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SEAOOAST ANTI-POLLUTION LEAGUE'S SUPPLEMENTAL PETITION
FOR LEAVE TO INTERVENE

Pursuant to 10 C.F.R. §2.714(b), the Seacoast Anti-Pollution
League (SAPL) submits the following contentions for litigation in
this proceeding. The contentions are based on the submitted
Radiolcgical Emergency Response Plans for the Towns of Seabrook,
Newfields, Portsmouth, Kingston, Hampton, South Hampton, North
Hampton, Newcastle, Newton, Exeter, Brentwood, Rye, Stratham,
Kensington, and East Kingston, New Hampshire.

It is SAPL's position that the submitted plans fail to meet the
standards set forth in 10 C.F.R. §50.47. In many instances, SAPL
has relied on the standards and regulatory criteria of NUREG-0654
Rev. 1 which provide a benchmark against which the Board may judge
compliance with the regulations.

This is an appropriate function ¢f NUREG-0654 Rev. ! given its
specific citation in the Commission's regulations, and the deference
it has been afforded by this and other boards as well as the Appeals
Board for this case. See 10 C.F.R. §50.47 (b), and In the Matter
of Southern California Edison Company, et al (San Onofre Nuclear

Generating Station, Units 2 & 3), 15 N.R.C. 1163, May 14, 1982, as
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weil as the recent decision In the Matter of Public Service Company

of New Hampshire, et al. (Seabrook Station Units 1 & 2), ALAB-737,
Slip Op.-August 26, 1983.

The following contentions apply to all fifteen of the submitted
plans except where noted (hereinafter referred to as "The Plans").

SAPL LP-1.

The plans contain no specific information concerning the time
required for notifying and providing prompt instructions to the
publie within the plume exposure pathway Emergency Planning Zone.
Therefore, the plans do not meet the requirements of 10 C.F.R. §50. 47
(a)(1), §50.47 (b)(6) and NUREG-0654, E.6. (All references to NUREG-
0654 hereafter refer to that document published in November, 1880
by the U.S. N.R.C. as NUREG-0654, FEMA-REP-1, Rev. 1.)

Basis:

The regulations state that provisions must exist for prompt
comnunications from principal response organizations to emergency
personnel and the publie. This requirements is clarified by NUREG-
0654, E.6, which specifically requires that local emergency plans
include information as to the time required for notifying and
providing prompt instructions to the public. A clear indication of
the level of information necessary to satisfy this requirement is
set forth in Appendix 3 of that document.

The submitted plans do not contain information concerning time
requirements. There are references to publie notification (stated

generally at page [11-2), stating that:



The Publie Alerting System (consisting of
sirens, tone-activated radios, and mobile publie
address units) will be used to initiate "Public
Notification".

This level of information contained in the plans is inadequate
with respect to the standards referred to above. Inclusion of this
information and its assessment are of crucial importance in
determining the adequacy of the plans.

The time required to notify the publie in the event of an
evacuation will have a tremendous impact upon the abilities of
emergenéy response personnel to evacuate the public in a timely and
safe manner. The Applicant has, to date, avoided the issue of time
requirements involved with publiec notification both in its FSAR
emergency response plan, and in these hearings generally.

In addition, the recent decision of the Atomic Safety and
Licensing Appeals Board supports SAPL's position that careful
scrutiny of notification times is an important component of overall
evacuation time e¢stimates. See ALAB-737, Memorandum and Order issued
August 26, 1983, at page 11. Consequently, i1* is appropriate for
the Applicant to fully comply with the applicable regulatory
standards.

SAPL LP-2

The plans fail to specify the'personnel responsible for notifying
the public through the use of mobile publie address units,

Basis:

Since many persons may not have access to radio or television
due to their location in recreation areas or due to power outages,
instructions must be given through local PA units or other means.

This requires time and personnel. If the plans contemplate the use
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of police, fire, or other emergency personnel for this function,
they must specifically so state, since engagement and notification
will preclude performance of other pressing duties such as traffic
control, mmedical response, communications coordination, monitoring
radiation, or any number of other duties assigned by the plans.
SAPL LP-3

The plans do not provide for adequate, off-site radiologicel
monitoring capability as required by 10 C.F.R. §50.47(b)(9) and
NUREG-0654, H.T7. Specifically, the independent monitoring cross-
referenced to the Department of Public Health Services in the state
plan cannot be implemented as stated in the plans,

Basis:

The plans state taat local officials have no responsibility for
accident assessment. That responsibility lies with the Department
of Publiec Heaith Services in Concord.

As stated in the state plan, three 2-person monitoring teams
would be sent via civil aviation to Pease Air Force Base from Concord.
Those teams would proceed to the EPZ. How those teams would be
transported against the evacuation flow is unclear, and no specifiec
monitoring locations have been designated in any of the plans.
Further, no letter or other specifics of any agreement between DPHS
and the U.S. Air Force has been detailed in any of the plans.

The lack of specificity regarding accident assessment in general
and radioactivemonitoring in particular is contrary to the regulatory
requirements.

SAPL LP-4



The plans are insufficient t> provide reasonable assurance that
adequate protec*ive measures can and will be taken in the event of
a radiological emergency as required by 10 C.F.R. §50.47(a)(1) in
that the plans are incomplete. Specifically, the plans make no
provisions for an evacuation of persors institutionally confined.

Basis:

Virtually all of the plans disregard the evacuation of persons
whose mobility may be impaired to institutional or other confinement.
Identifiication of the means for protecting sueh individuals is
required by 10 C.F.R. §50.47(a)(1) as set forth in NUREG-0654 J.10.d.

The drafters of the plans include references to special
facilities' emergency response plans in their tebles of contents.
Those plans are not complete. Without the special facilities' plans,
the documents fail to meet the appropriate regulatory eriteria.
SAPL LP-5

The plans are insufficient to provide reasonable assurance that
adequate protective measures can and will be taken in the event of
a radiological emergency as required by 10 C.F.R. §50.47(a)(1) in
that the plans are incomplete. Specifically, with the exception of
the Greenland, New Hampshire plan, the plans do not include maps
showing evacuation routes, eyacuation areas, or preselected
radiological sampling and monitoring points.

Basis:

The requirements for detailing town specific evacuation routes,
h;st reception centers, and preselected radiological sampling and

monitoring points are clearly set forth in NUREG-0654 J.10.a. The




plans submitted do nect include maps detailing these areas and are
therefore not in compliance with the regulations.

SAPL LP-6

The plans fail to comply with the requ.rments of 10 C.F.R.

§50.47(b)(10), and (b)(12), as well as NUREG-0654 J.12 as they inelude

no desceription of the means of registering and monitoring evacuees
at relocation centers, Specifically, the "ylans should include a
description of the equipment and personnel required to monitor the
radioactive contamination levels cf evacuees as they arrive at the
centers.

Basis:

Without the means to determine whiech evacuees have received
radioactive contamination, it would be impossible to determine which
evacuees require transportation to medical facilities for
decontamination,

The regulations clearly provide that arrangments must be made
for medical services for conteminated individuals. NUREG-0654 states
specifically that:

Each orgenization shall describe the means for
registering and monitoring of evacuees at
relocation centers and host areas. The personnel
and equipment available should be capable of
monitoring within about & 12-hour period all
residents and transients in the plume exposure
EPZ arriving at relocation centers. (NUREG-
0654, J.12.)

Without a demonstration of this capability, it would be entirely
possible for numerous persons to remain at the shelters for extended
periods of time without the slightes' dea of how much radiation

they had received, and its potential effect on their health. This

requirement relates directly to the capability of reception center
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personnel to respond to the medical needs of contaminated individuals.

The plans contain no information on this point. Given that this
Board has expressed its willingness to construe the regulations in
light of NUREG-0654 absent any showing to the contrary, it is
appropriate that the Applicants comply with J.10 inall fifteen plans.
SAPL LP-T7

The plans are insufficient to provide reasonable assurance that
adequate protective measures can and will be taken in the event of
» radiological emergency as required by 10 C.F.R. §50.47(a)(1) in
that no relocation centers have been identified. This is contrary
to NUREG-0654 J.h which requires identification of relocation centers
in host areas which are at leust five miles and preferably ten miles
beyond the boundaries of the plume exposure EPZ. (Note: This
Contention applies to all towns with the specific exemption of
Greenland.)

Basis:

The establishment of relocation centers to receive large numbers
of evacuees is fundamental to the successful evacuation of the EPZ.
The plans must include not only identification of the centers, but
also a description of their capabilities for feeding and safely
sheltering evacuees. )

Although the local Red Cross chapters are designated to provide
food and shelter; the plans include no letters of agreement to that
effect. Such letters are specifically required under NUREG-0654 A.3
as the RedCross is clearly a support organization having an emergency

response role. To the extent that these plans continue to lack



appropriate identification of relocation centers, they remain
incomplete and cannot meet the appropriate standards.
SAPL LP-8

The pleans fail to meet the requirements of 10 C.F.R.
§50.47(b)(11) and NUREG-0654 K.5.b. because there has been no showing
that the means for radiological decontamination of emergeney
personnel, wounds, supplies, instruments, and equipment have been
established. Further, there has been no showing that a means for

waste disposal exists,

Basis:

The decontamination facilities for emergency personnel
described in the plans are inadequate for their intended purpose.
Either they are not specified at all, or local fire stations are not
equipped with decontamination showers. Provisions for safe
internment of contaminated equipment and instruments are non-
existent,. The sole reference in this regard is to the person

responsible for the internment. In Seabrook and other towns, for

example, impoundment of contaminated equipment is the responsibility
of the road agent. That person's expertise in the area of low level
radioactive waste storage is non-existent,
SAPL LP-9 a

The hospitals responsible for treating ill or injured persons
suspected or known (o be contaminated are not sufficiently equipped
or staffed to handle the numbers of persons that would require such
attention in a serious radiological emergency. Further, noprovisions

are made for the transport of radiological accident victims to the



designated hospitals. This violates 10 C.F.R. §50.47(b)(11), (b)(12)
and NUREG-0654 L.1 and L.4.
Basis:

The regulations mandate arrangements for treatment of

contaminated, injured individuals. NUREG-0654 L.1 stetes that:

Each organization shall arrange for local and
dackup hospital and medical services having the
capability for evaluation of radiation exposure
and uptake, including assurance that persons
providing these services are adequately prepared
to handle contaminated individuals. mphasis
« added.

NUREG-0654 L.4. also provides that:
Each organization shall arrange for transporting
vietims of radiological accidents to medical
support facilities.
The plans submitted do not provide the assurance that
contaminated, injured persons will receive adequate treatment,
For example, Brigham & Women's Hospitel in Boston, Massachusetts

has a total emergency room capacity of only twenty (20) persons., It

can only handle four (4) trsume patients at one time., Available

staff trained in the management of ionizing radiation injury and
decontamination procedures numbers four (4) doctors, four {4) nurses,
and ten (10) others. It boasts one decontamination shower.

Other hospitals have lesser capabilities. Of the m-dical
facilities which have yet to respond to a SAPL survey, Brigham &
Women's Hospital tops the list in terms of capscity and qualified
personnel.

The extremely limited capacity of hospitals to cope with
contaminated, injured persons is significant due to the potential

for large numbers of people requiring precisely that type of



specialized medical attention. It is entirely reasonable to expect

that thousands of persons may require immediate treatment.

Then there is the question of transportation. What vehicles
will be used to transport contaminated, injured victims to hospitals?
Who will provide qualified medical personnel to staff those vehicles?
What impact will impeded traffic flows due to evacustion have on
medics! transportation? These questions are either ignored or
insufficiently addressed in the plans.
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The plans are inadquately drafted in that they do not inelude
a cross-reference to NUREG-0654. This is in violation of 10 C.F.R.
§50.47(a)(1), 50.47(b)(1) et seq. as interpreted in NUREG-0654 P.8.

Basis:

The drafters of the plans have feailed to provide the necessary
cross-referencing to the NUREG-0654 criteria as required by thet
document. This has made it difficult and time consuming for all
intervenors to analyze the plans in light of appropriate criteria.
Despite a listing of the cross-references in the p’ans' tables of
contents, no cross-referencing has been included. It is in the best
interests of all.parties to this proceeding that the referencing be
provided immediately. .

SAPL LP-11

The plans are insufficient to provide reasonable assurance that
edequate protective measures can and will be taken in the event of
a radiological emergency. Specifically, the plans neither discuss
nor analyze an account for behavioral variations among members of

the publie in the event of a radiclogical emergency. Such behavioral
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variations would include evacuee disregard of evacuation instructions
resulting from panie.

Basis:

Implieit in all of the plans submittecd is the assumption that
the publie will respond rationally and obediently to emergency
notification. This assumption is false and disregards the potential
for panic and its impact upon an orderly evacuation.

In sworn testimony presented on behali of Suffolk County, New
York, Susan Saegert, Professor at the Center for Human Environments,
City University of New York, concludes that:

Existing psychological research suggests that a
number of psychological factors may interfere
with successful meanagement of & radiological
emergency. Various studies report a large
discrepancy between lay opinion concerning the
danger of nuclear power ard expert opinion. The
publie tends to see the occurrence of a
radiological emergency that kills large numbers
of people as relatively likely. This fear is

likely to influence response to an emergency in
the direction of leading to either defensive

avoidance of information and emergency
preparedness or in the direction of a tendency
to overreact. Both responses could occur

simvltaneously. This state of affairs is made
more difficult to remedy by a history of expert
underestimation of the dangers related to
nuclear energy and by the technical complexity
and expert disagreement about probabilities and
dangers. The danger of nuclear power presents
problems of risk evaluation to both the publiec
and the experts because of its complexity and
the uncertain state of scientific knowledge.
The problem of traffiec congestion further
complicates an evacuation. The experience of
traffic congestion will add to the likelihood
that people will not be able to effectively
comprehend the relative advantages and
disadvantages of various courses of action. It
increases the likelihood of frustration and
irrational behavior, including possible
aggressive behavior.
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Similar conclusions have also been reached in detailed studies

of Long Island, New York residents living in proximity to the Shereham
Nuclear Power-facility. A report prepared by James H. Johnson, Jr.,
Ph.D., Department of Geography, University of California, and Donald
J. Zeigler, Ph.D., Department of Geography and Political Science,
Old Dominion University, Norfolk, Virginia, for Suffolk County, New
York, also concludes that nuclear accidents are likely to give rise
to higher levels of extreme behavior than has been reported in studies
of non-radiological emergencies. In general, the Ziegler and Johnson
study coiicludes that people tend to ignore official instruetions and
"spontaneously evacuate” in the event of a radiological emergenecy.

The research of Prcfessors Saegert, Ziegler and Johnson into
the area of psychological issues related to radiological emergency
planning raises serious questions about the desirability of any plan
that fails to even discuss and account for behavioral variation.
This is particularly true with regard to Seabrook and its proximity
to extremely high population densities.

Of additional importance in this proceeding 1s the nature of
the beaches as recreational areas. Families often split up to pursue
separate interests, agreeing to rendezvous later, In the event of
a sudden public notification of a radiological emergency, it is
entirely reasonable that parents would not depart the area without
first gathering their families together. The confusion and panic
resulting from such a situation would be catastrophic to the efforts
of police and other emergency personnel to initiate and maintain an

orderly evacuation.
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Also, resident children attend schools throughout the area,
often with relocation centers different from those assigned to their
parents. Confusion and panic could foreseeably result from this
situation as well. Parents would be reasonably expected to attempt
to piek up their children from school, or to return to the EPZ from
their assigned relocation centers when their children do not show
up. All reasonably foreseeable scenarios of this type would seriously
disrupt the evacuation process.

Dus to the extent of the available literature on the subject
to psychological issues and radiological emergency planning, it is
crucial that the plans address the issues of behavioral response
directly. Failure to do so is to ignore what lay persons and
psychological experts agree is a reasonably foreseeable result of
emergency notification: panic and its negative impacts on protective
response.

SAPL LP-12

The plans are insufficient to provide reasonable assurance that
adequate protective measures can and will be taken in the event of
a radiological emergency. Specifically, the plans neither discuss
nor account for. behavioral variations among designated emergency
personnel that would impair or extinguish their ability to carry out
assigned duties.

Basis:

There is no reason to assume, as the plans implicitly do, that
emergency personnel would disregard considerations of their own
personal safety and the safety of their families in a radiological

emergency.
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An extensive study of emergency personnel responses to an
accident at Shoreham in New York raises serious guestions about the
reliability of such personnel in & nuclear emergency. That study,
conducted by Social Data Analysts, Inc., for Suffolk County, nNew
York, examined the response potential for such key emergency personnel
as school bus drivers and firemen. The study concludes that a
radiological emergency would create serious role conflicts among
emergency personnel, and large numbers of individuals would see first
to the safety and relocation of their families before responding to
official Guty.

There is nc evidence to support an assumption that emergency
personnel in New Hampshire would react differently, or that the role
conflicts stemming from an accident would be limited to school bus
drivers and firemen. Therefore, the failure of the plans to
investigate and discuss response factors among emergency personnel
is a serious flaw that must be addressed to meet the standard of 10
C.F.R. §50.47(a)(1).

SAPL LP-13

The plans are inadequate because there are insufficient
personnel available in the fire and police departments within the
EPZ to fulfill designated obligations at the local level.

Basis:

An example is the Town of Hampton. In his recent comments
submitted to the NRC concerning the adequacy of the Town of Hampton
RERP, Mr. John Tanzer, Civil Defense Director for the Town of Hampton,

states that
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The requirement to control an evacuation of up
to 100,000 people is awesome. Even that of
evacuating the "beach" is confounding. Without
repeating previous paragraphs, it is apparent
that the Hampton Police Force is far outweighed
by the magnitude of the problem. The same holds
for Publie Works, and the Fire Department must
hold in place for its primary mission. There
are easily ten times more duties for these
personnel described in the plan than there are
personnel to do them.

As Civil Defense Director for the Town of Hampton, Mr, Tanzer's
comments should be considered carefully by this Board. His
observations are based on first-hand knowledge of the éeacoast area,
the size of the crowds that may need to be evacuated, and the specific
response capabilities of Hampton emergency response personnel.
Consequently, his comments establish a solid basis upon whieh to
submit this contention.

SAPL LP-14

The plans submitted are inadequate because they purport to
provide for a feasible protective response, including evacuation,
absent a declesration of assumptions,

Basis:

Plenning for any type of emergency by definition requires the
making of assumptions to anticipate the emergency itself. Such
assumptions shouid be explicit, nmot implieit, both the publie and
emergency response personnel must have a reasonable framework of
assumptions upon which to operste. The plans are loaded with implicit
assumptions (i.e., that there will be minimal panie interfering with
an orderly evacusation), but devoid of explicit assumptions which may
be subject to criticism by local officials and planners who live in

the EPZ and have a first-hand, realistic view of their capabilities,
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Explicit, stated assumptions lay bare the fundamental precepts upon
which the plens are based. This is essentigl if the plans are to
receive & meaningful and realistic evaluation by &all parties
concerned, particularly the general public.

SAPL LP-15

Procedures to provide early notification and clear instruction
to the populace within the piume exposure pathway EPZ required by
10 C.F.R. 150.47(b)(5) are inadequate in that the plans do not provide
for biiingual messages for the large numbers of French-speaking
individuals who are often in the area in large numbers.

Basis:

Local experience in the Seacoast area, particularly in the
summer months, indicates serious language barrier problems with
French-Canadian visitors. These people are known to visit the EPZ
area in large numbers and would be unable to respond to any emergency
notifications provided in English.

At & minimum, all relevant communications and informational
material presented to the public must be in both English and French.
Emergency response personnel who may have to deal with non-English
speaking people must be fluent in French and all such personnel must
be trained in handling the behavioral difficulties that may arise as

a result of the language barrier.

SAPL LP-16

The plans do not contain adequate guidelines for the choice of
protective actions or information on whiech the choice of protective
actions could be based in the event of an emergency.

Basis:
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None of the plans contains any information concerning the
effectiveness of various protective actions in potential accident
situations., In particular, none provides any basis for judging the
effectiveness of sheltering as u protective action. There is no
information concerning the ability of the various types of structures
to provide shelter against radiation exposure, the conditions under
which some structures would be acceptable and others would not, or
the conditions under which sheltering must be abandoned in favor of
evacuation. There is aiso no assessment of the ability to shelter
those without easy access to any form of shelter, particularly the
transient and recreation areas and on the beaches.

Because of the plan's failure in this regard, they do not meet
the requisite standards of 10 C.F.R. §50.47(a)(1), as interpreted
in NUREG-0654 J., et seq.

SAPL LP-17

The plans are inadequate because they do not contain maps of
evacuation routes, predictions of the time required for evacuation,
or the impact of inclement weather during evacuation procedures, and
the need for alternative routes. (This contention does not apply
to the Greenland RERP.)

Basis: a

The basis for the contention is the wunderlying regulatory
requirement, the provisions of NCREG-0654, particularly 11.J-10, and
the absence from the local plans of the information described in the
contention.

SAPL LP-18
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The local plans do not adequately provide for requesting and
effectively using assistance resources, including private resources
&6s well as the resources of other governmental entities. This is
in violation of 10 C.F.R. §50.47(b)(3). In particular, the plans
do not set forth requisite letters of agreement detailing how
assistance resources will be provided &s required under NUREG-0654
A.3.

Basis:

Although the plans provide that the towns may seek outside
assistance for various purposes, including transportation and
material deficiencies, there has been no assessment of the scope and
extent of aid that may be needed, nor are there any explicit written
agreements to confirm the arrangement and the availability of
resources. Although the towns will rely upon the New Hampshire Civil
Defense Agency to fulfill many of these needs, there are no specifie
agreements to that effect, and there has been no delineation of how
the agency will fulfill this role.

Further, NUREG-0654 explicitly requires written agreements
referring to the emergency measures to be provided and the mutually
acceptable criteria for their implementation as well as the
arrangements for exchange of informetion. To date, none of these
letter agreements are in place with respect to any of the personnel
or equipment support mechanisms established under the local plans.

SAPL LP-19

The plans are inadequate because they fail to address the impacts
of egress route flooding upon an orderly evacuation. The plans

cannot reasonably assure that adequate measures can and will be taken
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in the event of a radiological emergency without addressing the
flooding issue.

Basis:

Route 286 and Route 1A were recently closed near Brown's Fish
Market in Hampton due to flooding. Parts of Route 51 and Ocean
Boulevard are 2lso subject to flooding, as they were during severe
winter storms during the winter of 1978-79.

SAPL LP-20

The plans feil to assure that adequate measures can and will
be taken to protect the health and safety of the put'iec in the event of
a radiological emergency. Specifically, they fail to address the
impact of limited gasoline supplies within the EPZ upon an orderly
evacuation.

Basis:

The plans do not account for a limited gasoline supply available
to the general public should a full evacuation be ordered. Such
supplies are limited, and it is reasonably foreseeable that numerous
vehicles would stall out due to lack of fuel while sitting in an
evacuation traffie jam. The potential for this happening to large
numbers of automobiles along egress routes has not been addressed
in the plans. Ccnsequently, local officials have no way of knowing
the extent to which stalled vehicles may impede evacuation progress
and precisely how many tow trucks might be needed in order to maintain
the flowof outgoing evacuation traffiec. This is particularly crucial
in areas such as Hampton Beach, where tiny bottlenecks such as where
Route 51 meets Ocean Boulevard can be entirely choked off with the

stalling and abandonment of only one or two cars.
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SAPL LP-21

The local plans are inadequate to protect the health and safety
of the public because they make no provision for radiological
emergency notification of response personnel in advance of news
releases to the public. This allows for no lead time allowing
emergency response personnel to initiate designated procedures, and
will result in non-dedicated telephone lines to county dispatchers,
fire, and police departments being tied up with publie inquiries
concerning the incident.

Basis:

A simultaneous notification of emergency response personnel and
the general public would seriously impair response capabilities,
Throughout the local plans, primary communicetions links depend upon
non-dedicated telephone lines. Those lines would become instantly
jammed and unusable due to public inquiry, and the locel plans do
not provide fer sufficient backup communications to fill the gap.
Consequently, local emergency response personnel would have their
efforts seriously hampered if not neutralized by the breakdown in
communications, particularly with state officials,

SAPL LP-22

The local RERP's fail to make an edequate showing that 24-hour
per day capabilities exist to determine the doses received by
emergency personnel and hence fail to comply with 10 C.F.R. §50.47
(b)(11) and NUREG-0654 K.3. There has been no discussion of what
equipment will be provided at the reception centers for Division of
Welfare and Red Cross workers monitoring evacuees. Exposures of the

numbers of emergency workers that will need to be in the proximity
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of contaminated evescuees cennot be handled by the small amount of

equipment described in the local plans. The local road agents and
water departﬁent employees responsible for clearing the roadways,
the State Police and all others involved in the EPZ will require
dosimeters. There are toc few dosimeters, and of those there are,
too few have the capacity to measure exposures beyond the 20 Range.
DPH staff will be overburdened with other responsbilities such as
analysis of environmental media, estimation of the total population
dose and locating and tracking the plume. There has been no showing
that DPH has adequate staff to monitor and evaluate worker exposure
records, too.

SAPL LP-23

The plans are inadequate to protect the health and safety of
the public because they fail to assess the time it will take to
evacuate permanent residents and transient populations from the
respective localities within the EPZ. An analysis of these evacuation
times is crucial if local officials and emergency personnel are to
plan adequately for an effective evacuation should one be necessary.

Basis:

The basis for this contention lies in the fact that local
emergency planners must know the duration of their expected duties
in the event of an evacuation. State and federal planners should
know how long the particular towns will take to evacuate in order
to effectively focus equipment and pérsonnel resources in a
radiological emergency. Some areas within the EPZ may take much

longer to evacuate than others, to the extent that federal, state

.



and local officials are aware of the differences in loeal evacuation

times, and will be able to plan accordingly.

Respectfully submitted,
Seacoast Anti-Pollution League
By its attorneys,

BACKUS, SHEA & MEYER

. Backus
116 Lowell St., Box 516
Manchester, N.H. 03105

Tel: (603) 668-7272
September 9, 1983
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