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Wells Fddleman's Response to Aprlicants!'
8-09-84 Fre? gency Planning Interrogatories

RESPONSES TO GENTERAL INTERRCGATORIFES

G-1(a) Paul Holmbeck, 1300 Green St., Durham NC 27705 p»ovided
analysis of the Harris offsite E®P on which contentions 215 and 22,
are based. I do not specifically recall whether Holmbeck contributed
any analysis to other contentions filed in 1984 which T composed,

(b) see tne contentions. (c) As stated in the contentions,

2(a) and (b) OBJECTION incornorating vast objections to this
irterrogatory, 3-21-83 and follow!ne,

3(a) None identified so far. (b)(c) see (a).

L(e) NUREG-065l; Harris offsite emergency resnonse nlan; other
documents cited in contentions; no other documents identified, though
there may have been some. 10 CFR 50,47 and annendix F thereto,

S5(a)(b) See srecific responses.

6. See objection to 2 above., See snecific resnonses

7(a)(b) None fdentified yet.

B§§ RESPONSFS TO S®ECIFIC INTERROGATORI TS
#30-1(«) Not possible to give a fully cormmlete 1ist -- evaluation
S i1s continuing; however: Emergency response personnel, immob..ized
o‘ persons, the handicavned, the hospitalized, persons under the
-

able to drive, or oreclude rational thinking, or keen them asleep
(b) numbers not yet determined; some grouns, like those under
SS the in®luence of drugs with effects mentloned in answer to (a) above
@6 MY vary in numbers substantially with time.

(c) see (b)

(d) the numbes would have to be (w!th allowance for shelf 1ife,
damige (e.g. in an earthquake which could cause an accident at the Harnig
ruclear onlant) and losses , sufficient to provide XI at levels adeauate
to block absorption of radiolodmines during the lonrest nossible Farris
releas whi ou o) o 1 o T
o?ltheedécsnggtwonlgelggggb% mgs g?ggg !gshsggicg'!g g?%lggég 1§3ggﬁy
for all vpersons for wnomm evacuation may be infeasible or very difficult "
with an allowance for margin (reserves of ¥T doses), D3

33 influence of drugs (!ncluding alecohol) which oreclude thedr being
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addition to (a): persons trapned In wreckage {e.g. ¢f houses or bulldings

after a tornado which could cg¥se a nuclear accident (LOOP etc) at

tne Harris nuclear plant; Schoolcuildren who could not be evacuated,

(e) the number of doses must obviously be enough to give everyhody

for whom " evacuation may be infeasible or verv difficult". XI.

A reserve margin !s just commor-sense nrudence., Ffllowance fo thelf

1ife %8s necessary sc that 2anough effeactive doses w'll be ava'ladle,

Allowance for damage 1s necessary %o assure enough dosec are usable,

Allowance for losses is necessary to essure eroush doses are delivered
and adm‘nistered. Analysis of the amount of eech such allowance

and margin is currently not comnlete.

20-2. You have asked what 1s necessary "to meet your concern”,
This would mean (1) providing sufficient KI doses as described
tn resnonse to 30-1 above with adequate allowances and mergins;
(2) assuring enough versonnel to deliver it (3) obtaining vrior !nformed
consent for the adm’nistration of XI from every ‘dentiflable nerson
wio mey need it, esreclally the handicanvned, immob!lized versons,
emergency resnonse personnel, and ary others whose evacuation may
be infeasible or very difficult,that can be identified In advance,
since KI has side effects and ricks 1tself; (4) essuring the means
of delivering the KI to each such person whose evacuation may be
infeasible or very difficult, in a timely manner (l.e. before radio-

1odines fromthe Harris plant can be petting to such nergsons);
(5? storage of KI at nlaces fron which. g‘s Brormt ?1. . ﬁtinely"

as descrived in (4) above) delivery is assured. The basis for
such changes is simply that w!thcut planning to take care of all
these things, effective and timely administration of ¥I to those
who cannot be evacuated, or for whom evacuatior 1s very difficult,
is not assured. Further “nfo gathering will continue re this,

30-3, Cancellation or not operating the Harris nlant would
take care of the nroblem, Whether the changes listed in resronse
to 30-2 above are made in the rlank or not, thev need to be made
i the Harris nuclear plant is zoinr to ovnerate, tc ensure that
KI will be availlable when needed to those who w'll need it.
Further info gathering re this will continue.

£7-C=3-1(a) lo CF® 50.47(a)(1),(b) (see fn 1, WTREG-065L),(b)(5"),
(b)("6), Fr™¥a );3; there ave certalnly other "rublicat’ons" wtichk appnly,
but T can't get a commlete 1list vet. GAO RCFD 8iL-L3 of 8/1/8L, T belleve
avplies,

(b) I don't have all the anmnlicable documents, but as far as
I now know, none makes exnlicit reference to time of dayv or year.
Since accidents can hayven any time, I infer that the recuirement
to assure that adequate vrotective measures will be taken anrlies
as much at night as in the daytime, and (s?‘nce your question misstates
the ccntention, or annears to) as much when neonle are sleeninc as
when they are all awake.
(¢) see (b) above,

§7-C=3-2(a) Probably it would fall. You can't tell for sure
without testing i1t. I know of no accounting for time for neovnle
to awaken, and no tests of the ability of the system tc swaken
sleeping veorle. You do not enecify in vour cuest’on whet the
"Alert and Notification System mmmxzire® described in the offsite
emergency vlanXs" is. I presume vou refer to (a) oo 3L-36 of Part

1 of the plan (per the index) and/or the NURFG-065L criterion F.6
on vage L~8 of annex H thereto, or Annex C.
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57«C-3-x2(b). The plan never really says anvthing about the
capabilities of the system other than some bald assertions about
the sirexns providing notification within 15 m‘nutes (pt. 1 ».81;
Anrex ¢). No information about the ability of the sirens to wake
peonle un is even referenced, though vert 1 p.B81 does mention that
special Information on how the public will be alerted between 12
midnight and 6 am should be made available(when the emergency starts
at other hours, obviously) once emergency conditions exist. No
description of such alerting is “n the »lan as far as T can see
so far. The other orimary notification ‘s ¥BS radlo and ™, but
peovrle who are aXsleen are nct renerally watch’rz radlo or TV
police car notification, aircraft, ete, do not hava their carabilities
to awaken sleenings neonle addressed, nop are thev able to mob?lize
within 15 minutes according to anything *n the nlan I've located so far,
The amount of roads to be covered by simmx vehicles 1s not addressed
directly, but the plans allow sneeds to be estimated, e.g. averape
of 30 moh for Wake county (pt. & pp 22-25) 37 mnh aversage fo> Chatham
County fhgigh variability in sveeds reaquired to comnlete routes
in times assumed, 15 m'nutes, etc); average L2 m’les prer hLousr
in Harnett county, and 24 miles ver hour in Lee county, vs. 15
mph for vehicles stonpine every 1/L m?’le to meke announcements.
(This assurmtion 1s at Pt, ? p.2, pt. 3 p.20, pt. L v.19, pt. 5 p.20).
15 mph seems reasonable for an average sneed for ~uch work, due
to the curting roads in the FPX7, need to acceley te and decelerate
between stops, and need to meke an announcement everv 1/ mile.
Ability of bullhorns to wake pbople uvo is avvarently not addressed
in the plank -- there's no data, no reference, not even, so far
as T have found, any bald statement that the bullhorns will be
able to awaken sleeping reonle or how long ‘t wx’ll teke to pet
them awake. No Information or the effectiveness(in waking neople un),
or delay time to get airborne for aircraft notification is 1ir.
tue plan so far as I can tell thus far, (ref, G, Kats, A Critique
of the pronosed emergency preparedness nlan for the Shearon Harris
Nuclear Power plant p.,21 for vehicle sneeds and assumtions).
There doesn't seem to be anvthine in Sect’on IV.D of Part 1 of
the plan about how it would notify peorle who are gleening,
Obviously, if the plan doesn’'t assure alerting within the t'mes
specifled, for neople who are asleep, then 1t w!ll not work when
they are asleen. This is not assurance that effective protective
actions "can and w!ll be taken" 50,L7(a)91), that notificetion
orovides "provisions ... for prormt commmication ... to the publie"
because you can't communicate w'th a verson who is asleep; no means
are nrovided 1n the brochure about how sleening veonle will be notified
(50.47(0)(7), cf. Plank part 1 p.B81; analysis continues as to
other noncomnliances. The basic one is that neonle sleenineg have
to be awakened before communication is possible, and without communication
the nlan cannot be activated in a timely manner as reoulred by the
applicable rules and reguletions, in such a way that effective
protective action can and w!ll be taken.
(c) See (b) mbove; analysis continues.
(d) see (a)(b) and (c) above. "probably" is close enourh
o affirmative that I've just answered us if the answer were affirmetive.

57-C=3-3., See 57-C-3-2(b) ebove.

57-C-3-L, Although less action is required when awakening
persons and telling them to teke shelter, there s stil]l the delav
of awakening, getting emergency information, and taking chelter,

Sleepy peovnle don't generally react as fast, may be confused or drowsy,
and thus will be slower to act. Fffective sheltering recuires the

bullding to beclosed tightly (even sealed, if possible) before the
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radicettive plume gets there. Warning times for many serious accidents
are estimated at 1,0 hours for ®WRs (see reference enclosed for 30-1(d))
and there 1s no analysis In the »lan that T have found, of how lorg
it will take from warning, at a time when many emergency resnonse
perscnnel are also asleep (the "graveyard snift" will be awake only)
to (1) get the not!fication system activated, and (2) wake neople
up and tell them to take shelter, and (3) assure they actuslly do
this, and Jdon't evacuate in & panic, as be!nr awakened w'th news
of a nuclear accident may reasonably produce some nanicky reactions,
Without sona assurance thet this can and w'll be done on a timely
basis (and that means are evallable to prevent the nlume from ecualizing
radlation levels inside and cutside tvpical structurems w'thin 2
or 3 hourms by ordinary alr exchange w?th the outs'de, even w'th
windows closed and heating ‘ventilating/alr conditioning svstems off
(effective sheltering means some protection from radiation, commared
to the protectionafforded by evacuation), the vlan is clearly inadequate,
See also 57-C-3-2(b) above.

57-C-5{a) Possibly, for sirens, devending on the direct’on
of the siren, which windo§(s) ere onen, and the locat‘on of the
sleeping verson(s). Sleeping next to an oven window is fairly
cormon among folks without air conditioning around here, in my
exverlence, and some who are trving to reduce high electric bills
bill turn air conditioners off and oben windows on many summer nights,
again from my exverience ads an energy consultant. HKowever, this
doesn't anply at all on winter nights, when most peonle will keep
their windows closed.

(b) see (a)

57-C-3-6(a) Yes. (b) see 57-C-5-(a) above. Since 1t 1s usually
hotter during the day, more peovle without air conditioning will
keep thelr windows closed then; those with alr conditioning will
very llkely kecep thelr windows closed in the daytime, to keep the
cooling inside and avoid even more outrageous electric bills.

57-C-3-8(a) For those who are aksleen, yes. For others,
possibly. It devends on the means used, and how close the peovle
are to the nuclear nlant,

(b) The means have to be sufficient to wake peonle up If they
are asleep., They have to be awakened In time to take effective
protective action or get help “n taking 1t. (50.L7 (a)91) and (b),
NUREG-065L4 TI.F, 3,4,5,6; S0.L7(b)(5) ™he messages have to pet
to the public, and sleepers don't get the message., The actfons
have to be effective and in time. This can be elaborated a good
bit, and andlysis along those lines is continuing). For those not
asleep, the ability to receive the messages and get FE3S advice
i1s necessary. Folks up fishing in the early morning, e.g. at L a.m.,
may km very well not have radios. Therefore the aircraft or boat
notification needs to orovide the same messages to them thet the FRS
provides to those with radf’os or TVs.

£7-C-3-9(a) There are severasl varieties of sutomatic phone-dialing
equipment., Information 1s mbhhhm available from both manufacturerms
and suppliers of such equinment. I am checking my ffles for information
concernins same. None has been located in writing so far, However,
the two basic tyves I understand are available are secuential dlaler
tyres which simply dial every possible number !n an exchange (e.g. 362-000C

thru 362-9999) in sequence, ard multiple-dialers which ca 11
1arge3numberqgf numggrg eiﬁultangousig :nd s 8?3 YByccomngtg% megory)

the busy numbers to be dialed again in the next cycle.
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(b) Jesse Riley ‘nformed me that these are avallable from Southern
Bell; since the breakup of AT&T, I don't know exactly who is marketine
this equirment. More inquiry along these lines 1s needed & will havren
when I have more time,
(c) I don't know., Further inquiry will occur when T have time.
Right now I'm busy with the start of school and getting ready for
the mismanagement and safety hearings,

57-C=3-10. A commlete 1ist of all changes reauired isn't available vet:
however, see responses to 57-C-2,3, and L above. The plan neecs to
provide specific, provably effective means (e.g. tone warning radfos,
automatic phone dialing) for versons (including trensients) within
the EPZ to make sure they can be awekened in time to take effective
protective action in the event of a nuclea» accident st the Harris
plant, including very ranidly develoning accidents, At present,

the plan does not anvear to effectively address the n»oblem of
ewakening peopnle when an emergency begins during normal sleeping
hours; 1t evidently only makes a passing reference to the need to
inform the public of measures to alert them between midnight and bam
(the information and means do not avpear to be specified) when an
accident begins in non-sleeping hours (pt. 1 p.81). The plen needs
to acddress awakeningc persons without televhones, esnecially in light
of raridly rising telephone rates which may reduce the number of
persons who have telephones In their homes. Tone alert radfos are
one means to do thet. As usual, the reason for the need ‘s to be sure
peonle are awake to recelve informetion from FBS and/or take needed
protective actions prommtly (within NURPRG.065L guidelines) in the
event of a nuclear accident, including ranidly develoning accidents,
at Harrls, Further analysis re these matters will continue when T
have more time,

57-C-3-11. Besides having the right stuff in the nlan (see resvonses
to 57-C-3-10 and referencesd resvonses in %t, above), it hes tnr actually
be done, be tested (somewhere, not nacessarily here) and nroved to

work effectively within the times needed to alert peonle in the

event of a nuclear accident w!th'n normal sleenirs hours, What that
means 1s that telenhone notificaticn (automatic), tone alert radios,
and/or other affective means mus% be found, bought, installed, and
properly tested, maintained end cue.l:»4. and all this must be in place
prior to the Harris nuclear plant's gettinre a full power license,
Alternatively, scravping the plant would %ake care of the problem,
since 1f the plant doesn't operate, evacuation plannine won't be needed
from nuclear power accidents at the plant., Addit?onal analvsis on

this question may be done when I get more time.

57-C-10-1(a) List incomnlete now. NUREG-0654 (I presume vou mean

NRC and FEMA publications) is one,10 CFR 50,47(a)(1) requires adequate

protective measures "can and will be taken in the event of a radiological

emergency”; 10 CFR 50.47(b)(9) requires adequate methods, systems

and ecuinment "for assessing and monitoring actual or votential

offsite consequences of a radiological emergency condition" to be in use,
(b) Since the dose to neonle in shelter is one of the asctual

or ootential consequences of a radlological emergency condit!on,

without some evaluation of the protective value of shelterinr for

exnosure to airborne radfonuclides (through inhalation or "shine" or both)

must be in place (in use, in the words of 10 PR 59,47(b)(9)) lack

of avaluation of PFs is inconsistent with th's recuirement. 10 CPR

S0.,47/a)(1) reauires that adequate vrotective measures "can and will be

taken"-- sheltering effectiveness (vrotection factor) has to be reasonably

known before the adequacy of the nrotective action (sheltsring) can '

be known. 50.47(b)(10) seems ambiguous about whether the protective
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action guidelines have to be based on valid i formation, but dose
assessment cannot properly be done without knowing the effect on
dose that will result from sheltering (or evacueting) and commaring
the two for the poonulation of the FE>Z or subzones therein to determine
the effective protective action 50,47(a)(l) resuires can and will be
taken, NUPEG-065, »mfexxxxx(¥Y,J,10,m,p,6L4) requires inclusion
in the vlan of "bases for the cho’ce of recommended »nrotective actions
from the plume exnosure pathway during emergency conditfons. ™!s shall
include expected local protection afforded (fn ? cites documents
which "may be considered in determining nrotection afforded) in
residential units or other she}ter for direct and inhalation exposure,.."
That's about as clear a recuirement as I can imagine, and the
determination of "protection" in residentisl unfts or other shelter
for direct and inhalation exnosure isn't done, and obviously
needs to be done to allow informed choice of nrotective actions,
If sheltering effectiveness 1s overestimated, or underestimated,
it may lead to the wrong actions belrg chosen for recomme, datfon
by the emergency m response authorities.

(c) see (b) above., I am reluctant to think that the emergency
planners can't read or understand NUREG-0654 17.J.10.m even if they
might interpret the other cited authorities differently. NUREG-O6-4
criteria are reaquired to be met by 10 CFR 50,47(b) (see footnote to
(b) before section (b){(l)). In an accident it will be too late to
determ'ne from scratck the exnected protection afforded by all
shelters, residentiasl and other. Any sensible planner would have
done the determination in advance, undating 1t as necessary when
new information that would change the determinatfon of xhx sheltering
effectiveness comes along.

(4) N/A

57-C-10-2(a). An exhaustive 1list has not been comniled yet,
Howaver, the bases in the plan have to state the sheltering effectiveness
which is to be used in choosing recommended protective actions.
This has to inciude sheltering effectiveness for direct arnd intalation
exposure. Since neonle can't ston breathing during nuclear accidents
(or 1f they did 1t wouldn't be effective vrotective act’on after a short
time ), the inhalation exnosure must be determined over time, so that
if exvosure continues while rennle are sheltered, emergency resnonse
personnel can estimate when evacuation would result in less total
dose than continued exnosure in shelter. Since tvoical structures
exchanre air several times an hour (and air changes ner hour are
influenced by wind sneed)with outside air, this needs to be considered
in detail in determining sheltering effectiveness., Radiation exvosure
from nuclides outmsfde a shelter continues as long as the nuclides are
there an?d peonle are in it, so that dose needs to be considered over time,
That 1s, sheltering effectiveness changes w!th time, as radionuclides
infiltrate the shelter w'th aip exchanged w!th the outs!de under the
influénce of wind, leaktightness of shelter, alr handling equipment
(e.g. can outside intake vents be closed? automatically? ganually?
how tightly? how fast?) etc. The sheltering effectiveness needs
tc be reascnably well known as 1t will develop over time, and that
needs tc be included in the bases for cholce of nrotective actions.
Otherwise, the cholce w!ll be based on inaccurate ‘nformetion,
in v'olation of 10 CPR 50,47(s)(1) (effective nrotective action
must be assured; "can and w!ll be taken")., The vlan itself need not
contain all this analysis; just its results in useful, understandable
form, provided the analysis is accurate and ccnsistent,

?b) see (a)., Basls 1s NUREG-0654 II.J.10.m, 50.47(a)(1), and

the common sense requirement that the basis of choice of nrotective
action should be accurate.
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This

57-C-10-3(a) & lack of information indicates that the authors of
the plan don't understand the requirements of NUPEG-0654 II.J.10.m,
According to interrogatory resvmonses received to date, the emergency
plenners have some information on direct exposure sheltering effectiveness
aveilable in their files; little if any useful or accurate information
on inhalation exnosure sheltering effectiveness; and this information
relates solely to buildings evaluated for use as fallout shelters in
& nuclear war., It does not relate to homes or other twvnical structures,
and I don't see any x schools in the materlal nrovided, though there
may be some. The information on sheltering effectiveness of tvplcal
structures for direct radiation exnosure is availlable in very crude
form, 1.e. just for brick and wood houses, no evaluation of house
geometry, high-protection areas, or air infiltration annears to be in 1t,
Whether this lack of information proves a leck of knowledge by the
planners, I'm not certain; I have asked them to tell me what they know
in interrogatories to them. The Information vprovided is surely not

sufficient to meet the recuirements of II.J, 10.m, and would not

be of much use in protective sction decisfonmaking urless the
planners also krow how many peonle will be in each shelter and its
sheltering effectiveness and cevaclty (tvpical, for homes) and how
the sheltering effectiveness varies with time.

(b) see (a) (c) see (a), N/a

57-C-10-l4(a). The bases must be stated, not described, in the plan.
A descrivtion is not adequate. “hether this requirement does reouire
the state planners to document "tlhe entirety of the!r knowledge of
tsheltering effectiveness' " in the vlans would devend on how much
they know. If they know more than what 1s recuired, they need only
document what is recuired. If thev know less than what 1s reoulred,
putting that in the plan will not meet the requirement, If ther know
exectly what 1s required, then nutting in all they know will meet
the requirerment. See also end of resnonse to ?(a) above. &(c)
(b) I think this is a s'lly cuestion, bu’ see answer to (a) abovel
(¢c) The contention 1s that the vlan provides no useful irformation
or analysis of sheltering effectiveness, has inandequate discussion
of wrotective actors, fails to comnly with WI™RG-0654 II.J.10.m,
Havine the stuff in reference books to look un afte» an accident
has started 1is silly, since that takes time and the reference books
can (and X should) be consulted a* le*sure before the 2ccident harvens,
The information for the Harris EPZ on shelterine effectiveness
is the basis reouired by NUREG-0654 II.J.10.m, I know of no
reference books containing information on direct and inhalation
exposure sheltering effectiveness in the Harries FPZ, and none have
been identified uvon discovery vet. The basis informat!on needs
to be worked out in advance for the Harris EPZ and nut into the nlan.
I don't think I hav. to tell you how to use the !nformation,
but since vou asked, even though you should know, the objective
1s to minimize dose received by versons irn the FP7, If sheltering
followed by w!lthdrawal after a cloud of radloactive material has
passed w:ll result in less dose than evacuation or other ection,
sheltering would be & osreferred action unless and until continuing
sheltering seems likely to result in higher total dose, VYou cen't
make these sorts of determinat’ons, or any decis'on on sheltering
versus evacuation, without knowing the shelterins effectiveness.
Thet's what the "lack of knowledge" vart is about., Since the NUPFG-
06€l; standard reauires the bases to be in the plan, 1f thev're not

in there 1t's either lack of knowledge or derelict’on of dutv.

The licensing board !n this case rejected contertions that the vlanners
were not adequately trained, so it would seem lack of knowledge 1s 1¢t,

elov
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§7-C-10-5, If they have krowledge, thev haven't nut it in the plan
where the rules say they have to m»ut it., I infer thev lack knowledge,.
See li(c) above, They have also resvonded to Interrogatories,
and produced documents, which show that sheltering effectiveness
information isn't there “or inhalation exnosure, highest nrotectio n
fuctor areas haven't been icentified, tynical structures of homes
in the Harris EP7 aren't Ident!{ied, and so on. This 1s certa‘nlvy

they haven't even bepun wh2{'s n:eded (e.r, samnling structure tyves,

locating the high PF areas, cal:ulating PPs, meacuring ‘nffltration
of air in tynical structures at varving wind sneeds, measurinr
infiltration of pmarticulates in twvnical structures at varvire wh'nd
speeds, etc) to determine sheltering effectiveress for tvnical

homes, and for other structures in the Harris WRNEA RPZ, See 57-C-2

resnonses above, 57-C-3 resvomse above, L(a) rrsnonse above also,

57-C-10-6. The plan needs to discuss proteciive actions and thelr
effectiveness in enough detall (and vroviding enough quantitative
information, as well as quelitastive Informat!on where quantitative
information cannokmt be obtained) tc provide useful guidance to
emergency response perconnel, A prime exammle is nrotection for
Inhalation., See e.,g. contentions 227A and B and suonortinge documents
filed 10 August 1984 in this ovroceeding. Accurate knowledge of

the effectiveness of nmotexctive act’ons s reaculred *n order to
assure that effesctive protective actions can and w'll be taken

(10 cFR S0,.47(a)(1). The nlan needs to (1) document at least

the ma jor effective nrotective actlons known to the emergency
rlanners &nd cuantitatively (i1f at all rossible) detall the effectiveness
of such actions smecifically for the Harris FPZ, and (2) be accurate

in that documentation; (3) other nrotective actfons considered shobld
be listed in the nlan if vossible, and they should be documented
as to xm quantitative effectiveness. As used here, quantitative
measures of emffect!veness would referm to determinations of
protection affourded for direct and for inhalation exrosure,
Another example would be taping un eracks around w!ndows and doors,
which would have to include some analysils of how long 4t takes to do it,
and the radlation exnosure incurred in doing it (4f not finished by

the time the rlume of radioactivity arrives) versus the saving

in exvosure by do!ng 1t, especlally if those who are saved from
exposure are more radlosensitive (e.g. young children, pregrant women,
the elderly, etc). All these things need to be fipured out 4n advance,
and undated as anropropriate, so vou don't hofe to ficure them out
during an acc'dent., That's the basis nu™ose of plannineg anvway,
and for nuclear accidents the planning should (and ‘s reoculred to)
concentrate on reducing public exvosure to radiation.

57-C=7. The information compiled for the nlan must be accurate;
the determinations of quantitative effectiveness must be made accurate;
in order to be effective, the nublic has to be ‘nformed of some
of these orotective actions (e.g. which tyves of breathing nrotection
and which methods of attachment of such nrotectior are most efcective;
being advised to keep maskine tane or duct tane to tape um houses
-=-or car vents and doors and windows' edges during an evacuation,
if needed) The nublic needs to be encouraged to take such reasures,
especially those wh'’ch ere chean and easv to do.

57-C-13-1. The nlan save nreonle should go to the area of
highest PF., The average verscn has no concent of wheve that is.
While general guldes for finding higzher PFs could be given during an
acclident, 1t's clearly more effective to determine them before
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the accident, when well-tra!ned personnel can do the job and take
their time doing 1t, as orposed teo letting untrained veople do 1t
(w!'th perhans some expert advice) under time and stress pmressure
during an accident. By enalpgy, would It make sense to locate
fire lanes during a majlor fire, or to have done it earlier? Would
it make sense to lay out evacuation routes before evamcuation 1s
recuired, or have nlanners find them the devr of the evacuation
during an accident? It's not effective to wait til the last minute
and let untrained peonle do 1it,

£7-0=13-2(a). The basic criteria, effectiveness of protection
for both direct and ihhalation exnosure, are those of NURREG-065)
I1.J.10.m, Another obvious criterion 1s the canacity of the area,
For 111, injured, or any other versons (e.z. nur=ing home res’dents)
who require care, snace to allow for the care sn? materials o» devices
needed to nrovide 1t, must be available, DNetermination o inhalation
orotection sho'ld include a‘r infiltration natterns and rates, narticularly
at bed height for bedridden versons, or at floor level where veonle
may be required to lie on the floor or sit on the floor. The shielding
from direct exnosure in high-PF areas has to be evaluated from all
outside curfaces of the shelter building. The iInfiltration of
particulates of sizes tvpical of rad’oactive releases needs to be
determined; the effect of wind speed on infiltration of radfoactive
gases and particulates needs to be determined; the time after which
interior air would be producing roughly the same exposure as outside
alr nreds to be determined in advance for each high-PF ares,
All me%.ndology for making these 8eterminat?’ons needs to be as
guanti‘tative and accurate as it oractically can, Fouipment for
measuring air infiltration rates 1s commercially ava!lable,
Access to the high-PF are (ab!lity to get veorle in and out of 1t
in time to be of use) is elsoc irmportant as a criterion. Protection
isn't any good unless peonle are in the protection.
Since hosvital and nursing home naltents will take longer to move
than many peoole will (e.g. thos. who have their own transnnrt and
gre in vigorous good health), pro.ection factor assessment 1s more
important in case the<e peorle prove infeasible or verv difficult
to evacuate frem the ..o°plital(e) and/or nursing homes,
(b) see (a); further info will be put together when I have more time.

57-C-13=3(a) I don't know. The State doesn't seem to know either,

?03 do o%her emergency planners, according to discoverv received so far,
b) see (a),.

£7-C=13=L4(a). Since knowledre of this PF i3 nart of the determination
of sheltering effectiveness for those hosnitals and nursing homes,

yes. NUREG-06S4 II.j. 10.m, PFs for other areas of the hosnitals

and nursing homes should be gsnerally known teo guide emergency vlanners
if and when patients can't be moved into the highest PF areas, or

all of them can't be moved in (or won't fit). This fs also basis

for decisions on protective acticns, and should be in tre nlan.

(b) see (a); (c) N/A

§7-C-13-5 £ See above resnonses, o.2. l(a),2{(a),l. There may be
other changes reocuired i1f it is not feasible to determine the highest
PF areas or to move peonle into them,

£7-C=13-6. Hosvital and nuxrsing home versonnel should be made
familiar with the hichest PF areas, alternative high B areas, and
each hospital or nursing home shonld have its own plan or procedure

or shelteri tients in high PF areas and nrovidine for their
eeds t]her'e rl%:pt%o event o apnmclear accident at Earris. The

determination of PFs needs to be made accurately, undated as necessarv,



14y responses based on CP&L SHNPP Emergency Plan, Rev. 2 dated Febmruary
19684 and received by me March 10, 1984

14li«l The Harrls plant, Table 2.7-1 of the above-cited rencrt,
uses columns headed "30-45 min" and "60-75 min" for the columns
required in NUREG-0737 Supolment 1 Table 2 to be "30 min" and # "60 min"
respectively. NURFGe0737 recuires 3 additions in ¥2C - -

: .. -n the B0 minute colurmm aand CP&L only orovides ?
(Repair and corrective actions). NUREG-0737 requires
a radwaste operatkor in 60 minutes (same task area) but CP&L doesn't
identify one at any time. The fire bridgade and security are
unspecified and if I omit them 1t's not saying they are correct.
CP&L hasn't organized its table exactly as NIREG-0737 suoplement 1
organizes Table 2, so there may be more deficiencies T haven't caught,
(b) Basis is direct comarison of Tables specifled.
14L4-2 see 1(
1«3 =see 1
14hi=ly Provide the required versonnel in the required times.
If you can't do it, the onsite nlan should not be ebproved.
144=5, Provide edequate canabllity among the personnel at all times,
The plan won't work if the versnrnel aren't canable of carrying it
out, and this does not seem to be assessed, Seee.p, sections 5.2.1
andx 5.,2.2 of onsite plan,

154-1(a) It certainly describes a pnrocedure, but as best I can
tell, the vlan does not include the procedures referenced in Annex E
althiough Annex E of the onsite plan shows all those vorocedures
as "implemented plan sectfon L. L.3". Section L.L.3 of the vlan,
ir turn, refers to Rixxxe Table L.5.1 (once) and Annex B (twice)
ard glves no detailed procedures. Table l1,5.1 is the protective
action guidelmines (per dose, and it savs it's from the (offsite)
FxP, Figure 10), Annex B is all thst's left., Section L.L.3 refers
o FRPIS computerized dose projections, but it also svecifies that
if radiation data 1s offscale, 1t's suspect or bad and assessment
will have to wailt for measurements, That's a pre judement thet would
be disastrous if the readings really were offscale because of high
radiation release. Moreover it avnears to contradict Annex B
which says that 1f release values are offscale certain assumtions
will be used in the absence of data.
(b) see (a) the question 1s confusingly stated; answer not affirmative
(c) The procedures the operators will carry out, insofer as they
are described in the plan, refer to Annex B, which has the soohisticated
requirements afor judement as referred to in Contention 15L.

154«2(a) Your interpretation (this question 1s not really a question;
it's more of a request for sdmission) appeers to be consistent

with the vlan provided vou define nrocedure narrowly. However,

it is clear from contention 154 that the "procedures" it refers to

are those "given in Annex B" of the onsite nlan. Annex B says,

in 1ts first line "When an emerpgency situation exists at a nuclear vlant
+.+s" and continues" the methods and equations used to estimate dose

projections are based on the documents in the reference section." and
describes how the estimates are made, referring to the references.

I think Annex B does indeec describe x procedures for making

dose ussessments; it does say health phnysics, not onerstors, should do *t,

It does not say that the oreretors would meke estimates Iin any otrer way.
The only other thing the plan refers to re this as far as T can see, is

operators using the comnuter. Still, judgments would have to be meade
per Annex B, and the commuter might not be working., (b) See 15L41(a) & abov
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154«3. Annex E does list such procedures, Tt doesn't tell anvthine
about them but thexir titles and a reference to section L.l.2 of
the rlan --- see 1lkS4-1(2) resnonse above,

154-Lk. This contention isn't about "stens" as distinct from
"judgments"., If vou look at Annex B, there are some diff’cult
iudgments to ruke, including the commosition of the source term
by radlonuclides), estimating the source term, what to do when

the indicators are offscale (the L.l.3 determination that offscale
data is "bad" etc can be dangerous, sse 154-1(a) resnonse above),
and do en, The 1list is basically in Annex B.

(b) Probably not. There is no indication the operators
can measure the varlables required, and no indication they
are treined well enough to do the estimating that Annex B
says health ohysics should do.

(c) See (b). You can't dc it reliably without knowledge
plus exnerience, and unless the onerator involved is also
& health physicist trained to deal with reactor releases and
dose estimation therefrom, thev can't be counted on to have
that knowledge and exverience. (Indeed, even if they do have
all those qualifications, there's no guarantee they'll do !t ripht;
however, the plan itself only zoes so far as referrine to
health physicists being needed to riake the assessments -- Annex B)
I have no information !ndicating CPAI has any operators who are
health w physiclists with such training, or thet they intend to ret any.

154-5{a) As T understand i1t, one cen become a nuclear plant onerator

if one hes formal education to the extent of graduating from high

school with a "C" average ‘n math. I am not awere of informatfon

being made avellable as to the level of formal education Fawrris

plant onerators have., KHowever, see (b) and (¢) in resronse to 15l-l above.
(b) see (a) Lack of formal education 1s not the statement of the
contention, which says "unqualified",.

154-6(a) Yes (b) see 15L=l4(b) and (¢) resnonses and Annex B
of the onsite plan, which is the basis for contention 15L. See also
the statement of basis for contention 154 itself.

(c) See 154-4(b) and (c) and basis for contention 154 as filed.
I'm not sure why you keep putting "plant operstors" in quotes,
but i1t means the same thing as plant onerators to me in context of
tnis contention, I believe if such training was made amvailable
to operators (as 15L-4(b) and (c) resnonses say they should have)
CP&]. would have said so in its training references, but section 5:2.2:3
of the onsite plan seys only that Seiior Contmzrol Operators and
Shift Technicel Advisors receive tre'ning "in the following areas"
including "Dose projection procedurss and protective action recormendation$S
f1.e. not health physics. Assumin: Apvnlicants define Bprocedure" here
s narrowly as thelr earlxier questions indicate, then the procedures
are simonly cookbooks, not trainire in judgment, much less the health
physics knowledge and exverience T belleve 1= recuired (and Annex B
certainly indicates 1s required) for accurate or reasonable dose
assessments and judgments in sccldent conditicns.

154-7(a) comprehensive 1list would require more knowledge
about the onerators; see 154-6(a) answer above, 15L-L(b) and (e)
arswer above, 154~]1 and -2 resronses also. (b) see referenced resnonses.
154-8. T®ither have a senior (exnerienced) health nhysicist
trained in dose assessment on shift at sll times, or do as 18h=l(b)(c)
sugrest. See above for bases. 154-9, Upgrade onerator-FK& (N NS See awwex P
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15L4-9 continued
see 154-4(c) response.
and more reliable

213-1(a) Quicker,notificati ,n (has to Le 15 minutes sirce the lake
1s closer to the vlant (witiiin © miles of %t), NUREG-0654 Avpendix 3
B.2.b requires "The initial notification system will assure direct
coverage of essentially 100% of the porulation within 5 miles of
the site. " It further states (p.3-3, ibid.) The basis for any
special requirements exceptions (e,2. for extended water areas with

transient boats ...) must be documented."” The offsite FRP does
not anpear to document any such excentfon for the Harris lake.

Prompt notification, NUR®G-0654 sayvs (Apvn.3 B.,l)"the system

shall provide an alerting signal and notification by commercial
broadcast (e.g. EBS) plus svecial systems ...," ™is means a
message has to get to the peonle in boats on the Harris lake,
including those without radios (either reguler radios or NOAA
weather-band redios), The only wav to do this i1s with powerful
loudspeakers, e.g. on aircraft (NUREG-0654 Appm 3 C.L4.d), and

it 1s not evident from the plans that such aircraft could be mobilized
in time to deliver the warnings to the Harris lake within 15
minutes. Alternatively, powerful loudsveakers coverirg the lake
(end able to be heard in edverse weather, e.g. thru a thunderstorm)
could automatically transmit the message, under direct control from
the Harris plant or some other ranid means of activation, and revreat
the mesenge notification continuously to tell boaters and swimmers
on the lake what to do, Or boat-mounted loudsneakers could be used,
provided the boats can cover the lake thorcughly in 15 minutes.
It would certainly be helpful if vrepared leaflets describing

the warning systems and enrrooriete actions were distributed at
boet access to the Harris lake, T belleve this would be recuired for
trensients from outside the EPZ whc would not have a brochure or other
written information regarding nuclear accldent emergency procedures,
(NTREG-0654 II.G.1 and 2 require informaticn be made available to
transients through means not limited to the brocnure)

(b) See (a) above,

213-2(a). Enough boats to, under adverse weather and noise
conditions, e.g. a sudden thunderstorm or rain beginning at or soon
after the time notification is recuired, transmit an audible and under-
standable notificationh message (per NTT2EG-065L Avn,.,3 B) to all noints
on the Harris lake., I have not calculeted how many this 1s vet,

(b) See (a) above and l-a above that,

213-3(a) Sufficient to assure that (allowing for peonle not
showing uvo, by providing sufficient backuv personnel and backuns
to the backups in case they don't show up) the tvnes of notification
required by NUREG-0654 and discussed in resmonses l-a and 2-a above
can be performed at any time of the day or year, within 15 minutes
of activation of the alért and notification system,

I have not calculated this number of persconmnel. It = devends,

of course, on the system chosen, If none of these systems 1s used,
it would appear a much larger number of persons would be recuired,
to ind*vidually notify persons on the Harris lake by direct cortact
(the equivalent of the "knocking on doors" alternative fo» notificatfon
of persons on land).

b) NUPRG-065L Anpendi pp 3-1 and 3-2, include requirements
the t tée "Qlan shal% 1nglude§ %ﬁe gngcific oggaﬁizat'ons orqindividuals.

by title, who shall be resronsible for notifying ... the affected
porulation and the svecific decisicn chains for ranid imnlementation
of alert and notification systems" and



il
213-3(b) continued

"A capabllity for 24-hour per day elerting and notificatfen",

Tuese capabllitles cannot exist without having the required personnel,
and won't work w!thout them. Tf they won't work, thev vioc ated 16
CFR 50.47(a)(1) which requires assurance thet anpropriate nrotective
actions can and will be taken.

213-L(a) Provisions for boat accidents on water should include
the ablllity to assist victims of bhoating accidents and remove
them from the lake (e.g. by boat or helicopter) whenever evacuatfon
i1s required. The number of such boats or heliconters required
devends on (1) the t'me “n which helicopnters with rescue nersonnel
can reach the Harrils leke after being alerted that they are needed
there, including time to get rescue personnel to the helico ters,
get pllots, bex sure the helicooters are fueled, etc.; plusé!he time
required for the boating sccident(s) to be noticed and helichHnters
called for. (3) it also depends on the number of accidents, which
XaxX would tend to devend on the number of boats allowed on the lake
(see below), If boats are used for rescue, the boats w!th arcprooriate
supplies would have to be mairtained at the Harr's lake (probably
by CPEL), and rescue personnel erpropriately tralned would have
to be avallable to go out in these boats in the event of boat sccidents
on tne Harris lake during an smergency caused bv 2 nuclear accident
at the Harris nuclear plant. It would be des!rable for the rescue boets
to go with notification/alert bosts so that sccidents could be
founé and attended to more ranidly (the alert boat shouldn't be the
rescue boat because 1f 1t does come on a boating accident and stops
to conduct resuce operations, thet interferes w!th alert/notification
to other parts of the lake). Again the canability of such rescue boats
and crews should be to assist the maximum number of boat accidents
on the luke, und get the people involved in those accidents out
within recu'red evacuation times (or get them into shelter with
aopropriate medical care if shelterins 1s ordered instead).
For traffic accl!derts, e.g. in moving boats or evacuating

in vehicles from the Farris lake, su’fclent wreckers shovrl’ be avallable
to ensure that promnt evacuation !s not immeded by such accidents
elther near the lake access, or on the evacuat!on route out of the E®Z.
Special coverage should anply to the nearest State highway or road
not controlled by CP&L, and should be available on & 2li-hour basis
with the abil’ty to respvond prommtly to any such trefflc accidents,
Transport and/or shelter as appropriate, and medical care, for victims
of such traffic accidents, should also be available in CP&Licontrolled
areas an off state or county roads,

The limitations of numbers of boats or boaters on the lake
when the Harris reactor is critical or fuel handling %s taking place,
should be based on (1) the abllity of all such boats to return their
occupants to land for sheltering or evacuation promwtly in the event
of a nuclear accident at Harr!s, with due sllowances for boats running
out of fuel, having engine melfunctions, having accidents, propellers
tangled in weeds or vlants, fishing line, etc, and vrovis’on to get
boaters with such nroblems off the lake -- i1.e. the morec rescue end
assistance provisions there are, the more boats could be allowed on
the lake; (2) the number of boat sccidents noss?ble as the numbey
of boats on the lake increases; (3) the abilitv of all such boats

Eg ieach angropriate landing iiies near the sccess area so that
elr occupénts can reach vehlcles for evacuation-- if there are two

many boats, they will overcrowd this area and !mmneded evacuation,
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213-4(a) continued

T have not calculated these limitatiorns. They would also dernend

on the tyre of boats. Rowmboats or canoces should not be permitted
on the lake unless pickup for their occupants is nrovided on a
deulcated basis (boaut availuble at the lake at all times with
sufficient cepacity and speed to reach and remove all such occuvrants),
since the occunants of these unpowered boats could not returr to
lending areas ranidly enough in the event of an accimmkdent.

I have not calculated the numbLers vet -- these are the nrincinles.

(b) 10 cFR 50.47(a)(1) requires assurance that arnpropriate nrotective
actions can and will be taken, There 1t no protection from radfoactive
miterial out on the lake; even enclosed boats wo1ld provide little
if any protection from alirborne radfoactivity., There is ro shelter
on- the lake., Therefore, to take annronriate protective act'on effectively,
the peonle have to be ahle to get off the lake pnrommtly when alert/
notification is declared. This has to be doable in worst-case conditions,
and where it can't be done (e.g. rowing or canoceing too far from landing
areas to return on human power in time) that sort of use of the lake
has to be ferbidden; where limits are required to assure that
peoprle can get off the lake in time, those lim!ts should be imnosed.

213x#8-5(a) I don't know. (b) N/A

213-6(a) Persons who have boated to an area far from access
and ere swimming would have to return to their boats ard then
return to the sccess; water-skiers cannot come through heavy boat
traffic safely and would have to return to boats or mawim to reach
the shore at access noints; m any swimmers move slower than most
boets and would take longer tc get outof the leke than a boat
at the same distance from shore., (b) see (a)

213-7. Swimming should be forbldden excent in deslipnated
areas close to accress and benicle parking, so that all swimmers
can get out of the lake promotly in an alert situatf’on, and so
that all swimmers can be alerted and notified promptly (the alerters
will know where they are and/or automatic systems cen be aimed at
the swimming areas, e.g. loudsveakers): All of the requirements Rixmzax
discussed in 213-4(a), 213-1(a), 223-2(a) and 213-3(a) and 6(a) above
should be thoroughly covered. The changes must be made to assure
that effective protective action can and w!ll be taken by versons
on or in the Har»is Lake (10 CPR 50,17 (a)(1)).

213-8. The nhysical facilities (e.g. dedicated rescus boats,
wreckers, available helicopters),rescue and alert nersonnel, onilots,
wrecker operators and others must be available with sufficient backuos
to be sure that all rsquired personnel are available during an actual
nuclear accident at Harris to carry out the tasks covered ink the
above responses in a timely anéd effective manner, 1f the plan
isn't backed un by people and ecuirment to carry it out, who are
available when needed to carry it out, the plan is no good. 10 CFR
S0.47(e)(1) reaquires that effective protective actifons can and
will be taken. This includes alsc oroviding shelter to persons
on the lake, when sheltering is the indicated action. The shelter
needs to be big enough to held all such nersons, and nrovide
useful protection from radiation, (same authority, 50.h7(a)(1).

There may be other snecific authorities that suprlement th?s basic

{:ﬁgévement that effective actions for rrotect’on can and will be
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215-1 Paul Holmbeck's address 1s 1300 Green St. Durham NC 27705,
His present occupation is

(b) See pp. 1=-3 of Holmbeck's testimony in Bvron; his preparaetion

of that testimony; extensive familiarity with the requirements of
NUREG=0654;and exverlence in analyszing emergency plens including
those for the Byron and Harris plants., I don't know what other
qualifications he has, I believe a nerson is an "exvert" in law
when she or he has greater knowledge of the subject than the average
person (e.g. a juror) or the other fact-finder in the case, by reason
of education, training or .xrerience or & combination of these.

215-2, Do you mean Fddleman 215 as admitted or as revised?
Applicants have moved th have the entire cortention 215 thrown out,
Tn general, any conservatism 1s not realistic (41f 1t were realistic
1t wouldn't be a conservatism to use it) and varies from actual
conditions 1likely to obtain in en evacuatlion. Thus any conservatism
introduces error into the evacuation time estimates., As to the
specific effects of conservatisms, see the contention as admitted
and a:Z revised,
215-3, Persons who are away from home (e.g. at work, shooning,
on errands) and the time of the order to evacuate (or instructions
to evacuate), especially those w!th their ch'’ldren or families wikh them
who might have to go back into the EPZ to reach home; nersons who
are &t work and leave from there to go home and then evacuate;
persons without transvortation; persons already outside the EPZ et
the time of an evacuation, e.p. et school or work or shoopins or on
errands or at the doctor's or dentists or on recreation. Because
there are many reasons why peovle mey be away from home, the listing
of reasons for being away from home above should not be viewed as
exhaustive, People who for whatever reason aren't home, vneonle who
for whatever reason are outside the FPZ, etc are the overative grouns
in this answer,
215-4. I don't know what peonle will do in an accident exactlw,
I don't think anyone does know for sure. However, 1t would be reassonable
fer persons or fam'lies outside the E°7 to stay outside it if evacuation
were ordered, unless they thought they had to go back inside it
to see to families, relatives, friends, coworkers ete. Tn rart,
how many peorle would stay outside the EPZ would nrobably devend
on the availability of telephone communications whereby they could
contact family, relations, coworkers, frienis etc 4nside the EP7
to assure themselves these folks were OK and could get out OK.
As for versons in the EPZ, the assumption that neonle without
transportation evacuate from home and occupy an extra vehicle is
not realistic for those who could fit into another evacuating vehicle
and got a ride out that way.
As for persons away from home in the EPZ, subjective factors
and the avallability of communications would influence whether they
went home or evacuated directly. One subjective factor is how serfously
they take the instruction to evacuate; another is how seriously they
take the danger of the accident; another is the location of the nlume;
another 1s whether the plume is elready escaving or not; another is
whether the location of the plume 1s known. Communicat?’on to relatives
at home or at work (to arrange evacuation, or just let them know "We're
leaving from where we are and w!ll meet you ...(place)), if effective,

could lead to fewerm pneovnle gofng home. Unaveilability of such
communications (e.g. telephones, or the vhone system overloading)

could lead to relatively more folks goinﬁ home, but still probably
not 100% since for some no one would be home to get.

(b) see (a). PFurther basis info research w'1ll go on later,
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?15-5, One obvious such situation is when one vehicle s outs!de
the EPZ; another 1s large families; another 1s peorle with one cer
at home and one at work (or who have a veheicle avelleble at home,
e.2. a »ickup or other truck, etc, which can be used for evacuatfon);
another and very obvious one is neonle who have 2 vehicles and 2
drivers but don't want thelr vehicles contaminated by being left
in the EPZ and would therefore take both vehicles out. See resnronses
to 215-2,3, and L(a) above, Peorle do things based on their own judgment,

215«6, I don't kncw, Analysis wculd have to have the names
or adiresses of all the drivers to get & reasonably meaningful answer,
and since not all neonle in the same household necessarily use the
same surxname, addresses would have to be checked too.

2.5-7. I don't know. It depends on theilr membersh’n in pgrouvs
1dentified ahove. The only reliable way I know to get an answer
would be to survey them and ask them about various situatfons
such as Bl discussed in resnonse to 235-2,3,L(a) above.

(or ETEs)

215-8, There 1s nothing in the plan indicating that the
persons in households without vehicles have been surveyed (as I recall)
nor that their neighbops have, nor that the locations of their
nearest neighbors have been determined, nor that the canacitles
of those neighbors! cars or other vehicles have been determinated
to be sufficlent to carry the neilghbors plus those from households
without vehicles, nor that the nefghbors will give them rides out
(nor that the neilghbors will be there to give them rides out),
and not anything I remember about the number of drivers and extrea
vehiicles being ava!lable or assured from those neighbors to make
one extra vehicle per household w!thout transnortation.

The assumption anpears to be exactly that, an assumntion, and 1ts
basis 1is not clear, Its basis, if any, skould be documented and shown
to be either accurate, or inaccurate (revising the FTFEs to correct inaccura«

215-9, I don't know., Worse, I thi’nk vou don't know either,
Tiuls would have to be determined thirougn & survey of those householAds
ard trelr neighbors. You allege there are only a few hundred of them
(based on vehicle registration and/or census) so a survey is feasible,

21510, The ETEs need to be comnuted Iin an accurate manner without
using the conservatism, in each case. Accurate or realistic Information
rather than the conservatisms shonld be used in each case,

22-1, NURRG-0654 Apvendix L requires (I,B) that all assumptions
used in the (FTE) analvsis shall be provided., IV.A. of the same
arrendix sayvs "Adverse conditions would depend on the characteristics
of a specific site and could include flooding, snow, ice, fog or rain,
The adverse weather “requency used in trnis analysis shall be identifled
and shall be severe enough to defins the sensitivity x of the analysis
to the selected events. These conditions will affect both travel
times and capacity. More than one adverse condition may need to be
considered." it goes on to say that a "northern" site with a high
tourist population in summer would heve to consider rain, flooding
or for as the (summer) adverse condition along with snow with winter
pooulation estimates., Nothing in NUPEG-065L excludes souvhern sites
with reacreat?’onal ponulations in the summer and snow or xice in the winter
frcm this recuirement. NUREGR-065L continues "The text accommanying
the table shall indicate the critical assumptions which underliex

e time estimates ... The relatfve significance of alternative assu
#ll be addressed, esvecrlally with regard to time dependent traffig¢

ing of the segments of the evecuat’on roadway network.'

mntions
load-
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22L4~1 continued

I understand this to mean that not Just the weather gfrequency
itself, but the tyres of adverse weather (and ell their frecuencmles)
that can be adverse condit‘ons for evacuating the Harris EPZ
need to be identified and established to be "severe enough to
define the sensitivity of the analysis to the selected (adverse) events",
The text 1s required to explain the relative significance of alternative
assumptions .... especially w!th regard to time devendent
traffic loading of the segments of the evacuatfon roadwgy network."

Th's clearly includes the relative significance of adverse weather

conditions (not only those used, but alternative assumntions) since
they "w!ll affect both travel times and cavacity", which of course

affect the loadings and timing of traffic loadings on the segments

of the evacuat?!on network.

2242, You could read it, Or you could read answer 22l;-1 above, )
See also v,4-10 of 0654 Appendix L (for facilties) weather must be consideY®

224=3(a) Because if the adverse weather isn't the real adverse
weather encountered at the time of the evacuation, the time estimates
aren't of any use. Also, NUREG-065L requires the adverse weather
frequencies and the effects of alternative assumpntions (including
weather) to be included in the ETES. I presume this i1s so these
effects will be kpown to the planners. Also, of course, weather
with low frequen (e.g. tornados, hurricanes, extreme icing,
rapid rains, flood$, snow, ice, etc) would have to be considered
among the alternative assurmtione for a site like the Harris EPZ
where all such things can occur (see 0654 Apo LL IV A "Advmerse
conditions would denend on the cheracteristics of & srecific site).
I understand that this informetion is 1in there so that in the event
of an emergency under adverse weatrer conditions, the effect
of those weather condft’ons 1s known to the emergency resnonse
personnel so they cen use the information to decide what protective
action(s) may be appropriate. Obviously, actions based on inaccurate
irformation re adverse weather would not be accurately deternired
to be the best actions. The actions without such informationr
are based on unreliable informetion because the adverse weather
frequencies aren't xused (both directly and as alternative essumtions)
S NURBG-0654 requires,

(b) See cites in (a) andin 22L-1 resnonse(s) above,

22=li. The plan's ETE study must e brought inte full
compliance w'th both the letter and the intent (as described in answers
22l-1,224-3(a) above, and otherwise) cof NUREG-065L as regards the
use of adverse weather frecusncies identified in the plan, and
putting those frequencies (both as adverse weather conditions and
as alternative assumntions) into the plan. All of the adverse weathern
possibilities for the Harris site (as shown in answers above or in the ER
or FSAR re meteorology) should be considered as alternative assurmpntions
in the ETEs.

PRODUCTICN OF DOCUTMENTS
Within 30 days of these responses, above-referenced dncuments

(except NRC documents, per agreement) will be made avallable for
inspection and conying at a mutually agreeable time and nlace
by cohtact with Wells Eddleman.

I affirm the above answers are true to the best of my
present knowledge and belief, ~. .. = i

wells Eddleéédva Sentember 198
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¥office of the Executive Legal Director
Attn Docketa 50-400/L01 0.L.
USKRC
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O0ffice of the Secretary

USNRC
washington DC  2055°

John Rurkle

CCNC
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Robert Gruber
Exec, Director
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Travi.s Payne
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Richard Wilson, M.D.
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" Washington DC 20740
Len Keed
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Dr. Linda W, Little
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Raleigh, NC 27611

Bradley W. Jones
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101 Marietta St.
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