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UNITED STATES OF AMERICa
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COJAMISSION
before the

ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In the Matter of

Docket Nos. 50-443 OL
50-444 OL

PUELIC SERVICE COMPANY OF NEW
HAMPSHIRE, et al.

(Seabrook Station, Units 1 & 2)
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APPLICANTS' ANSWERS TO
"ATTORNEY GENERAL BELLOTTI'S
INTERROGATORIES AND REQUESTS FOR DOCUMENTS
TO APPLICANTS ON EMERGENCY PLANNING
FOR THE STATE OF NEW HAMPSHIRE"

Pursuant to 10 CFR § 2.740b, the Applicants hereby
respond to the "Attorney General Bellotti's
Interrogatories and Requests for Documents to
Applicants on Emergency Planning for the State of New

Hampshire."



ANSWERS TO INTERROGATORIES

Interrogatory No. 1

Question

Please identify and produce all documents within
the Applicants' possession, custody, or control which
contain or refer to any actual or potential revisions
or additions to the draft New Hampshire Radiological
Emergency Response Plan submitted to FEMA Region 1 on
or about May 12, 1983 [hereinafter, "the RERP"],
including but not limited to any documents relicting or
referring to evacuatinn rou.es, traffic access or
control points, trafi:c management plans, reception
centers, radiological monitoring locations, plans for
evacuation of people in the beach areas dependent on
public transportation, plans for decontamination of
persons or vehicles exposed to radiation, provisions
for the stcrage, distribution, or use of
radioprotective drugs, or plans for sheltering the
summer beach populations or those seasonal residents
whose homes provide insufficient shielding from
radiation.

Answer
a) Controlled copies of NH State Plan
b) C.E. Maguire evacuation time studies
c) Voorhees evacuation time study
d) HMM reports:
i) evacuacion estimates
ii) traffic management plan

e) Comments on CE Maguire renort (letter Yankee
to NH CDS, dated May 3, 1983)

£f) FEMA preliminary comments on State Plan
(letter FEMA to NHCDA, dated June 23, 1983)



Interrogatory N:. 2

Question

Please identify and produce all documents within
the Applicants' possession, custody, or
control which refer to the emergency response
needs or resources of the State of New
Hampshire or means for satisfying the State's
resource requirements, or upon which the
Applicants rely in support of the State's
capability t> satisiy its resource
requirements, in any of the following areas:

a. emergjency transportation for people in the
beach areas without private transportation;

b. emergency medical transportation;

e, medical treatment for contaminated injured
individuals;

d. radiological monitoring and assessment
equipment;

e. dosimeters and respiratory eguipment for

emergency workers;

" manpower for traffic management and access
control;
g. manpower for emergency transportation and

security operations;

h. manpower for emergency maintenance for
evacuation routes and response to abardoned
vehicles, traffic accidents, and other
obstructions to evacuating traffic flow;

- manpower for staffing of emergency response
facilities.



Answer

Except as is stated herein and in response to the
prior interrogatory, this interrcvgatory is objected to
on the ground that, as phrased, it is too broad to be
susceptit.le of any meaningful answer. For example,
documents which "refer to the emergency response needs
or resources of the Stace of New Hampshire" could
include various “-tatement: of contentions made in this
proceeding. Furthermore, we do not understand what is
meant by documents "upon which the Applicants rely in
support of the State's capability."

Interrogatory No. 3

Question

In the opinion of the Applicants, does the State of
New Hampshire currently have adeguate resources within
the State in each of the areas identified in
subparagraphs 2a - 2i. above to implement its emergency
plan? State the bases for your answer in detail,
including your bases for determining what constitutes
an adeguate guantity or level of each such resource,
and identify and produce all documents uno’ which you
rely in support of your answers.

Answer

The Applicants believe that the New Hampshire
emergency plans, while they are presently in draft
versions and while there obviously remain details to be

worked out, demonstrate the State's commitment to



provide and to support adeguate emergency response
activities related to the operation of Seabrook
Station. The Applicants believe that the services and
resources required by the State either are presently or
can when desired be within the capability of the State.
In the Applicants' view, the State has demonstrated the
capability to preform adeguately during exercises cf
emergency preparedness in connection with the Vermont
Yankee Nuclear Power Station.

Interrogatory No. 4

Question

if your answer to guestion 3 was in the negative as
regards any areas of emergency response capability, is
it the Applicants' position that the necessary
additional resources ~an be procured on a timely basis
from outside the State? If so, identify the types,
gquantities and sources of all cuch additional resources
and specify the time within which they will be
available to the State following its request therefor.
Identify and produce all documents upon which you rely
in support of your answers.

Answer
Not applicable.

Interrogatory No. 5

Question

In the opinion of the Applicants, what is the
greatest number of "contaminated injur:d individuals"
who could be in need of medical treatment in the event
of a radiological emergency at Seabrook Station? State



i.e bases for your answer in detail, describing the
types of injuries and sources or levels of
contamination for which your estiamte accounts, and the
type of medical treatment which would be required for
ecch such injury or level of contamination. Include in
your estimate all contaminated injured individuals who
could be helped in zxny way by medical treatment.
Identify and produce all documents upon which you rely
for any portion of your answer.

Answer

The interrogatory is objected to. Absent a
description of the specific "radiological emergency"
one is interrogating about, no rational opinion can be
formulatecd Obviously, the number of individuals who
could reasonably be foreseen to become contaminated and
injured will vary with the specific scenario presented
as a result of the specific assumed event.

Without waiving this objection, the Applicants
bel.eve that the maximum number of persons who could
become b~ th contaminated and injured as a result of any
credible (albeit improbable) nuclear emergency at
Seabrook Stacion is three. The basis for this opinion
is the nature of the work performed on nuclear power
plants and the manner in which it is contrclled.
Because of the need and desire to minimize occupational

radiation e¥nosures levels of workers, it is :he

practice of nuclear power plant radiation proiection



programs to limit the number of workers in the

radiation controlled areas of a plant to the minimum
necessary to accomplish the task. Seabrook Station is
no exception. Given this practice and the judgmeit
that any credible a2cc®dent scenario would involve
sufficient time to move, protect, or eva-uate all but
necessary workers, the Applicants' opinion as t= the
maximum number of workers who could become both injured
and contaminated to the degree that would require off-
site medical treatment while in a contaminated state
(i.e., they could not be decontaminated on-site first)
is three. The most likely number, in the Applicants'
opinion, for the range of credible (albeit improbable)
accidents is one.

Interrogatory No. 6

Question

in the opinion of the Applicants, can the health
care facilities identified in the RERP provide to the
number of contaminated injured individuals specified in
your answer to interrogatory 5 all medical treatment
which could be of help to them? If not, can such
treatment be provided by other health ~are facilities
in New iampshire and/or Massachusetts? State the bases
for your an:=wers in detail and identify and produce any
documents upor which you rely. List all medical
facilities other than those identified in the RERP
which might be required to provide care to assure that
the full number of persons specified in your arniwer to



interrogatory 5 receive all treatment which could be of
help to them.

Answer

To the extent that Interrogatory No 5 is
susceptible oI an ansver: Yes; not applicable; the
small number of persons ‘nvolved; none.

In light o>f the fact that Interrogatory No. 5 is
nct in a form susceptible of an answer, Interroga ory
Nv. 6 must also be objected to.

The Applicants' further object to this
interrogatory to the extent (which is not clear from
the interrogatory) that it is addressed to "all medical
facilities other than those identified in the RERP
which might be required . . all treatment which could
be of help to [the injured person]," on the ground that
10 CFR § 50.47(b)(12) is limited to the facilities
necessary to respond to the immediate medical injuries
of contaminated injured persons while they resmain
contaminated.

Interrogatory No. 7

Question

In the opinion of the Applicants, what percentage
of the emergency response officials and personnel
identified in the RERP will, in fact, report to their
emergency posts and fulfill their designated



responsibilities in the event of a radiological
emergency at Seabrook Station? What percentage of such
emergency response officials and personnel will first
ensure that their tamilies are being taken care of
before revorting to duty and what will be the length of
the delay in assumption of emergency responsibilitics
resulting therefrom? State the bases for you answers
in detail and identify and produce any documents upon
which you rely.

Answe -

The interrogatory is objected to. There is no
requirement in the regulations that the psyche of every
individual who may have responsibilities and the
emergency plan be explored. Without waiving this
objection, it is the Applicants' view that the vast
majority, if not «ll, elected and appointed officials
will do their duty as assumed by the law. Our basis
for this opinion is that society at large has been able
to rely on public officials in times of emergency in
the past and we see no reason to assume otherwise i
the future. This view 1s supported by Evacuation " ‘sks

- An Evaluation EPA-520/6-74-002 (1974).

Interrogatory No. 8

Question

In the opinion of the Applicants, will there be
adegua.e personnel available on a timely basis *o
replace the local emergency workers removed from the
emergency zone if workers are removed due to releases
of radionuclides other than I-131 in amounts requiring



protection? [See RERP, at 2.7-3] State the bases for
your answer in detail, identifying the source and
numbers of replacement workers and specifying the bases
for assurance they will be available in a timely
fashion. Identify and produce all documents upon which
you rely in support of your answers.

Answer

There is no need to plan for emergency worker
replacem=nts on the basis of potential exposure to
particulate radionuclides other than I-131, because
such material would not be released in an accident
condition at Seabrook Station in quantities that
rcguired consideration fo emergency worker protection.
This opinion is based ont he analysis of the behavior
of particulate radiocactive material at Three Mile
Island followir j the accident that has been reported in
the literature and on the identification of the natural
r~_..esses that are available for the removal of such
material from that available for release to the
environment that has also been reported in the
literature.

Interrogatory No. 9

Question

In the opinion of the Applicants, has the State of
New Hampshire established an emergency action level
scheme consistent with that established by the
Applicants? State the bases for your response in




detail and identify and produce any documents upon
which you re.y in support of your answer.

Answer

Both the Applicants and the State of New Hampshire
have adopte: the same four-level emergency
classification system; i.e. Unusual Event, Alert, Site
Area Emergency and General Emergency. This .s shown by
comparing Section 5 of the Applicants' Radiological
Emergency Plan with Section 1.5 of the State of New
Hampshire Radiological Emergency Response Plan. Not
only are the s:'stems consistent - they are identical.

Interrogatory No. 10

Question

In the opinion of the Applicants, has the State of
New Hampshire established procedures for notification
of all emergency personnel by each of the state
emergency response organizations? If so, describe
those procedures in detail. 1Identify and produce all
documents within the Applicants' possession, custody,
or control which contain or refer to such procedures or
upon which you rely in support of your answers.
Answer

The Applicants have not reviewed notification
procedures for state agency personnel but we have the
information that describes this process in the form of
Sections 2.1 and 2.2 of the State of New Hampshire

Radiological Emergency Responsc Plan. That information

o1l



combined with the fact that a representative of the
Applicants observed the New Hampshire actions in
connection with the September 21, 1983, emergency plan
exercice at Vermont Yankee allows us to offer the
opinion that the State of New Hampshire has established
procedures for the notificat.on of the agencies that
have a radiological eﬁergency response role for the
state.

The same state agencics observed for the Vermont
Yankee exercise are involved in Seabrook Station
radiological response.

Interrogatory No. 11

Question

In the opinion of the Applicants, has the State of
New Hampshire developed the means to provide early
notification and clcar instruction to the public in the
event of an emergency at Seabrook Station? If so,
describe those means in detail and identify and produce
al!l de-uments within the Applicants' possession,
cuccody, or control relating thereto, including any
documents relating in any way to a siren or other
audible alert system for the Seabrook vicinity.

Answer

Yes. Applicants have the responsibility to design,
install and maintain a system to provide early
notification to the public within the Seabrook Station

plume exposure emergency planning zone. The design




work is presentlv underway and it is anticipated that
the system will con.ist of sirens (with a capibility to
transmit a verbal message on the beaches) and alerting
radio receivers for some locations. This system will
alert the public to tune to one of the Emergency
Broadcast System stations for information about the
emergency condition.

The design effort has only recently been initiated
by the contractor and a final design report is not yet
available. It is expected by approximately December,

1983. A preliminary design has been completed and the

design information transmitted to Public Service
Company of New Hampshire by letter dated October 12,
1983. The preliminary design information includes
lists of organizations to receive emergency alerting
radio receivers and proposed siren sites in each town
within the plume exposure EPZ2. A map showing the
proposed siren locations is included in the preliminary
design information package.

Interrcgatory No. 12

Question
In the opinion of the Applicants, how vill local

emergency response or¢anizations in New Hampshire be
notified of an emergency at the Seabrook Statior’
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State the bases for your answe: in detail and identify
and produce any documents upon which you rely.

Answer

Local New Hampshire communities in the Seabrook
Station plume Emergency Planning Zone would be notified
by the method specified in Section 2.1.2 of the State
of New Hampshire RERI (specifically see pp. 2.1-I and
2.1-7).

Interrocatory No. 13

Qiestion

Icdentify and produce any documents within the
possession, custody, or control of the Applicants which
refer or relate in any way to evacuation routing or
*raffic management in the event of a radiological
emergency at Seabrook.
Answer

a) C.E. Maguire report

b) HMM report

C) Voorhees report

Interrogatory No. 14

Question

Identify and produce all documents within the
Applicants' possession, custody, or control which
relate in any way to the capacity or building material
of buildings in the coastal New Hampshire communities
within ten miles of the Seabrook site, the number of
such buildings which are insulated, the number of such
buildings which have basements, the level or degree of
protection afforded by such buildings against

-14-



radionuclides, or the feasibility of sheltering the
summer beach and seasonal populations within those
~ommunities in such buildings.

Answer

The Applicants have no documents that describe the
sheltering characterisitics of the buildings in the
area around Seabrook. Documents that provide aeneral
information on sheltering effect;veness include two
puvlications by the United Scates Envircnmental
Protection Agency:

Protective Action Evaluation - Part 1I:

The Effectiveness of Sheltaring as a Protectie
action against Nuclear Accidents Involveing

Gasseous Releases
April, 1978

and

Protective Action Evaluation - Part 1II:

The Effectiveness of Sheltering as a Protectie
action against Nuclear Accidents .nvolveing

GCasseous Releases

April, 1978 (Revised 8/78)

]B=



Interrogatory No. 15

Question

In Applicants' opinion, can sheltering be relied
upon as a protective option for the transient beach
populations in the coastal New Hampshire communities?
for the seasonal population in those communities?
State the bases for your answer in detail and identify
and produce any documents upon which you rely.
Answer

The interrogatory is objected to. All sheltering
provides some protection; the protection afforded by
any sheltering is relative (both to the protection
afforded by other forms of sheltering and to the
protection 2fforded by other protective actions).
Without a particular scenario having been specified, no
¢ne can opine upon what amounts to the best choice of

protective measures to be utilized.

Interrogatory No. 16

Question

Identify each person whom Applicants oxpect to call
as a witness on any of the admitied contentions
relative to the RERFP, state his or her qualifications,
and describe the subject matter on which he or she is
expected to testify.

Answer
The applicants have not selected any witnesses with

respect to these matters as yet. Without limitation

=6



the applicants can say that they may call the following
irdividuals with respect to one or all of the
contentions:

Robert J. Merlino

James A. MacDonald

Peter S. Littlefield

In addition, others may also be called.

17w



RE PONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION
The Applicants will produce the documents
indentified herein at the offices of Public Service
Company of New Hampshire, 1000 Elm Street, Manchester,
New Hampshire, on a date and at an hour to be mutually
agreed upon be counsel for the Applicants and the

Massachusects Attorney General.
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Signatures

As to Answers:

I, Wendell P. Johnson, being first duly sworn, do depose
and say that the foregoing answers are true, expect insofar
as they are based on information that is available to the
Applicants but not within my personal knowledge, as to which

I, based on such information, believe them to be true.

Ve Wj/m

Wendell P. Jo son

Sworn to before me this
day of Cctober, 1983:

.Aéi ;_?ﬁgl c —7’\

Notar
My Commission Expires:

As to Objections:

Thomas G. ‘Dignan, Jr.
R. K. Gad III

Ropes & GCray

225 Frankiin Street

Boston, MA 023110
(617) 423-6100



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I, Robert K Gad III, one of the attorneys for the
Applizants herein, hereby certify that on October 13, 1983,
I made service of the within Applicants' Answers to
"Attorney General Bellotti's Interrogatories and Requests
for Documents tc Appli:ants on Emergency Planning for the
State of New Haupshire" by mailing copies ther:of, postage

prepaid, to:

Helen Hoyt, Chairperson

Atomic Safety and Licensing
Board Panel

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission

Washington, DC 20555

Dr. Emmeth A. Luebke

Atomic Safety and Licensing
Board Panel

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory

Commission

Washington, DC 20555

Dr. Jerry Harbour

Atomic Safety and Licensing
Board Panel

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission

Washington, DC 20555

Atomic Safety and Licensing
Loard Panel

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission

Washington, DC 20555

*Q){
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70 Collins Street
Seabrook, NH 03874

|
|
Diana P. Randall ;
\

William S. Jordan, III, Esquire %
Harmon & Weiss

1725 1 Street, N.W.

Suite ~06

Washington, DC 20006

G. Dana Bisbee, Esquire
Assistant Attorney General
Office of the Attorney General
208 State House Annex

Concord, NH 03301

Roy P. Lessy, Jr., Esquire

Office of the Executive Legal
Director

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission

Washington, DC 20555

acsle on 0f13[83, followed ny UE saenit




Atomic Safety and Licensing
Appeal Board Panel

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission

Washington, DC 20555

Philip Ahrens, Esquire

Assistant Attorney General

Department of the Attorney
General

Augusta, ME 04333

David R. Lewis, Esquire

Atomic Safety and Licensing
Board Panel

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission

Rm. E/W-439

Washington, DC 20555

Charles Crc=s5, Esquire
Shaines, Madrigan & McEachern
25 Maplewood Avenue

P. O. Box 366

Portsmouth, NH 03842

Ms. Roberta C. Pevear
Designated Representative of
the Town of Hampton Falls
Drinkwater Road

Hampton Falls, NH 03844

Mrs. Sandra Gavutis

Designated Representative of
the Town of Kensington

RFD 1

East Kingston, NH 03827

Senator Gordon J. Humphrey
U.S. Senate

Washington, D.C. 20510
(Attn: Tom Burack)

B, thud o 0fisfes
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Robert A. Backus,
116 Lowell Street
P.O. Box 516
Manchester,

Esquire
NH 03105

Anne Verge, Chairperson
Board of Selectmen

Town Hall

South Hampton, NH

Jo Ann Shotwell, Esquire: XX
Assistant Attorney General
Environmental Protection Bureau
Department of the Attorney General
One Ashburton Place, 19th Floor
Boston, MA 02108

Ms. Olive L. Tash
Designated Representative of
the Town of Brentwood
R.F.D. 1, Dalton Road
Brentwood, NH 03833

Mr. Patrick J. McKeon
Selectmen's Office

10 Central Road

Rye, NH 03870

Mr. Calvin A. Canney
City Manager

City Hall

126 Daniel Street
Portsmouth, NH 03801

Mr. Angie Machiros
Chairman of the
Board of Selectmen
Town of Newbury
Newbury, MA 01950



Senator Gordon J. Humphrey Mr. Richard E. Sullivan

1 Pillshury Street Mayor

Concord, NH 03301 City Hall

(Attn: Herb Boynton) Newburyport, MA 01950

Mr. Donald E. Chick Town Manager's Office

Town Manager Town Hall

Town of Exeter Friend Street

10 Front Street Amesbury, MA 01913

Exeter, NH 03833

Brian P. Cassidy, Esquire Brentwood Board of Selectmen
Regional Counsel RFD Dalton Road .

Federal Emergency Management Brentwood, NH 03833
Boston, MA 02109
dinee

Agency - Region 1
(2%
v /
4 'Jq‘b‘\;‘._:‘
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Robert K./ﬁad 111
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