect
peonle from severe accidents even ‘n an average case (per NUPFC e
0%«2779), It's hard to give a specific cite to someth'ng that 1s

10 CPR 50,47(b)(9)
not in the plan, but the range of protective actiona/\dou no‘ comply
with 10 C¢¥® 60,.47(a)(1) 4f 1t leaves a reasonable chance of killing
people, See NUMM-065/, Item II1.1.8, p,58, mequiring ranid (siec)
assessment of the severity of an accildent,

The plan, Pxt. 1 pp 38-40 (referenced in Annex H to 0654 II,T.8)
doesn't give any m special attention to severe accidents; nor can T
find any detatled provisions that would be workable (from the info
stated) elsewhere in the olan to handle such accidents,

Pt., 1 p.38 does give minimum sampling times of S minutes,

plus computer time or caleculating time (see item 6, plan pt, 1 »,.40)

plus you'd have to add in notification time. Without know!ng the

sheltering effectivensss in advance, 1t might be too late to evacuate

(due to delaye e.5. s cited wbove) and still sheltering would not

adequately protect people. The plan needs to deal with this nrobleg,

not duck 1t, Maybe some other means might nrovide arnronriate

protsction under these conditions, but 1t's not in the nlan

(a8 required by NUREG-065L Part TT.J.10 as cited above)(see C-11 and £a10
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Contentions 30 and 30A i
These contentions concern radioprotective drugs like potassium |

iodide that can be ziven to avoid ingestion of radioactive iodire,

Concerning #30, Aoplicants (resp at 31-33) argue a lot. PRut the ‘
plan needs detail -- how many people will need KI, and who is nvailable!
to distribute it and how w!ll they get where they are going -- planned ‘
out in advance, As noted in above responses. NURFG06S4 TI,J,10

says these things (including 17.J.10.e re radioprotective drugs)

must be in the plan., "To be determined by ____" 1s not having it !
in the plan (quantities of drugs, e.g., vs. Apps resvonse at 33), i
NURFG<065L II.J.10.e requires means to administer the drugs as well, :
but the plan doesn't say how many peovle will be ava!lable to deliver i
the drugs, how long it will teke them to do it, how long it will take
to administer the drugs, or who are the backup verconnel (and how many
are avallable) to do these thinge if the orimary rersonnel aren't
available., The "plan" on these i1ssues is just a sketch.

The description in the plan (cited in the contention, Pt 1 pp L49=-
does not comply with 10 CPR 50.47(b)(1) which requires that each
organization assigned primary emergency responsibilities (such as for
radioprotective drugs) have "the staff to respcnd and to augment
its initial response on a continuous basis”, The vlan muast be Aataile
enough todemonstrate that this can be done, or 10 PR 50,47(a)(1)

is not satisfied, 1,e. there isn't reasoneble assurance the nlan can

and will work., This requirement aprlies to all requirements of
8o doas 10 CPR 50,47(b)(3)'s requirement for effectively

the plan, )
“'%25 :aaia?!?cgoraggggcgazh7?g’tE,.the vlan must show this
Contention 30A po!nts out that other persons whose immediate

evacuation may be infeasible, other than emergency personnel or
nursing home patients (or, including them -~ the nlan gives no smpec!f!

only generaklities about who can't be evacuated), For persons who
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are not emergency workers or bedridden, the plan gives no means
of distributing KI to them, either., NUREG-065L II.J.10.8e (p.63)
does not 1limit the use of KI to emergency workers and the inst'=
tutionalized, but says plans must particularly cover them (cf.
Contention 30, above). Contention 304 regards the lack of vlanning
for gilving KI to others, which 1s clearly allowed by NURFG-065],
Commonx sense says that if radiciodines are released, KI can be
of help to other nersons.

The above arguments are also anplicable to contentfons 238
and 239, As to delivery of drugs, Anplicants attack the merits,
The vlan contains no time study for distribution of KI, but the
effectiveness of KI as a protective action under 10 CF® 50.47(a)(1)
and (b)(10). Informed consent is necessary for adm!nistration of
drugs (contention 239) and KI doea have risks, The correct time
to obtalin this informed consent from nursing home natients and
othera (including emergency workers and institutionalized nersons)
is clearly before the accident hits, This 1s just good sense,.

Applicants claim (resp at 35) that staging areas are set un for
KI distribution, but the actual volan, e.g. Pt 3 pp 26-27, contains
no such information, only a storage site at the Harnett Co. Health
Dept (not specified where in the hLealth Dept) and staadard authorization
to distribute KI. The vlan simply doesn't have the deta!l to show
the KI distribution would be made where anoropriate or thLat such
distribution (and administretion) wonld or could be made timelvy
enough to be effective.

Contention 21L. This is another shielding contention.

The basis for requiring shielding analysis under 10 CFR 50,47 and
NUREG=065L (particulerly the part re I1,J,10.m, p,bL thereof, cited

in the contention) are discussed above re,i?-C-lO,l? and 16, pp? thru 5,
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Although Aoplicants frequently say in their Reanonse that I haven't
told them what they should have done or what should be in the plan,
here I do, highly specifically.

The IAFA items 3,12 and 3.13 simply reculre the kind of basic
survey or determination of shielding effectiveness of buildinges
near Harris that 1s necessary to know the local protection factors
required by NUREG-065L4 section II.J.LO ("plans ... shall include")
and II.J.10.m. To not do so is irresponsible and violates 10 CFR
50.h7(b)&6) which requires a way to chhose arnronriate protective
action., If you don't know sheltering's effectiveness, how can you
accurately choose for or agalinst 1t? Such noncompliance aleo viclates

10 ¢FR 50,47(a)(1) which requires reasonable assurance that appropriate

protective action can and will be taken. This contentfor could be

consolidated with %% 57-C=10,13 and 16 (or parts thereof) and
other partieQ' contentions,
Contention 218

Tnis contentlon alleges a fallure to make individualized
evacuation time estimates for each srecifal fac!littey (vart A),
eénd not oroviding individualized shutdown times for industriees (Part B)
The HMM NETVAC study maiximxz claims to have made an overall estimate
of evacuation times using a computer and inout data on factlities,
but it does not generate evacuation times for each facilitgp, nor
does it consider"means of mobillzation of equipment and manpower (sic)
to ald in evacuation, and the needs for des!pnated emnloyees or staff
to delay their evacuation in order to shut down industrial faciltties"
NUREG =065 Appendix L, pp L=9/L4-10.

The HMM Study describes the NETVAC code (section 2.2, pp?-3

thru 2<6 and the following figure on the nage after 2-6), but 1t

does not address these matters cited from NIMEG.066L above,

I can find not discussion of them in the HMM report that shows
how (or even 4f) thevy were used in the study or the N"TVAC inouts,
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The plan is no more adequate on these metters, E.g. at pt.l o, L7

item 4.b it says patients are transvorted by orivate ammbulances etc
but does not discuss mobilization times, numbers, personnel for
driving them, mx or how long it will take to evacuete all the
patients, Dr. Wilson has an ambulance contentfon that th!s one
could be consolidated with,

Contention 219: The actual exnerience at TMI was that

parents came to schools to get their children. The plan has a
small number of traffic control voints in &1l counties other than
Wake (see Table 6-2 of HMM study: maximum of 6 in counties other
than wWake, Note"a"says that an average of one person and one
vehicle will be at each control point., Yet it is clear from the
man that the zones K,L,M and N in Chatham County have far more
than 6 intersections to control, so it can't be assumed with any
sureness that the evacuation routes w!ll be fdllowed. (Man, HMM Fig £.1).

Moreover, consider e.g. an auto owner who has gone shooving,
e.g. in Apex, or Fuguay-Varina, but who has a home with small children
present (or relative present who can't transport themselves) elsewhere
in the EPKZ., This person won't start evacuation from a place of
residence, but will have to go there first, perhans against the
main flow of traffic (which can cause nroblems where traffic evamcuating
turns left, e.g.). Both Apex end Fuquay-Varina are tcwne with sipgnifi-
cant numbers of stores catering to local farm(and other)people.
This transient povulatifon isn't accurately considered in davtime
B8am or 4 pm evacuation timing, Even the HMM study, sec. 3-3, assumes
parents Mals Sontention, re schools’and chITE plckus’ could be o’
consolidated with the similar joint contention, The evacuation start

points could be consnlidated with other contentions criticiz'ng the

eVacuation time study
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Contention 222. ThLe best I can do for basis here is to
enclose the Rele‘gh Times front rage article of L-26-8; (after
these contentions were filed) which quotes Wake schools transnortation
director Donald G. Cott::, "The two ma jor problems in trensnortation
are the quntity and quality of the drlvers and the quality of
the maintenance" and describes aging, tardy buses as a mk "tough
problem" in the subheadline, At p.3A, this article continues by
saying that working buses have had to doulle-up or even triole-up
on some routes,

As to the first part, about the HMM study not discussing
other facilities nignly individualized means of transnortation
or availability of transportation resources, I can't find 1t either
in the NETVAC model (HMM section 2, pp 2!-2 thru 2-6) or in HMM
section 3, There just isn't a highly individualized discussion
of transport in 1it, which 1z no wonder since NFTVAC is & stendavd model
from its own description,

NUREG-065L, App.4, II.c on page L4=-3, says "the mears of

transportation are also highly individualized and shall be described"

and "Schools shall be included in this segment", Apnplicants cite

the HMM study, section 3.3 against this, Tt's only a page long

and does not describe hihgly individualized transmortation for each
facility, by a long shot, Tt says "if"this ...."but 1f"that®™, which

is anpropriate for discussing backup, bu® the adequacy of numbers

of vehicles to evacuate these svecial facilities is never discussed,
The availabllity of venicles isn't discusred. Means of transvortation
I presume means working means, not broken down or unavailable vehicles,
This description must be highly individualized, and the HM" discussion

1s very generalized, It does not evaluate numbers or svallabllity of

backup drivers and buses to snecific schools or say how long thev would
take to get to the schools,




ITHE RALEIGH TIMES &

WARM
Sunny Frday with hgh
nmd B0 Low lonight
o md 50u Detail,
poge A

|

46 Fages

Raleigh, North Carolina, Thursday Afterneon, April 26, 1984

Phone

Vol. 98, Neo. 100

£ E. EE i
nm m mm *mmr w
81 : A M
§ Ll um_mar :
3 Byt i 1
mz it
.m m.muu mm m.mmmwt .
.«. _m He .?E
° _m : max @
L.m... mmu m:r mmmtm
=2 3 BEEIR"
° :,n r ~
w .u_ :w
9 d h
.m E__m r..m:

i
.mw_:m, u Tmu
2 : mu 142
3 i __w, il
.m. Ez m ;
2 _._:5 1
m.. m“ Mmmm_mmam:._f
g U




e ot e e Wadesde.
Folls 251 2 Jordan 2176 Kew 3089

The Raieigh Times, Raleigh, N.C., Thurs., April 26, 1984

Late buses a problem at schools

Continued from page 1-A

a proposal to pay bus drivers an
unspecified amount as a supple-
ment to, as Cotton put it, “recruit
and retain” the best drivers.
The bus-related confusion has
taken its toll on some schools. For
instance, yesterday 11 Garnmer
High buses were in the shop But
of the 11 spare replacement
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Applicants cite the plan, sections IVR.E, 4.4 and £ of vart 1 (p.L7)
but it's just a generality, not saying how many backur ;ahlelol
are available, when, from what locations, or what "other ava!ladle
transvortation” 1s. A plan has to have enough srecifics to shew .
1t can and will work, or it doesn't comnly with 10 €™ 0,47 (a)(1).

This vlar, re transnont #rom schools and speciel fac!l'ties, does not

do that, EUW P éé ve buses 3(9’?5 Mo o)L mkn S o/'ggr‘:‘(gz‘:v

This contention, re achools, could go into the EPJ school
contention, Re othear snecial facilities, 1t conld be consédl idated
with nursing home contentions or Dr, Wilson's transnovt-of -noneambulatory
persons contention,

This comnletes the Board's list,
The Board also aaked me to find a reference requiring nlanmnine
statement

bevond the 10-mile EPZ, I was incorrect, The correct auaga from
NURBu=0654 1tenm D.2.d on puge 12, 18 thut detalled plannine
witnin the 10 mile E®Z would probide adequate Lusnls to exvand efforts
if that proved necessary., This nlan doesn't do that because itp
prlanning inside the 10 mile EPZ 18 not deta'led; for mrec!fics,
take a look at the discussion of contentions above, “or examnla,

Qe contentlons 100, 100 B and 210 (re-entry/wacovery)
10 CFR 50R,47(%)913) requires general planning for this, These
plans must be "develoned" (1bid), "ut the nlan, as cited 'n content'on
210, 19 virtually nonexistent on these voints, NUPMI065L, »,70,
the 1I1.10.M 1tumn;% o‘not annear to be meaningfully adiresned
in the plan, section IV.H. in part 1, vp 61«62, Particulariy item
1 regarding general plans for re-antry and »ecovery, and ftem 3
concerning recovery onerations and changes In organizat’ na, do naé'\ﬂﬁv'

L 18 owng - P4
aprear to be covered, Whers the rlan ia so general as '

not meet ?O.h?(b)(la)'l requirements for

it would Surely develoned” goneral plans,
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n
Re conmtentions 57<Cej, S?-O-i. 1373 xkkink and nerhans ‘Uﬂ%’/

To the extent these contentions cover medical fact!lities, they'l)
probably get clobbered under the San Onofre deciston, But T cannot
withdraw them in good conscience, as T belleve medical facilitien need
to be able to fulfill their funct'ons, not Just be listed, T hors 1%
will not be too much work to handle these contentions,

Re Contention 221: NURMG.0654, Apvendix L, vage L-10,
weauires enraidarmation gm "shall be plven tn the ‘mnact ofm neak
populations ineluding behavioral aspects”. The descrintion of N™™aC
(HMM pp ?-J/;::).=;3 §° .ihlnto:ng 43'33:'.g6.:;'&n°;i3:&:é’é369"'“
behuaviors]l aspectms unique to ofr tynice)l of peek ponulations,
As noted above (H'N figure B<2) traffic control is m'nimal outs'ds
Wake County (maximum of 6 control points per county excent Wake),
8o Applicants' view (resp at L9) 18 wrong ac well an going to the merit
The impact of human behavior under some degree of atress (as the
gontention says) just fsn't in these blithe guesstimates,

I reiterate that the HMM % study isn't IN the vlan, whieh

{s reculred by NUSEO-0604, but that's probably moot by now,

Re contention 245, the study cited would be basia; the use
of volunteers in rescue squads, schhol teachers, bus drivers, and
80 on 18 vervasive in the plan and shouldn't have to be cited all
that snec!fioally, ™o vlan saimly "a‘ls %o addrass how many peonle
will show up to do their jona, This contentinn 1a & candidate fon
consolidatior with others on the same point,

Re Contention 241 (schools as hosta for evacuated nonulations)
NUREO <0654, 11.A.2.0.) on paga 32 requires written agreerents w!th
organizations tm whikch have roles in the nlan, and requires the!r

signatures, Thers are no slgnatures in tha nlan now, and T question

whether school boards will knowingly sign a document reaquining (or
whieh eould require) thelr sohools to allew radlonctive decontam'nation
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at thelir sites’/ (the cross reference on this from I1,J.10.h, »,63,

1s to 1tem K.B which does not exist., However, 1t is clear that
contaminated evacuees could reach & host nite and would loplecally

be best decontaminated there. This !s exmctly the issue T'm mala'ne,
Having radioactive material around a school where young persons

(more sensitive to radiation than the general povulation) might

be exposed, makes no senge, Yet 1t would follow from this ph"_’sk//"'; s

S @9 U 1032 85 = Mon o) f puacwes YT IVing @ odis,
Re contention k 240, the nlan does say decontamination would v z‘/’,ﬂ

be set up at anpropriate vo'nts, but 't doesn't nreeplen for likely L..?:
sites or x detall now this would be done, F.g., the main decon ,ﬁ;«w
Ayl

method I know is just washing, with lots of water, scrubbing, maybe A {
W

Razxtg haircutting or shaving in addition, Where are the water b”ﬂﬁ
supnlies? What are tha decon methods? The plan doesn't give '@meé‘
enough informaticr %o be workable under 10 CTR §0,47(b8(10) MG ey
(range of sctions) and (a)(1)(assurance of workability) , u::;: (“;
Re contention 239, 1t 1s discusned above with 30 and 30A. 6‘;;‘((‘

s,

dere 1'd only add that the olan, pt 1 p.47, ete as clted in 238
directly above it) 1s what 1a referenced,

238 18 quite specific about the nroblem, Use of KT is recommonded
by authorities such as TVA, for the general publie around nuclear
plants (e.g. Sequoyah).

237 1s & candidate for consolidation, The nickup roints are

not specified, the vehicles to ba used for nielkmun are generally
described only, an' the satimate of svacuation for non-suto-
owning pooulations must also take into account stress affects
(behaviorsl aspects) and peak demand on trafftnsport (NURMN 066,
App L, op 9<10; see HMM study, sect'on 6,2,1 24 paragraph or thersabouts
for some handwaving that doesn't conaldear these factors in any

sensibly deta'led way,
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Contention 236 on the mobility impaired, is srecific. Applicants
appear to think a transport resource is "designated" by a generality
l1ike "local rescue squads or ambulance services w!ll transport the
patients". Wrong. Which vehicles will go where? When ar; these
okt venicles available? What's their backuﬁ? The measures have
to work, 10 CFR 50,47(e)(1), or» be reasonably assured to work,
You can't get such assurance from the plan's generalities,

Ditto for #235. (These were separated due to the 100 word rule,

and might be consolidated with Dr, Wilson's contention on ambulance
transvort).

Contentions 232 and 234 should be read as seying the plan

is tnadequate because it doesn't require the assessments they

takk about at early enough times to make evacuation workable,

™dis involves 10 C™R 50.47(»)910) in addition to the cites in

the contentions. These mirht be consolidated with similar

contentions discussed above. The plan cites are acdacuate as are

the rules cites and o654 cites,

The communication criteria relevant to contentiom 232

and 231 are in NUREG-0654 II.F (ref 10 CF® S0.47(b)(6) same language):
provimrxsions (must) exist form prompt communicat!ons among

grxkex principal response organizations (including schools) and to
emergency personnel (e.g. bus drivers) and to the oublic. (ermh, added)
The plan, pt. 1 pp 74-75, identifies commercial telephone as the main
communication with state & local govt agencies (e.g. schools) with

2 way radio as backuo and state patrol cars as backup to that, but

there aren't enough state nolice cars “o reach each school bus (1f there
are 100 involved as Applicants allege), and the buses don't have radios,

The plan, ptl p.L47, says sthool buses or other trarsvort w'll be used
but doesn't seem to say how this transnort w!ll be notified ~ beg'n
evacuation school ch!ldren.

I recommend 57-C-4 & 5, 117, 117A and 118 algo, but this s
enough writing, I'm tired and maybe sick again. /il Tl



