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INTERVENORS’ COMMENTS ON LICENSING BOARD’S
RECOMMENDATION THAT BEACH SHELTERING

In its June 27, 1990 Memorandum and Order, LBP-90-20, the
Licensing Board made certain findings and rulings which
purportedly reeolved the remaining aspects of the remanded
Beach Sheltering issue. LBP-90-20 slip opinion at 9
("Accordingly, we conclude that the remanded sheltering issue
nas been resolved.") The lower Board also concluded that

because of the clarification provided by the State of New

Hampshire and FEMA concerning the provisions of the plan,

this Board no longer reguires guidance from the Appeal

Boarda . . . .
LBP-90-20 at 9., Based on this statement the Licensing Board
recommended that this Appeal Board vacate the accepted
referrals made earlier in LBP-90-12. 1Intervenors, the
Massachusetts Attorney General and the New England Coalition on

Nuclear Pollution, oppose any vacation for the reasons that

follow.
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1. The only stated basis for the Licensing Board’'s
recommendation is that the State of New Hampshire and FEMA have
stated that there is no "actual sheltering" for the general
beach population other than the "shelter-in-place" concept.

Yet, this tactl/ was the very basis on which the Licensing
Board in LBP-90~12 referred the Condition (1) sheltering issue
in the first place. Even by the standards of this proceeding,
such "reasoning" is far from persuasive.

2. The sheltering issues presented by the referrals have
not been resolved in any fashion. Nothing in LBP=90-20
indicates that there has been such a resciution. 1In any event,
since the Licensing Board’s purported "resolution" of the Beach
Sheltering issue (including Condition (1) sheltering) will be
subject to appellate review at some point the only conseguence
of a vacation of the referrals will be further delay. Such
delay is unconscionable in light of the holding of this Board
in ALAB-924 that the absence of sheltering detail precluded the
approval of the NHRERP and the "reasonable assurance" finding.

New Hampshire beaches are at their most crowded now. This

1/ As Intervenors have repeatedly made clear,
"shelter-in-place" and "beach sheltering" as explicated and
defended during the NHRERP hearings and approved in LBP-88-32
will result in the general beach population (those at T
inside or with access to the inside of shelters) being advised
tn take shelter when that protective action is dose-minimizing,
as it will be, for example, in a "puff release". The State of
New Hampshire and FEMA, to the extent they now deny this fact,
are not "clarifying" but modifying the NHRERP. This
modification, in turn, has nc technical basis or justification
as it results in the choice of evacuation for those out on the
beaches even in those cases in which sheltering these people
(in accordance with a still not-yet-created sheltering plan)
has been found to be dose-minimizing.

-2-



Board, therefore, should retain the referrals on which the
parties have already been heard in memoranda, and issue a
decision suspending operation in the absence of a sheltering
plan or record support for the proposition that sheltering is
not the dose-minimizing protective action for the general beach
prrulation in certain circumstances.

3. As a separate matter, Intervenors wish to challenge
immediately the Licensing Board’s disposition of Condition (2)
sheltering to the extent (if at all) that the Licensing Board
resolved this issue based on certain statements of counsel
representing the Massachusetts Attorney General and the New
England Coalition on Nuclear Pollution made at the prehearing
conference held on June 5, 1990. LBP-20-20 at 6-7.

Intervenors’ counsel stated as follows:

MR. TRAFICONTE: 1 found the Board’s analysis of that
issue persuasive in the May 3 opinion. 1 found the
discussion of the condition under which there would be tens
cf thousands of people on the beaches, but at the same
time, there would be no means of evacuation because the
bridges or the roads would all be out simultaneously, or
there would be such a dense fog that would hit the beach
areas while tens of thousands of people were on the beaches
== 1 agree, and intervenors agree, that that is such a
rather absurd set of circumstances . . . .

Tr. 28,330. This statement by counsel was made without
knowledge of an important piece of testimony made part of the
record of this proceeding during emergency plan hearings held
in 1983. Attached hereto is a portion of the July 15, 1983
prefiled testimony of Philip B. Herr which states, jinter alia:
Q.04 Why is it important to analyze summer adverse
weather conditions?

A.04 NUREG-0654 calls for such analysis (at IV-A,
Pg. 4-6). In the Seabrook case it is possible that the
greatest threat to safety could come in the summer when the
summer-swollen number of nearby people can be coupled with
-3-



adverse weather, such as fog or a sudden thunderstorm. Fog
and rain reduce travel speeds and road capacity through
reducing visibility and reducing braking effectiveness

Peak numbers of persons and adverse weather aren’t at
all mutually exclusive., Coastal fog is guite common,
resulting when winds are onshore on a hot humid day. On
such days pecople conesidering day trips have no way of
knowing that the beach will be in fog since only a few
miles inland it is clear, and often the foggy weather is
warm enough that people remain on the beach hoping the fog
will burn off, as it often does. Exactly those conditions
were observed by me to have prevailed on the Sunday of the
1983 Fourth of July weekend along the entire beach zone
from Portsmouth to the Merrimack River: beaches, parking
lots, and streetz full, but my vehicle and others moving
slowly through feg with headlights on.

Herr testimony at 3. (See, August 18, 1983 hearing transcript
ff. Tr. 1196) 1In light of this testimony, which was

cross-examined (Tr. 1197-1276) and is part of the record of

this proceeding, Intervenors’ counsel’s statement is eimply

wrong. Moreover, the Licensing Board in LBP=89-20 ignores the

context in which all of Intervenors’ counsel’s June S comments

were made:

MR. TRAFICONTE: . . . [T)here would be large beach
populations that somehow magically find themselves on the
beaches, even though there are impediments, somehow
magically, impediments to ingress and egress,

We, with the Board, find that to be an ~4tremely
unusual, if not unimaginable, circumstance . o

CHAIRMAN SMITH: Well, are we in a position to review
[sic: probably agree) that that is not an issue?

MR. TRAFICONTE: Well, the Intervenors are not going
to agree, Your Honor, to anything. We object.

CHAIRMAN SMITH: You’re not going to agree to anything?

MR. TRAFICONTE: We'’re not going to agree with
anything. We’re not going to stipulate to any facts and
we're not going to agree to anything.

CHAIRMAN SMITH: That is a categorical refusal? You
will not stipulate to any facts whatever?

MR. TRAFICONTE: Well, I'm sure we’'re not going to
stipulate unless I saw it in writing. I’m not going to
stipulate =--

CHAIRMAN SMITH: You’re not going to stipulate in
advance to unknown facts.
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MR. TRAFICONTE: I'm surely not going to stipulate in
advance to unknown facts. That'’s clear enough. But, I’'m
not going to agree before you orally that Issue 2,
Condition 2 sheltering is somehow resolved.

28328-29. Notwithstanding these unambiguous statements,

Licensing Board in LBP~90-20 at 6 stated:

At the prehearing conf.ron;e, the condition (2) sheltering

issue, as defined by the Licensing Board, evaporated. The
Intervenors agree with this Board’s analysis of the

condition (2) scenario in LBP-90-12.
To the extent (if at all), that the Licensing Board resolved
the remaining Condition 2 sheltering issues based on

Intervenors’ counsel’s statement, that resolution is in

L/

error.

Respectfully submitted,

COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS

NEW ENGLAND COALITION ON JAMES M. SHANNON
NUCLEAR POWER ATT?fNEY GENERAL
/)

“uade luamd/pT) zm//,f/«aw/e—/

Diane Curran, Esgq. ohn Traficontle

Harmon, Curran, & Towsley / Chief, Nuclear Safety Unit

Suite 430 ._Department of the Attorney General
2001 § Street, N.W, ~“One Ashburton Place

Washington, DC 20008 Boston, MA 02108

(202) 328+-3500 (617) 727-2200

DATED: July S, 1940

2/ Although clearly part of an appeal from LBP-90-20, these
points are presented here because: 1) Intervenors’ counsel has
only been apprised of the existence of the attached Herr
testimony after LBP-90-20 issued on June 27, 1990 and wished to
call attention to it at the earliest possible time; and 2) it
may be that the Board’s resolution of Condition (2) sheltering
in LBP-90-20 is part of the basis, left unexplained by the
Board, for its recommendation that this Board vacate the

referrals. As noted above, Condition (2) sheltering has been
incorrectly resolved.
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Fiedse State your nane, your position, and your ousiness address,

Ly name i8 Philip 3, Eerr, I am the principal in Philip B, Herr &
Associates anc an Associate Professcr in tne Department of Uriban
Stucies and Flanning at M.I.7. The Herr Associates acdress is 251
Lewbury St., Beston, MA., C2116, My M.I,T. address is Department
of Urban Studies and Planning, room 10-48S, M.1.7., Cambricge, MAL
02139,

Please summarize your background as germane %o this testimony,

A statement of my qualifications is attached to this testimony as
Exhioit A, Recent relevant professional involvements in emerzency
planning have included serving on the Steering Committee for
Radiological Emergency Response Planning for Suffolk County, N.Y.,
in relation to the Shoreham lHuclear Power Station, In that capa~-
ity I participated in the drafting of plans for evacuation and
other emergency responses and the critigue of such plans oy
others, and testified as an expert before the (New York)
Governor's Shoreham Commission and before the Suffolk County
~egislature, Earlier I gave expert testinony ocefore the Atomic
Salety and Licensing Board in the constructisn pernmit proceeding
for the proposed Pilgrim II Nuclear Power Station, in conjunction
with which I prepared and analyzed evacuation tine estimates for
the area surrounding that station, and analyzed such estimates
prepared by cothers.

ince 1944 I have lived no further than 60 miles from the
Seabrook site, and have frequently visited that vicinity, espe~-
cially the adiacent beach and recreational areas: as a day=tzip
transient, hotel patron, guest of cottage owners, nighttime amuse-
ment participant, and off-season beachwalker.

Eave you reviewed the Applicants' submitted time estirmates in
order to examine analyses of simultaneous evacuation of seaches
coth north and south of the Seabrook facility, and to examine
analyses of effects of adverse weather in the surmer?

Yes, I have reviewed the "Preliminary Evacuation Clear Time Istie
mates for Areas Near Seabrook Station" contained in Appendix C to
the Applicants' Radiclogical Emergency Pesponse FPlan, (Reference
<). Finding no estimates for simultaneous -each evacuatzion or
summer acverse weather in that material, 1 2180 revieved sther
materials, including the following:

2. "Additiocnal Evacuation Clear Time Estimates,” submitsed
July 31, 1981 by John DeVincentis of PSIE %o Mr. Robert L.
Tedesco, USNRC,

3. "Imergency Flanning Ione Evacuation Clear Time Zstimates,

Seabrook Nuclear Power Station," prepared by CT Maguire, Iac.
for the New EZampshire Civil Defense Agency, February, 1333,
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4. "Seabrook Station Evacuation Analysis, Final Repers, Estie
mate of Evacuation Times," prepared by Alan M. Voorhees &
Associates for FEMA, July 1980,

5. "An Independent Assessment of Svacuation Time Estirmaces
for a Peak Population Scenaric in the Emergency Planning Ione
©f the Seabrook Nuclear Power Station," NUREG/CR-2502, pre-
Fared Dy Pacific Northwest Laboratory for the USIRC, Novemder,
982,

6. "Review of Seabrook Station Evacuaticon Anavsis; Final
Report,” review of item 4 above prerared by HMN Associates for
Yankee Atonic Electric Co., January, 1581,

.04 Why is it important to analyze summer adverse weather conditions?

A.04

NOREG-0654 calls for such analysis (at IV=A, pg 4¢=6). 1In the
Seabrook case it is possible that the greatest threat to safety
could come ir the summer when the summer-swollen number of neardy
people can by coupled with adverse weather, such as fog or a
sudCen thundesstorm. Fog and rain reduce travel speecs anc road
capacity through reducing visibility end reducing braking effec-
tiveness, as has been documented in many studies*. That litera-
ture makes clear that different storm severities nave a ra je of
effects, from complete immobilization in the worst fog to the lie
258 capacity reduction resulting from rain or fog of small severi-
ty. Those capacity reductions in turn lengthen the time reguired
for evacuation of areas such as the beaches.

Peak numbers of persons and adverse weather aren't at all
mutually exclusive, Coastal fog is guite common, resulting when
winds are onshore on a hot humid day. On such days people con=
sidering day trips have no way of knowiug that the beach will be
in fog since only a few miles inland it is clear, and often the
foggy weather is warm enough that people remain on the seach
noping the fog will burn off, as it often cdoes. Exactly those
conditions were observed by me to have prevailed on the Sunday of
the 1583 Fourth of July weekend along the entire beach zone from
Portsmouth to the Merrimack River: beaches, parking lots, and
streets full, but my vehicle and others moving slowly through fog
with headlights on.

In my experience sucden rainstorms along this coast are alse
not uncommon, ané if quickly developing can occur tefore teach
patrons leave. My family and I have experienced exactly that at
Salisbury Beach. Sudden rain or thunderstorms have an even nore
ominous potential than fog., The loss of power which sometimes
accompanies such storms exacerbates the weather limitations 2on
evacuation oy disadbling any netification, communications, or zrafe
£ic control systems which 2re depencent upon areawide power,

See, for example, E. ROy Jones 25 4. "The Envizonnmentzl Ine
ence of Rain on Freeway Capacity,” Ziglway 2ssealcs Isgs:l
o, 2870, 8ighway Reseaczch 3card,
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That comdination of peak population and weather- and powc:;jT
«C88 ~lizited evacuation caparility is more serious where .oss 2f
OR~site power is a signifigant coatrizutor to the prosapility” Jf
@ oQre melt accicdent, and Seabrook evidently is such t/tiii'
Appilcants treat loss of off-site power as a potential ini%iating
event \of a core-melt accident, (See Chapter 7 of she ER-0LS,
particudrly pp 7.J3-l, 7.3-8, and 7.3-13).

in fact) preliminary results .f a probablistic r assessnent
commissioned Dy the Applicants indicate that logs of off-site
power i1s the highest ranked contributor to risk of/death or injury
from an accident at the Seabrook plant, See Pitkard, Lowe, and
Garrick, Inc.,, "Seabrook Station Probacilistic/Safety Assessment,
Phase 1, Preliminaxy Risk Mocdel Cevelopment,/ (PLG=0242), PP 34~
36, 176, & 178, Tabde 1-5 in that referencs, while preliminary,
rovides a sense of ¢he scale of significance of power loss.
ickard, Lowe and Garridx estimate that Yoss of pff-gite power is
an initiating event witihfrequency ¢£/2.5 x 1077 ser plant yea:r,
while all core melts together are estifated to have a frequency of
4.4 x 1077 per plant vear, i{ndicating that loss of off-site power
is an initiator in B80S of all ey of core melt.

Sased on those estimates, loSs of off-site power for alerting,
communications, traffic contrgd, chawbridge operation, gasoline
pumping, and other emergen actions has virtually an 808 proba-
Dility given a condition of core mel The circumstances where
off-site power would de pvailable, giwen core melt, would be in
the 208 of cases where Yoss of power is ot an initiating event

plus the fraction of géses where 10ss of Dower %0 the plant Coes
not affect the vicinify,

A !:ogucnt capfe of loss of electric power\{s the winé accom=
panying acdverse weather., Because of that link, a large frac-
tion of the 8 where loss of off-site power is initiator of
core melt it gAn be anticipated that adverse weather Will prevail.

We are/not dealing with core nelt, loss of power fo emersency
response,/and adverse weather as three independent lowepr pability
events,/ Their joint probability is pgt the product oS their

individual probabilities, and thus negligidbly small., e are
' Cealdng with three Jslased events having powerful causal .)oks.

Clgrly, there is a very strong likelinood that adverse weather
C power loss will prevail in the event of a core melt accicdent
yEravely handicapping emergency response.

The summer/adverse weather concern is compounded >V the tapic
deposition of radicactive materials which takes place uncer rain
or fog conditions, as acknowledged by the Applicants in the IF-CLS
(see pg. 7.4=3) and the NRC staff in the FCS (see g, 5-29)., The
resulting elevated dose levels make rapid emergency respense =or
smportant exactly when the capability for notifying or evacuating
pecple has a nigh probasility cf teing impaired by rower loss and
adverse weather.



oy NUREG-0654 (at 4=6), is 2 critical contingency at Seadrook,
Zampton Beach, Seabrook Beach, and Salisbury Zeach are all devels
SpecC on Sarrier beaches separazed from the mainland except at whe

Flooding, suggested as 2 potential acversity for examinatio

ey

north of Eampton Beach, Dy either rivers or wide marshes. onLy
four roads, three on £4i11 just nigher than marsh Level, provide
Sonnections Detween those three bHeaches and the mainland (see
Exhibit 1), Evacuation time estimates, %O De useful 200ls for
energency planners and protective action decision-makers, must
consicder the possibility that one or all of those roads could bne
£looded when evacuation is being attenpted. Again there is 2
continuum of possible effects on travel and thus on evacuation
tide, ranging from small reductions in speed as 2 result of casual
water on the road to complete interdiction when water Jeptns make
the road impassable.

Severe flooding in coastal New England has always been accom=
panied by severe winds ané rain, in facz, sometimes oy hureicanes,
jaleg, Or blizzards, Burricanes, gales, cr even ssrong winds
greatly increase the likelihood of area powe: 1o8s: 80 power loss
+ an axpactable accompanimant to severs flooding, —Rs—E48q 3

-~

in short, adverse surmer weather is a ery serious considera~
tion, and demands careful study.

Did you £ind that the Applicants have acdeqguately considered the
contingency of summer adverse weather?

None of the materials submitied by the Applicants examine the com=
Sination of summer population and adverse weather., Neithar the
August 4, 1980 set of ten scenarics (Reference 1) ner toe July 31,

L1381 set of seventeen scenazics (Reference <) eXamine sumper

acverse weather, Theze is 29 analysis of flcoding in any of those
materials, regardless of season.

why are simultaneous beach evacuation estimates inportant?

Given the configuration of the Seabrook viceinity, a presecsin

- - we v

action order is quite likely to include beaches both noreh
south of Seabrook, regardless of projected wind direction.
"keyhole" area for emergency response acticn can be expacted |
illustrated at NUREG=0396, page 12). If the central circ.e
such a keyhole is two miles in racdius, it encompasses most
Zampton Beach to the north and Seabrook 3each to the south.
five miles it encompasses all of Eampton's and Seabrock's Seaches,
ancd all except the State Reservazion at Salisdbury,

centent
reliable es
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