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(Seabrook Station, Units 1 and 2) October 7, 1983

MOTION OF ATTORNEY GENERAL BELLOTTI
FOR SUMMARY DISPOSITION ON MASSACHUSETTS
CONTENTIONS I. II, III, IV A., and IV. G.,
SAPL CONTENTION £ and NECNP CONTENTIONS 3, 4, 5,
7, 12, and 13 RELATIVE TO EMERGENCY PLANNING
FOR THE STATE OF NEW HAMPSHEIRE

Pursuant to 10 C.F.R. §2.749, Attorney General Francis X.
Bellotti hereby moves for summary disposition on the following
contentions, each of which was either sponsored by the Attorney
Genaral or raises the same issue as a2 contention which he
sponsored: Massachusetts Contentions I, II, III, IV A. and IV.
G, SAPL Ccntention 5, and NECNP Contentions 3, 4, 5, 7, 12 and
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. Zach of these contentions challenges the omissicn from the

k!

New Earpshire Radiological Emergency Response Plan ["RERP"] of

or.e or more items clearly required by the Commission's

rec.lations, which omission is clear on the face of the RERP.
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Toere 2re, therefore, no material issues of fact remaining for
litication relative to these contentions and the RERP is, as a
zatter of law, inadegquate. See Exhibit A, "Statement of

Material Undisputed Facts."

Massachusetts Contention I

This contention challenges the failure of the RERP to
prcvide the necessary assessment of the State's emergency
respcnse neecs and resources and to provide the necessary
demorsiration that resource requirements have been satisfied in
te following areas: emergency transportation; medical
trezatnent for contaminated injured individuals; radirlogical
acnitoring and assessment egquipment; dosimeters and respiratory
ecuiraent for emergency workers; manpower for traffic
aanacezent and access control; manpower for emergency
traaspertation; manpower for security operations; manpower for
ecercency maintenance of evacuation routes and response to
akbandored vehicles and traffic accidents; and staffing of
szercercy response facilities. As we explained in detail in
te bases provided for this contention at the time of its

subzission (See Exhibit B hereto, incorporated herein by
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rnce, pages 1-6), the Commission's emergency planning
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szl canpower and resource assessment has taken place and



a’l necessary resources assured. As we further explained in
the bases to the contention, the RERP does not satisfy those
Cormzission regulations because it contains no analysis of the
exercency response needs of the State, no inventory of its
eguipment, vehicles, or personnel, or assessment of its
capacity to satisfy its resource reguirements, either on its
owr. or through arrangements with other parties. See Exhibit B,
at 3-6. Nor does the RERP contain any letters of agreement or
otrer evidence that potential private or ocutside sources of
nacessary equipment, vehicles, and personnel will, in fact,
surply them and on a timely basis, as required by 10 C.F.R.
§5C.47(b)(3). See Exhibit B, at 6. Thus, there is at present
no basis for the requisite assurance that the State will have
ne necessary manpower and other resources to implement the
RZR?® at the time of an emergency and summary disposition should
be granted for Attorney General Eellotti on Massachusetts
Con:ention I.

The following contentions filed by other parties raise the
sar2 challenge to the failure of the RERP to assure adeguate
resources and should, therefore, be upheld on summary
dispcsition as well: SAPL Contention 5, challenging the plan's
fzi_ure to demonstrate that 24 nours per day capability exists
tc Zeternmine the doses received by emergency personnel, &s

g:ireéd by 10 C.F.R. §50.47(b)(11) and NUREG-0€54, Criterion
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¥.3; NECKNP Contention 3, challenging the plan's failure to
identify those areas in which the State requires federal
&ssistance or to make arrangements for obtaining that
&ssistance, as reguired by 10 C.F.R. §50.47(b)(3) and
NJFEG-0654, Criteriecn II.C.l1.b.; NECNP Contention 12,
cortesting the plan's failure to demonstrate that adeguate
eguiprzent and personnel will be available to assess and monitor
actual or potential off-site consequences of a radiological
eéJercency, as reqguired by 10 C.F.R. §50.47(b)(9); and NECNP
Cortention 13, regarding the plan's failure to demonstrate that
acejuate arrangements have been made for medical services for
corntaminated injured individuals, as required by 10 C.F.R.
§30.47(b)(12). The bases for each of these contentions is

ircorporated herein by reference.

Massachusetts Contention II

2s was discussed in the original bases for this contention,
see Exhibit B, at 7, the Commission requires that state
ezergency plans establish an "emergency ;ction level scheme"
ccnsistent with that established by the facility licensee. The
RERF contains no such emergency action levels at this time and,

therelcre, fails on its face to comply with this regquirement.



Massachusetts Contention III

This contention challenges the failure cf the RERP to
establish procedures for notification of emergency personnel by
the response organizations in the state (III.A) or to
édeconstrate that provisions exist for prompt communications
aaong principal response crganizations to emergency personnel
ané to the public (II1.B.), as required by 10 C.F.R.
§50.47(b)(5) and (6). See Exhibit B, at 8-10, incorporated
herein by reference. The plan contains no provision whatsoever
£or notification of emergency personnel by response
crcanizations in the state and explicitly states that the
recuired public notification system has not yet been designed,
that there is insufticient communications ability with
anbulances outside the EPZ, and that no center for receipt of
coraunications and dispatch of ambulances has yet been
established. Moreover, the plan acknowledges that most
Exmercency Broadrast Stations are not operational on a 24-hour
pasis, but makes no alternative provision for prompt
instruction ol the public. And the plan contains no plans for
notification of local emergency response organizations. 1In
tmese respects, therefore, the plan is facially deficient and

sacmary disposition is in order.



-n the bases to Contenticn III we further challenged the
aieguacy of the plan's provisions for communication between the
lIcersee and state response organizations. That challenge is
onie which cannot be resolveéd by summary disposition, for the
p-an does contain some provisions for such communication and
tne Coxnmissicn's regulations are not specific as to the precise
recuirenents in this regard.

With the sole exception, then, of our challenge to the
aceguacy of the plan's provisions for communication between the
liIcersee and the State encompassed by Section B of Contention
IZI., we move for summary disposition on Massachusetts
Ccntentions III.A. and B. Since NECNP Contentions 4 and 7
rzaise the same challenges to the plan's failure to provide for
nctification cf emergency perscninel ané the public, we move for

supsary dispositicn on them as well.

Massachusetts Contention IV

With this contention, Attorney General Bellotti challenges
tre failure of the RERP to develop protective actions for
ecergency workers and the public. See Exhibit B, pages 10-23,
ircorporated herein by reference. While subsections C, D and E

2f€ the contention require interpretation of Commission

regulations or simultaneous review of state and local plans and
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&re nct, therefore, proper subjects for summary disposition at
tals ti:e,i/ subsec:iions A and G challenge .he omission from
the FERP of items clearly required by the Comrission's
r2calations to be included therein such trat summary
dispcsition is appropriate.

Contention IV.A Cchallenges the failure of the RERP to
estazblish evacuation routes, traffic access ané control points,
ard reception centers, as required by 10 C.F.R. §50.47(b)(10)
arnd NJFEG-0654, Criterion 11.J.10. See Exhibit B, at 11-13 and
=% Zfor fuller discussion. Contention IV.G and the bases

thereZcr (See Exhibit B, at 22-23) challenge, inter alia, the

Plar's failure to include Provisions for the storage and
Sistritution of radioprotective drugs to emergency workers and
Frecetercined conditions for their use by emergency workers, as
reguired by 10 C.F.R. §50.47(b) (11) ané NUREG~-0654, Criteria
-I.J.e. ané £. These items, clearly reguired by Commission
Tegulations, are absent from the RERP and, therefore, summary
Zacdgzent should be granted for Massachusetts on its Contention
<V.A. ard Contention IV.G. to the extent it relates to the
dcsence of provisions for the storage, distribution, and use by

€lercency workers of radioprotective drugs. Summary judgment

s g . LA 3 a 3 5
dTsecticne B and F were not acmitted to the Proceeding.

fo-



shculd likewise be granted on NECNP Contention 5. which Cites

the failure of the RERP to establish relocation centers.

Respectfully submitted,

FRANCIS X. BELLOTTI
ATTORNEY GENERAL

sistant Attorney General
Environmental Protection Division
Public Protection Bureau
One Ashburton Place
Boston, Massachusetts 02108
(617) 727-2265
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EXHIBIT A

STATEMENT OF MATERIAL UNDISPUTED FACTS

The New Hampshire Radiological Emergency Response Plan
["RERP"] does not demonstrate that each principal
response organization in the State has staff to
respond and to augment its initial response on a
continuous basis, that adegquate emergency facilities
ané eguipment to support the emergency response
(including radiological monitoring eguipment) have
been provided, that adegquate arrangements have been
nade for medical services for contaminated injured
individuals, or that arrangements have been made for

requesting and effectively using assistance resources.

The RERP contains no initiating emergency action level

The State of New Hampshire has not yet established an
emergency action level scheme consistent with that

established by the Applicants.

The RERP does not establish procedures for
notification of emergency personnel by state respcnse
crcanizations.

The RERP does not establish means to

rovigce eardiy

3

conditions at this time.
|

notification of an emergency to the public.
J



10.

There is insufficient communications ability with
ambulances outside the Emergency Planning Zone and no
center for receipt of communications and dispatch of

ambulances has been established.

The RERP does not establish means for 24-hour prompt

instruction of the public.

The RERP does not establish procedures for

notification of local emergency response organizations.

The RERP does not establish evacuation routes, traffic

access or control points, or reception centers.

The RERP does not include provisions for the storage
of radicprotective drugs or their distribution to
emergency workers or predetermined conditions for

their use by emergency workers.



XHIBIT B"

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

Before Adminstrative Judges:
Belen F. Bovt, Chairperscn
Emmeth A. Luebke
Jerry Harbour

)

in the Matter of ) Docket Nos. 50-443-CL
) 50-444-CL
)

sC2LIC SERVICE COMPANY OF )

RZ+ EZAMPSEIRE, et al. )

(Seadbzook Station, Units 1 )

ané 2) ) June 23, 1983

)

CONTENTIONS OF ATTORNEY GENERAL

FRANCIS X. BELLOTTI RELATIVE TO

EMERGENCY PLANNING FOR TEE STATI

OF NEW EAMPSEIRE

CONTZNTION I: The New Eampshire Radiological Emergency
Fesconse Plan does not satisfy the reguirements cf 10 C.F.RK.
§3C.a7(2) (1), (B), (9) or (l2) because there has been no
2ssessnent ©of the State's emergency response neecds and

rescirces cor satisfaction of its resource recuirements in the

lowing areas: overall emergency transgortation;
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=edfical transportaticn; medical treatment for contaminated
injureé individuals; radiclogical monitering and assessment

izment; dosimeters and respirztory equipment for emergency

o
Q
B
.l

; ané manpower for traffic management and access
contrel, emergency transportation and security operations,
ezergency maintenance cf evacuation routes ané response to
gdbardoneé vehicles, traffic accidents, and other obstructions
=0 evacuating traffic flow, anéd staffing of emergency response
facilities. In the absence of an assessment and satisfactiocn
¢f the State's regquirements in these areas, there can be no
"rezscnable assurance that adeguate protective measures can anc
wi_l be tzken" tc protect persons present in the State of New
Za=rshire in the event of a radiclogical emergency at Seabrook

Station, 2s reguired by 10 C.F.R. §50.47(2) (1).
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~~eg Ccrnission's emergency planning regulations reguire state
energency response plans to demenstrate that critical manpower
ané resource assessment has taken place and all necessary
rescur-es assureé. Specifically, the regulations recuire that

"s2ch principal response organization have] stalf to respenc



gcuirdent to suppert the emergency response are provided and
=2intained,™ 10 C.F.R. §50.47(b) (8), that "[aldeguate methods,
svstexg, and eguipment for assessing and moniteoring actual or
sctential offsite conseguences ©of a radiclogical emergency
cencition are in use,” 10 C.F.R. §50.47(b) (8), and that

*lfa rrancements are macde for medical services for cocntaminated
injereé indivicduals," 10 C.F.R. §50.47(b) (12). None cof these
resuirements has been satisfied in the draft New Eampshire plan

seczuse there has been nc analysis cf the emergency response

eéds of the State, no inventory of its eguipment and vehicles,

$?
(1]

ens no assessment of available personnel. There is, therefore,
nc tasis for assurance that the personnel, ecuipment, and
sransportation reguirements of the State will bDe satisfied in
in emercency.

Thus, while the draft plan contains scme discussion of the
svoes of emergency eguipment and vehicles needed in an
emergency andé possible sources feor them, it contains no
assessnent ¢f the quantity ¢f any ¢given item of ecuipment or

n2 nunmbers ¢f vehicles or perscnnel needed tc surpo.t an

0

nergency response. Nor does it contain any assessment of the
caszcity of the State to satisfy those resource reguirements,

=er ¢cn its own or through arrancements with cther

-



Epecifically, there has been no analysis of the State's
ne~is or capebilities with respect to emercgency transportation
fcz schools ané othe:r facilities, persons needing medical

assistance, persons deprendent on public transportation, and the

i
'

axzbulatory population. The plan states, at page l.2-5,
that "[Wlhen buses are not needed to transport school children
thev may be used for mass transportation.” And yet, there has

available t.ses and there is absclutely no
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sasis for concluding that there will be a sufficient number to
scoormmecéate the school chilédre, let alone other persons in
neec 2% transportation.

Similarly, there has been no analysis of the number of
sersons neecded to staff the various emergency faecilities and
serfcrz the various emergency functions and no determination
sha: the necessary personnel will be available. This problen
ie ccmplicated by the plan's provisions for removing local
exergency werkers from the emergency zone if releases of
raéicnuclides other than I-131 are projected to occur in

-~

ire protection. See New Hampshir

14

cn=s that reg

(=

zadiclcgical Emercency Response Plan ["Plan"], at 2.7=-3. The

[ B

slas provides no basis for assurance that there will be

available toc replace thcse local weorkers,



T=e éraft plan for the State c¢cf New Eampshire further fails
2 2ssess the hospital and mecdical services necessary to treat
ccnse=inated injured individuals in the event ¢. an emergency
¢cr 0 agssure that those neecs can be met. NUREG-0654,

TIMr-FEP-l, Rev.l: “"Criteria for Preparation and Evaluation of

fadio_cgical Emergency Response Plans ané Preparedness in
Suproct of Nuclear Power Plants," (Nev., 1580), which is
inccrscrated into the Commission's regulations at 10 C.F.R.
§52.47 (), n.l, provides, in Criterion II.L.l., that the State
mus* "arrance for local andé backup hespital and medical
secvices having the capability for evaluation of radiation
exzcsure ané uptake, including assurance that persons providing
these services are adeguately prepared to hancdle contaminated
indivicduels.” Eowever, the draft New BEampshire plan contains
rc lecters of agreement with any medical facilities or other
evidence that the hospitals namec¢ in the plan, at pace 2.8-9,
~zve =he capacity to handle contaminated individuals and to
evaluate racdiation exposure and uptake or that they have agreed
s Treovide those services. Moreover, the plan contains no
zszessxent of the numbers of perscns whe may recuire such

se-vices or assurance that those numbers can be accomocdatec by

—r—--

- y | - % - - - .- - - - -
--e =lan Ccoes grossly misstatie the numoer OL JCSFitals
- -
- - - & . - - 3 e - -~ - - -~ ~
«<nics ace icdentified therein, see »lan 2t paces 2.5-8 - 2.§-9,
Z ——



ans chazracterizas two hospitals located within the EFZ as two
£ wne three primary hospitals to be used in an emergency. See
lz=, &t 2.8-3, Particularly in light of these errors, there

ces

| 4

is reet *g- & thorough assessment of the extent of serv
whizn rav oe needed in an emergency and the capacity c¢f the
Stzte 0 satisly those needs.

Firallv, the éraft plan conuaﬁns no letters o< agreement,
2s ceguired >y NUREG-06534, Item II.C.4, cr other evidence that
<he goiz2ntizal cutside sources c¢f necessary eguipment, vehicles
anZ perscnnel mencioned in the plan will, in fact, supply thenm
im &n essergency. Thus, there i1s no &assurance that necessary
rescu-ces will be available in any of the categories of
reszonse zctivities which we have discussec 1I those cf the

nadecuzte.
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CMTENTICE II: The New Hampshire Racdiclogical EImergency
eszcnse Flan does not satisfy the reguirements of 10 C.P.R.
§£3.47(5) (4) decause taere is no emergency action level scheme

-~
H.c

k Station. In the absence ¢ én
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:ésguzte enerzency actien level scheme there can de no

e azssurance that adeguate prcoctective measures can anc

siT: =g =zgen" TO Drotect perscns present in the State o< New
Sa=ss=ice in tme event of a radiclogcical emergcency &t tle
C.P.R. §30.47(a) (1),
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COCNTENTION 111
The New Eampshire Radiological Emergency Response Plan coes

ct satisfy the requirements of 10 C.F.K. §50.47(b) (5) andé (6)

o

=
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e procedures have not been estarclished for notification
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n
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ergency personnel by the response crganizations in the

(8]

n
o

ené there is nc demonstration that provisions exist for

ot
m

orocpt communications among principal response crganizations,

c

mergency personnel, or to the public. Until these

ecuirements have been satisfied there is no "reasonable
zssurance that adeguate protective measures can and will be
taken" to protect those present in the State of New Eampshire
in the event ¢0f a r .diclogical emergency at the Seabrock

Station, as recuiredé by 10 C.F.R. §50.47(a) (1).

SASZS:
Part 2 ¢f the draft New BEampshire emercency plan relating
o emergency notification and communications does not establish

rocedures for notification of emergency persconnel Dy state

v

- -

resconse crganizations, as required by 10 C.F.R. §50

o |

47 () (3)
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TREGC-06354, Criteria I1.E.2, ané II.F.l.e, and, therefore,

)

o
G

"
by
(80
2

no cdemonstration that such notification coulé be

"
"
O
4
'l.
(2]
m
n

é by ;o C.F.R. 55004 ::) \6,’. AS

o
th
h
m
0
ot
g
o
0
"
O
3
0
o
’_o
<
m
n
L8]
(1]
M
&1
P
(8}
(1)

LA

D
m

pezrscnnel, th

3
m
"
’ »
m
)
i
I
1
"
0O
O
b}
t
)
)
n
W

"
(1
ul
m



scnclasiconary statement that "[alt the ALERT level, NHCDA will

=cdilize all of its staff.” ee Plan, at 2.1.4. nd as

-

other emergency personnel, the plan simply provides
that NECDa will notify the other response organizations. See
?lan, 2t 2.1.5. The plan makes no provision whatsoever for
*rotification ¢of emergency personnel by all [response]
organizactions,” as reguired by 10 C.F.R. §50.47(b) (5).

The draft rlanning document before the Board further fails
zc cexonstrate, as reguired by 10 C.F.R. §50.47(b) (5) and
NCR=G-0634, Criterion II.E.6 and Apr.3, that the means have
Seer establisheé to provide early nctification and clear
inscructicon to the public in New Hampshire. In fact, the plan
cleazrly demonstrates that no such means have yet been
develored, Zcr it specifically states (at page 2.1-89) that the
tudible Alert System for the Seabrook area is still being
desicneé. And the plan acknowledges that most Emergency
srozdcest System Stations are not operdtional on a 24-hour
=asis tut makes no alternative provision for rapid instruction
sblic, See Plan, at 2.1-1l.
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Tme éraft New Hampshire plan further fails to demonstrate

thzt: srovisions exist for prompt communicaticn Detween the




clzssification and there then has to be notification
DPE ané verification by it befcre the other response
izations will be contacted. Moreover, the NHCDA will

2ll other state response organizations secguentially.

2id=) - 2.1-6.£/ Ané there are no cdefinicze

2or state notification ¢f local emergency response

crgenizations. See Plan, at 1.2-3 - 1l.2-6. These procecdures
dc not ensure prompt notification of anycne. The draft plan
furcher specifically acknowledges that there is insufficient
ccm=unications ability with ambulances ocutside the EPZ and that
a0 center for receipt of communications andé dispatch of

smoulances has vet been established. See Plan, at 2.2-13 - l4.

CCNZENTION IV:

The New Eampshire Radiological Emergency Response Plan coes
act satisfy the reguirements of 10 C.F.R. §50.47(b) (10) and
secause protective actions for emergency workers ané the
suslic have not been sufficiently developec. The protective

spticn of evacuation has not been sufficiently developed in

. - : ££4 -

-has a¢ evacuation routes, traffic access or controcl points, or
reception centers have been established anc tne evacuation Time
o - % < < % = - T2 P -

rd T=¢er the current slan it is only alter KECIZA notlliles &a.o
Zwner emergency response organizations that 1t wio. activacts

. < - Ta 1 ¢ -1 a ae 1 - P -

<=2 giren alert svetem for the public. See Plan, &t l.2=2.

- - - = - - - = 9 - - D = - v~ f gud

-2 ¢alecation of all these responsidilitlies o0 hNECLaA

- a " e = T - - Y 3 .« £ - .~
smmecessarily celays public notilZicaction.



essizates containeé in the plan are inaccurate andé fail ¢to

srovide information needed by protective action
de-igicn-makers. Furthermore, no plans have been made for

evactatzion of special institutions (including schoecls) or
seozle with special needs or dependent on public transportation
cr f¢cz decontamination of all persons and vehicles exposec to
radiation. The protective option of sheltering has not been
sufficiently developed because no plans have been made for
she_.tering the summer beach population or those seascnal
res:éents whose homes provide inadeguate shielding from
rasionuclides. The plan further provides insufficient basis
fcr pretective action decision-making, and lacks acdeguate
srovisions for controlling the radiological exposure of
emercency response personnel. Given these deficiencies in the
zlar, there is no "reasonable assurance that adeguate
crotective measures can and will be taken" to protect those
sresent in the State of New Hampshire in the event of a

radiclegical emergency at the Seabrook Station, as recuired by

0 C.7.R. §5C.27(a)(1).

- - = &£ . - - y e - b - 37 A <A Dl el el abid
se—glzzed for the plume exposure pathway IPI Ior emercenc:
- =
- " e 2 = A — -~ -,

- - - < -~ - 2 - - v - = —_

h::P:e:s :‘: -’.e :—:-‘\—. PSS — C---E--.’; - - Helh "=V oe, & W
- - - 3 - - - - P - - « ! - Ta2e -~

*Tec..f ané 12, incorcoratec .nt0 The (0oL issicn's reculations



2t -0 C.”.R. §50.47(b), n.l, clarify that this reguirement 1is

c.

e.

=et unless a state emergency plan includes the following

Maps showing evacuation routes, evacuation areas,
preselected radiclogical sampling ané monitoring
points, relocation centers in host areas, and

shelter areas...

Means for protecting those persons whose mebility
may be impaired due to such factors as
institutional or cther confinement;

Provisions for the use of radiocprotective drugs,
particularly for emergency workers anc
institutionalized persons..., including
guantities, storage, and means of distribution;
Relocation centers...;

Control cf access to evacuated areasS...:

Time estimates for evacuation of various sectors
ané distances basec¢ on & dvynamic analysics (time =
PLume exposure pathwa

SONE o &+ o



-13-

. The bases for the choice c¢f recommended
protective actions from the plume exposure
pathway during emergency conditions. This shall
include expected local protection afforded in

residential units or other shelter for cdirect and

inhalation exposure.

NTREG-0654, supra, Criteria II.J.1l0 and l2.

None cf these reguirements is satisfied in the draft New

Zamrshire plan. While the plan contains a map indicating the

<

&

o e

l|'

: i=cizal roadways which will be utilized in an evacuation, see
lan, a2t 2.6-10, it does not contain an evacuation routing
caeme. There is no evidence in the plan that there has been

nv consideration of the most efficient routing for varicus

seg-ents ¢f the population within the EPZ. And there has

lezrlv been no assignment of routes. Particularly in view of
he N=C Stasf's determination that the Applicants' evacuation

ime estimates, incorporated into the New Bampshire plan, are

imistic"™ a2né based on assumptions as to preferred

vacuation routing, see NUREG/CE-2903, "An Independent
ssessment of Evacuation Time Estimates for 2 Peak Iopulatien
seraris in the Zmergency Planning Zone of the Seabrock Nuclear
~wer Station," (October, 1982), at iv., 1, 20, definitive



evacuzstion routing is essential. In the absence of either
fesigcnateé routing which conforms to that assumed by the
Aps.izants in their evacuation time study or a new time study
casel cn cther designated routes, decision-makers will be using
inaccurete time estimates in deciding whether an evacuation can
ce successiclly implemented.

Tae NEC Sta2ff has further detormineé that the Applicants'
gvacuzztion time estimates, now incorpotated into the New
Sa=cs2ire plan, are lower than those prepared by an NRC
conzactor larcely due to differences in the estimated
effecziveness of traffic controls and that the Applicants'
estinates will be useful to protective action decision-makers
eniy ZZ <he emergency plans reflect the traffic management
essunstions developed by the Applicants. See Affidavit of John
. Se=rs azttached to "NRC Staff Response to Applicants' Seventh
‘Cortenticn NE-21) ané Twenty=-First (Contentions NECNP III.l2
end IZ:I..23) Motions for Summary Disposition," filed June 6,

, Tars. 11, 12. And yet there are no traffic management
slans in the New Bampshire submittal. As an NRC Staff membder
=2z aztestec, therefore, there is at present no basis £or use

time estimates set forth in the céraft New
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Za=css=ire 2l2n at the time cf an emergency andé protective



£t22£'s own expert has further incdicated, the time needed to

ccaslete an evacuation will be considerably greater than if
effective traffic controls were in place. There is, therefore,

ean unnecessary risk of radiclogical exposure to the evacuating

The éraft New Bamp. aire plan further £fails tc develoP the
rrotective option of evacuation in that no traffic access
toints or reception centers have been establishecd. ee Plan,

gt 2.€6-13, 2.6-28. And the plan inappropriately provides that

recestion centers will not be activated until a General

B
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0
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ency is declared, see Plan, at 1l.3-5, providing nc basis

0

foz cenficdence that the centers will be prepared to receive
evacuees shortly thereafter.

we have already noted certain respects in which the
evacuation time estimates contained in the New Eampshire plan

are inaccurate ané fail to provide emercency response cfficials

wizh critical information. Those estimates are further
ceficient in that they fail to do the following:
1. Account for the time recuireé Zfor protective
action decision-making, notification of cff-site
acencies ancd the public, preparation anc mobilization,
ané confirmation of evacuation;
2. account for simultaneocus evacuaticn ©of the peax

& - 3 : 3 z
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b1 B4 :—C.—;.-: tsaOnl on the DezCh areas -y miiE ma A e -




SEZ of the site, or even for simultaneous evacuation
¢f Eampton Beach ancé either of Seabrock Beach or
Salisbury State Beach.

3. 2Provide an estimate for evacuation of thz entire
clume exposure pathway EPZ, as reguired by NUREG-063%,
APP. &, 2T 4-4.

(. Enplecy 2 reasonable estimate of the number of
automobiles being evacuated;

8. Account for evacuation of schools, hospitals and
cther institutions locateé within the EPZ;

€. Account fo: the public transpertation-dependent
population;

7. Include major emplovers in the estimates ¢f summer
transient automobile demand;

€. Account for voluntary evacuation beyond the EFZ;

€. Account properly for population growth over the

LA ])

e ¢f the plant;

10. Account properly for the effect on evacuation
times of adverse weather concitions;

1l1. Account for other than home-beased evacuaticn

teatfic:
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b. traffic accidents;
Ce abandoned vehicles;
d. disregard of traffic control devices; and
e. evacuees using inbound traffic lanes for
cutbounc travel.
The potential protective action of evacuation is also
nscfficiently developed in the draft plan before the Board in
=&t no plans have been set forth therein for evacuation of

scecial facilities, including schcols, or for persons dependent

srarnsportation for those without cars will be provided by local
emersency planners, that municipalities will have provisions
¢z evacuating the handicapred and others with special needs,

that school chiléren will be bused directly toO reception

i

centers, ancé that "the State is prepared to provide emergency
transcortation to those communities that recuest it." See Plan,

&t 2.6-9. The plan contains no arrangements for carrying out

(]

gn-r 2£ these matters, nc assessment of necessary resources, and

~c lstters of agreement or other evidence that the necessary
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rndependently c¢f their children, a factual premise which finds
nc support in the plan and which defies credulity.
Tinally, as regards evacuation, the cdraft plan is

e in that it allows evacuees exposed to radiaticn to

. »
3
»
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m
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o

evacuate cirectly to the homes ¢f family members or friends
wisctout radioclogical monitoring cr decontamination. It is only
-4 - egpcsu:es are estimated to have reacheé certain levels that
ell evacuees will be monitored. See Plan, at 2.7-9. Until
those levels are reached, persons who do not evacuate to
reception centers, and their families ané friends, will
ccntinue to be exposed to radiation. Once the specified levels
r2 reached, evacuees will be directec to access control

cints, where vehicles will be screened for possilble

N

ceccntamination. Since this deviation from traffic routing and

]

gEClee

-

1ing process may have a significant effect on evacuation
times, the time estimates to be used by cfficials in
ceszerzining that an evacuation shouléd be orderec must account
fc- this contingency.

The protective option of sheltering has also been

insufficiently developed in the draft New Eampshire plan. The

‘o

ins no provisions for sheltering of the summer beacn

. cent

scsvlation within the EPZ. While suggesting that transients
=2 "if zcssitle” be asked tc "seek Cirectlons tO & nearcly
guslic suilding from local emergency workers," see Plan, at
2.2-5, t-e plan makes no provisions for informing transients of
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the neec to seek directions or for assuring that emergency
wcrkers will be present to give directiens. And, more
irportantly, the State has conducted no analysis of available
stilic sheltering or its capacity to accommodate the beach

ocpulazion. There is, therefore, insufficient basis for (anc

tective action for the beach population.

‘U
"
(8]

The same is true for the summer resident popula.ion within
<re E22. While acknowledging that "[t]lhe dose reducticn from
zn individual benefits by sheltering is a £function of how
well the structure is sealed..." and the weight and layers of
sciléing material providing protection, the State has not
srna.vzeé the amount of protection which can be affordec by the
~sulateé, wood-frame summer homes in the Seabrook area.
~~ere is, therefore, no basis for determining whether in-place
shelterinc of the summer resident population is a viable option.
The critical needé for develcpment of the protective action
terinc in the vicinity of this site was confirmed by the

-
-
- !

W)

Tederz. Enmergency Management Agcency in its repert, FEMA-RE

"pr=zmic Ivacuzaticon Analyses: Exposure Pathway Emergency

"

uar

<

’

ng Zones of Twelve Nuclear Power Stations," Feb

age /, that:

™5 - - -~
That regort states, at

48
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...if there is an accident witn & relatively fast
release, the guidance suggests that the time from the
initiating event through travel time to the l0-mile
-pz boundary may be a2s short as twe hours. ... Within

this two-hour time frame, [the Seabrook EPZ] can only
be partially evacuated. For an accident under these
conéitions, sheltering could be a viable protective
action.

Al thcugh needed, then, in the event of a fast-developing
accident, the protective action of sheltering is not yet &
viable option for the transient and seasonal resident
ocpulation in the Seabrook vicinity. This leaves a substantial
percentage of the population supposedly bdeing served bv the New

Zampshire plan completely devoidé of protection in the event of

a fast-developing accident. 2/

In addition to failing to develop the protective actions of
evacuation and sheltering, the draft New Eampshire rlan fails
to provide sufficient information to guide protective action

choices. Thus, the plan indicates that’'predetermined cose

2/ Acco:d;ﬁc to the Arall”ant , there is an estimated summer
Seak population of 84,366 within a five-mile radius of the
site., See FSAR, App. C, Table 4.4. Anc the Licens*ng Arpeal
Bcazé has ceterm*nec that the beach area located ju cver
1-1/2 miles from the Seabrook Station 1s the nearest pc;u-a. on
center to :he site, since it will "at times be the mcst densely
scpulated area in the state.” See Public Service Cempanyv cf
ew Zampshire, ALAE-422, 6 NRC 33, at 51 (1877). The Bocarcd
f.rcner cstzteé that "there is no doubt that, &t peax

periocés ... in excess cf 25,000 pe ple will be founa in that
densely populated area.” Ibig.




recuc:ticn factors associated with small structures will be used
in chcosing between evacuation and sheltering. See Plan, at
2.6=48 - 52. 2Ané yet, as we have noted, there are no plans to
provicde any shelter for the large transient beach population.
The assunxption that the entire target population will be
srhelsered in small structures is, therefore, inappropriate in
the event ¢f an accident during summer months. The plan
srovicdes nc alternative basis for protective action
decision-zaking during the summer. Nor is there any basis for
erplication of the dose reduction factor aprlicable to small,
vear-round structures in connection with the seasonal
resicentiazl population. The plan contains no evidence that the
factcr being used is appropriate for that population angG no
alternative basis for protective action decisione-making with
respect to that population. And there is insufficient basis
fcr protective action decision-making throuchout the vear
becacse no radiclogcical monitering locations have been

selected. 3See Flan, a2t 2.5-15.

The tlan also fails to previde any information or guidance
£or emergency response cfficials as to the hazards of orderirng

evacuation in vehicles with closed windows &ané ventilation

- = Laad™ s - - 9 - = -
SyYScenls On & het umner cayv. +a1€ plan lncicates that &ny

- - - - . . « 13 - < - -
Crseres evacuration will Proceed uncer suca instructicons, ses
- - - - - = £ okl - = T 1 -~ —-\-'u»e - - AviC & EmAeo e - =
PLBN, 8% 4«58, DUT S81.8 TO0 al Sy e e OSViICUSs ruleilicaca



eZfects on human health and orderly evacuation flow if those
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nstrucstions are carried out in intense heat or to provide

..D
.
0

-

(40

arnce for consideration of those effects in assessing the
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merits of evacuation.

.
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~S we have noted, 10 C.F.R. §50.47(>) (11) ané NUREG-0634,
Criteria 1IZ.J.10.e and £., further recuire that means be
establisheé for controlling radiological exposures to emergency
workers an¢, specifically, that state plans include provisions

for the use of radioprotective drugs by emergency workers and

institutionalizedé persons, including provisions for the storage
ané éistribtution of such drugs. The éraft planning document

before the Bocaré provides that racicpreotective drugs will not
be stocred in the state, but will be obtained from the

neighboringc states or from the federal government if the neecd
arises, see Plan, at 1.3-10, hopefully "early enough to allow
sufficient time for [the drugs] to be effectively used." =

ling
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Plan, &t 2.7-3, 2.7-8. In the absence of plans for

h

or ané

"

the éruc in the Seabrook vicinity or specific plans
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other state
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assurance c£ rarid supply of the 4
federal officials, the drugs will nct necessarily be con hané in
‘me for use by emergency workers. The current plan,
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e=~grefore, dces not satisfy the Commission's
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eGuirements.
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"24-hcur-per-cay capability to deterxmine the doses receivec by

emercency workers...". As was discussed previously, there has
been no assessxent ¢of the numbers of perscnnel who will be
involveé in emergency response activities. There can,
therefore, be no assurance that a2 sufficient number of
dosimeters is available, The same is true cf respiratory
devices. Anc the plan again inappropriately assumes 2
slow~Jeveloping accident when it preovides £or storage of the
resriiatory ecuipment at the State IFO, rather than the local

EOC'S- seE Pl.!.’l, at 2.7-10

CONTENTION V: The FSAR, ER-OL, SEZR, FES, and New Eampshire
Radioclogical EZxergency Response Plan contain insufficient data
as to the eflectiveness of the protective acticns cof evacuation
ané sheltering in mitigating adverse consecuences to human
health (early fztalities, early injuries, celaved fatalities,
delaved injuries, and genetic &ané developmental defects) in the
event of an accident a2t Seabrock Station reguiring off-site
protective actien. Theose £filinges contain no calculations as to
the mean numbers of t..ese specifiec nealth effects asscocietec
with PWR-1 to PWR-§ accicdental releases or SST 1, SET 2, or SE&T

,enzs &t the Sezbroox Statien. In the absence of such

(%)
11
0
0
'™
0

" . 3 . L " ;
&SeC Cn feallsStiC evacuation tTime estimetes ana

-1 < - - 3 'e - -
eflectinc the peak transient pcpulation

-4 g
-
m
' .
(80
'

A
Q
'h
wm
0
(t
(8]
"
n
"



b
V.

A
[)'
. .

-

‘n the EPZ, and accounting fcr population growth over the

1l ine of the plant, there is no basis for assessing the

h
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effectiveness of evacuation or sheltering in minimizing
radiclogical exposures. There is, therefore, no basis at this
time for determining that "adeguate protective measures can anc
will be taken" to protect those present in New Hampshire &t the
time ¢f an accident, as reguired by 10 C.F.R. §50.47(2) (1), or
that the planneé protective actions are “adeguate" anc "capable

of being implemented," as reguired by 10 C.F.R. §50.47(a) (2).
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he draft New Eampshire Raciological Emergency Response
Plan states, at page 2.6-6, that the twoc protective acticns
which may be ordered in the event of a serious accident at the
Seabrook Station are sheltering and evacuation. The plan
defines "protective actions," at page l1l.7-5, as "emergency
measures to be taken by the public to mitigate the conseguences
0f an accident by minimizing the radiological exposures that
woulé likely occur if such actions were not undertaken.”

Sowever, neither the draft emercency rlan nor the Applicants

'
n

arié KRC Staff's £filings in this proceeding provide any bas

for concluding that evacuation cor sheltering will, in fact,

3

the State
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minimize radiolociczl exposures to persons present
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nore ¢f the documents on £ile in this proceeding contain
calculztions &as to the mean numbers of early fatalities, early
injuries, latent cancer fatalities, and other adverse health
=s associated with the PWR-1l to PWR-9 accidental releases
cescrited in the Reactor Safety Study (WASE=-1400) or with the
icn's "rebaselined"™ SST 1, SST 2, and SST 3 accident
scera-ios (NUREG-0715). 1In the absence of such calculations,
cz2seé cn realistic evacuation time estimates and shielding
fac:or-s, there is no measure of the effectiveness of evacuation
¢r shelterinc as protective actions for this site and no basis
¢z t=e premise underlying the draft plan that those actions
can nmirizize radiological exposures to those present in the
state a2t the time ¢f such an accident. These calculations must
e se-formeé for a peak transient population scenario to
acocunt Sor the tremendous seasonal populaticn within the
immecdiate vicinity of the site. See cdiscussion, supra, at page
20, ané must assume no sheltering for the beach population

~ce there 2are at present no plans to shelter those persons.

Ve
b ]
0
0

alculations must be performed so as tc reflect expected

terzanent ané transient population growth in the area over ne

be any assurence that

expec=ed life of the plant if there is to




It has long been recognized that the beaches in the
vicimisy of the Seabrook site present unusual evacuation
s=-2ints. From the beginning of the Seabrook construction
er=it proceedings, the NRC Staff has maintained that it has
<~e authority to reguire a demonstreticn of the feasibility cf
svasuating persons beyond the Seabrook LPZ because of the

s-e.tering facilties along the coast, &n% the limited road

setwcrks serving the beaches. See Public Service Company of

Vew Eaopshire, ALAB-390, 5 NRC 733, at 735-36 (1877). This

scsiticn has bDeen supported by the Advisory Committee on
Reastor Szfeguards. See Letter from the Chairman of the ACRS
ez ==g Chazirman of the AEC reviewing Seabrook application

(December 10, 1874) [relevant language quoted at 5 NRC 751].

nadeguate for &ll the reasons discussed above,

-

wmile grossly
at sages 13 - 17, the Applicants' own evacuation time
estimazes, now incorporated into the New Eampshire plan, alsc
tezve substantial doubt as to the feasibility of evacuation as
& orotective option for the area surrounding this site during

--~e summer months. Applicants estimate that, On & summer

ses<end, it will tzke 4 hours and 20 minutes to evacuate &
1z0-decree sector to the north of the slant having onliy &

ey zemi’s radius. See Applicants' Emergency Plan, Appencix C.,
-2=.s 4., That sector includes cnly one Deach &res, Bampton
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Beach, ané accounts only 5,247 of the 9,177 estimatec

vehicles associated with that beach population. Id., Tacle 2.
The Applicants provide a similar estimate -- 4 hours and 30
minutes -- for evacuation of the ten-mile S0-degree northeast
sector containing Sampton Beach. Ié., Table 4.

Sven without accounting for such factors as simultaneous
evacuation of mcre than one beach, notification/preparation
time, ané population growth, then, the Applicants' estimates
exceed the time period during which early fatalities and
injuries will result from exposure to racdionuclides in the
event of an "atmospheric" Class 9 accident, accoréing to
NUREG-0386. See NUREG-02396, EPA 520/1-78-016: "Planning Basis
for the Development of State and Local Government Radiclogical
Emercency Response Plans In Support of Licht Water Nuclear
Power Plants" (December, 1$78), Figures I - 17 and I - l8.

That document reveals that, assuming & uniforz populaticn
density of 100 persons per sguare mile and evacuation speed of
10 m.p.h., an evacuaticon time of 4 hours will result in
apcroximately three deaths ané twelve early injuries in the (-3

- -

mile rance of the plant and approximately five early inju

&ecs
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in the 5-10 mile range. If evacuation time reaches five hours
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res.lzs are approximately six deaths ané twenty-eight early
snsgzies in the 0-10 mile range.é/ Of course, NUREG-0396
=axes no attempt to estimate the long-term genetic or other
~e2.%th effects associated with such evacuation times.

T=:s, even if evacuation can be accomplished within the
sizes currently estimated by the Applicants, there will be 2
gigrnificant number of early injuries ané deaths in the event of
an at=cssheric Class 3 accident at Seabrook. Aand, given the
ieficiencies in the Applicants' current evacuation time
sscwimates, it is clear that actual evacuation times will be
=ust lcnger. It is important to note in this regard that the
vacuation time estimates provided by the licensee in its PSAR
are sicnificantly higher than its current estimates, even
though the earlier estimates relate to 22.5 degree sectors
‘ra=her than 90 degree or 180 degree sectors) and cover only a
f{ive-mile radius. See Seabrook PSAR, Amendment 23, July, 1874,

et E13-7 - 513-16.5/ In its PSAR, the licensee estimates

i1/ As we have noted, the population density in the beach area
“ezr =he Seabrook site is much ¢creater than tne 100 persons per
scuzre mile assumed in NUREG-03%€. As the L1 censing Appeal
toaré nas noted, "there is no doubt that, at Teak pericds . . .
im excess of 25,000 people will be founé in [that] densely
scoulzteé area.” Public Service Companv cf New Eampshice,
3T2%.422, 6 NRC 33, at 51 (1877). Thus, alli of tne pea.lth and
fz=2lity ficures contained in NUREG-0396 are understatec so far
e =he Seabrook site is concerned.
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t=2t it will take eight hours from the occurrence of the
accident to clear three of the six beach sectors to the
five-nile radius and titat the other three sectors will reguire
five and one-half to six hours. See Seabrook PSAR, at S13-16.
A FEMA study estimates that a minimum of six hours ané 10

minutes will be neededé to evacuate the entire EPZ on a summer

Sunday, even if notification is completed within 15 minutes.

wn

ee FIMA-REP-3: "The Dyvnamic Evacuation Analyses: Independent

Assessment of Evazuation Times from the Plume Exposure Pathway

It

ercency Planning Zones c¢f Twelve Nuclear Power Stations”
(February, 198l1), at 46. That study further concludes that

The behavior of drivers who are caught in
congestion within éirect sight of the Seabrook
Station can only be guessed at this time. Any
breakdown in orderly evacuation traffic flow will
result in evacuation times greater than the Ones
estimateéd above. Total evacuation times could
rance from 10 hours 30 minutes to 14 hours 40
minutes for an evacuation in which traffic
control is generally ineffective.

I»iéd. FEMA estimates, then, are also considerably higher than the
A-plicants' current estimates. The early deaths and injurles

from 2 severe accident would, of course, be

"
(8

esultin

{19}

ntly higher than the figures :ecited above 1.
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imes estimated by FEMA or by the Apslicants in the 1874 zmencment

ts their PSAR are actually recuired for evacuation.
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ent consecuence data for the Seabrook site preparec DY

(]

A
the NRC ané released to the public by the Subcommittee on
Oversight and Investigations of the Committee on Interior anc
Insular Affairs of the United States Congress, a copy of which is

astacheé hereto as Exhibit A, appears to ccnfirm that the health

Zfects which will result from a severe accident at Seabrook are

(1]

much ¢reater than those set forth in NUREG-039€. That data
inédicates that an "SSTI" release frox Seabrook Station may result
in 7,000 early fatalities, 27,000 early injuries, and 6,000 cancer
deaths. wWhether those greater figures are 2 result of higher
assuned evacuation times or, indeedé, whether the calculations even
assume evacuation or other protective action cannot be known in
t=e absence of discovery.

as recards sheltering, the New Hampshire plan acknowledges
that sheltering in the year-round homes in the Seabrook vicinity
can provide protection for only two hours. See Plan, at 2.6=7.,
And, as we have discussed, the protection afforded by the summer
hormes in 4he area is even less anéd there are &t present no

srovisicns whatscever for sheltering the summer beach pepulation.

mhue, while the filings in this proceeding provide no evicence

-

of the extent to which evacuation or sheltering can mininize the

-t e e mae -



fects. Andéd both the documents filed with the boaré andé
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er caterials suggest that a very significant number of
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faselities ané injuries may result from a severe accident,

vlarly one which occurs on a summer weekend, even civen

nt olans for evacuation and sheltering. There must,
& study of the consecguences for human health of &

severe accident at this site reflecting peak summer population

estizates anc realistic assumptions as to evacuation times and

the absence of such data, there is no

gvailakble sheltering. 1In

of the level of protection which can be affordec by

evicence
cff-site protective action in the vicinity of this site ang,
nc tasis for the regquisite determination that the level of

rostection which can be provided is "adeguate."”

u

thus,
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