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***** April 27, 1982
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The Honorable Hugh J. Gallen
Governor of New Hampshire
5 cord, New Hampshire 03301

Dear Governor Gallen: .

I apologize for the delay in responding to your request for information
on an offsite radiological emergency response plan for Seabrook Station

- Unit 1. Enclosure 1 contains this information. Since Federal oversight
of offsite emergency planning is primarily the responsibility of the
Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), the responses to your questions
have been coordinated with that Agency.

Also to assist your staff and the New Hampshire Civil Defense Agency in
developing an emergency response plan, we have included for your reference
a joint NRC/ FEMA report entitled, " Criteria for Preparation and Evaluation
of Radiological Emergency Response Plans and Preparedness in Support of
Nuclear Power Plants, NUREG-0654/ FEMA-REP-1, Rev.1, (see Enclosure 2).
This document provides the detailed guidance and criteria for preparing a
radiological emergency response plan and should prove useful. The NRC is
completing an in-depth analysis of the evacuation time estimates for Seabrook,
copies of which will soon be sent to you and the State.

Should you require additional information, please let me know.

Sincerely,

wk
Nunzio(J. lladino

Enclosures:
1. Response to questions
2. NUREG-0654/ FEMA-REP-1,

Rev. 1

.
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RESPONSE TO QUESTIONS ASKED BY

GOVERNOR HUGH J. GALLEN OF

NEW HAMPSHIRE IN LETTER OF OCTOBER 15, 1981 1

1

1. Question:

" Based upon your best information, what does the Nuclear

Regulatory Commission or the Federal Emergency Management

Agency consider as the time needed to safely evacuate
.

the resident and transient populations of the 10-mile

radius of Seabrook Station Unit 1 during a so-called
_._

" summer Sunday" scenario?"

Answer:

The evacuation time estimates are useful in refining

and improving offsite response plans and'are an important

tool for the decisionmaker during an actual emergency

when choices between protective actions to minimize

exposures must be made. The actual protective actions

must take into account accident conditions as they

occur and are expected to occur.

There are several parameters that go into the determination

of evacuation time estimates and the development of

evacuation plans. Because of these variables, we have

not established a minimum time for safely evacuating

resident and transient populations within the 10-mile

! emergency planning zone (EPZ) of any nuclear power

facility. The predominant variables that have the most

.
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effect on evacuation time estimates, weather conditions

not withstanding, are the population density and

distribution, road network and traffic control. The

goal of State and local governments in developing

evacuation plans should be to ensure that if they have

made the decision to evacuate, the people will receive

the minimum exposure to radiation.

_

In order that decisionmakers will have the evacuation

time estimates available in the event of a radiological

emergency, NRC and FEMA requested the licensee and

offsite authorities, as part of the emergency preparedness

planning, to develop evacuation time estimates by
4

sector. (See Items II .J. 8, II.J.10.1 and Appendix 4 to

NUREG-0654/ FEMA-REP-1, Revision 1.) NRC evaluates

these evacuation time estimates to assure that the

methodology is reasonable. Evaluation of evacuation

plans developed by the State, in concert with local

governments, is an offsite function which is under the

cognizance of the Federal Emergency Management Agency-

(FEMA). Once the evacuation time estimates are reviewed

and agreed upon by offsite authorities, they may then

be used by_the State and local governments, the licensee

and NRC/ FEMA emergency response organizations to make

the most appropriate protective action recommendations.
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In the case of Seabrook Station, NRC sent teams of

transportation experts and demographers to the area to

obtain firsthand knowledge of the road network and

capacities, traffic flow patterns, types and modes of

vehicular traffic and population densities and distri-

bution. This was necessary for an NRC in-depth analyses
~

of the evacuation time estimates for Seabrook Station '

Unit 1. This analysis will contain NRC's independent
_

assessment of the evacuation time estimates, and an in-

depth analysis of the licensee's evacuation time

estimates. This is scheduled for completion in May

1982. After the report is completed, a copy will be

provided to you and the State to aid in emergency

response planning.
~

2. Question:

"In addition, can the Nuclear Regulatory Commission or

the Federal Emergency Management Agency describe exactly

what sheltering facilities should be available in a

" summer Sunday" accident scenario, given the number of

people on the beaches?"

Answer:

Part of the emergency preparedness planning process

(see Sections J, K and L of NUREG-0654/ FEMA-REP-1,
,

1

Revision 1) is to identify places where the public can

go in the event that sheltering is necessary.
.
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The particular sheltering options available can best

be addressed by the licensee and the local governments.

While the option of sheltering will be viable for many

within the EPZ, the appropriate action for transient

population using the beach areas would likely be evacuation.

3. Question:

"Will the Nuclear Regulatory Commission or the Federal

Emergency Management Agency set standarus outlining the

minimum percentage of the population that must be

~~

notified in order to assure acceptance of the prompt

notification system?"

Answer,:

The NRC and FEMA have not set standards outlining the

minimum percentage of the population that must be

notified in order to assure acceptance of an operational

(tested) prompt notification system. NRC and FEMA are

in the process of developing statistical procedures for

evaluation of operational systems. These procedures

will address statistical standards for acceptance of an

operational system. Minimum acceptable design objectives

for the prompt notification system may be found in

Section B of Appendix 3 to NUREG-0654/ FEMA-RFP-1,

Revision 1.

The minimum acceptable design objectives for coverage

by the prompt notification are:

(a) Capability for providing both an alert signal

and an informational or instructional message to

the population on an area wide basis throughout

the 10-mile, EPZ, within 15 minutes.
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(b) The initial notificatlan system will assure direct '

coverage of essentially 100% of the population

within 5 miles of the site.

(c) Special arrangements will be made to assure 100%

coverage within 45 minutes of the population who

may not have received the initial notification
''

within the entire 10 mile EPZ.
._

Every year, or in conjunction with an exercise, FEMA in

cooperation with the utility operator and/or State and

local governments will test the system. Although the

intent of the design objective is to provide essentially

complete coverage by the notification system of the

population within about 10 miles of the site, it should

be noted that it is not intended to constitute a guarantee

that early notification can be provided for everyone

with 100% assurance or that the system when tested

under actual field conditions will meet the design

objective in all cases.

4. Question:

"Will the Nuclear Regulatory Commission or the Federal

Emergency Management Agency set standards that an

emergency plan must meet to ensure minimum health

effects in the case of an accident?"

l.
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Answer:

The planning standards for emergency plans (see

NUREG-0654/ FEMA-REP-1, Revision 1) were developed with

the primary objective to protect the health and safety

of the public in the event of an accident. The bases

for these standards may be found in NUREG-0396/ EPA

520/1-78-016, " Planning Basis for the Development of

State and Local Government Radiological Emergency

~~

Response Plans in Support of Light Water Nuclear Power

Plants." Included in these bases are the Environmental

Protection Agency Protective Action Guides (PAGs).

NRC and FEMA use the Environmental Protection Agency

PAGs as a basis for taking protective action in the

event of an accident-at-a nuclear power plant. These

PAGs are the projected radiological dose commitment

values to individuals that warrant protective action

following a release of radioactive material and are

used to initiate preselected protective actions in the

event of a nuclear reactor accident. They are not

intended to represent acceptable dose levels. They are

tools to be used in making decisions during an actual

response situation. The Environmental Protection

Agency PAGs have been set at levels below those that

would produce detectable short-term biological effects

and at levels that would minimize long-term biological

effects. The nature of the PAGs is such that they

cannot be used to assure that a specific exposure-to

_



__ . _

. - . -

ME &

y
. .

individuals in the population is prevented. In any

particular response situation, a range of doses may be

experienced, principally depending on the distance from

the point of release, atmospheric dispersion of radio-

nuclides and quantity of released radioactive materials.

'

NRC and FEMA have concluded that if the planning stand'rds

in NUREG-0654/ FEMA-REP-1, Revision 1 are met, including
_

the provisions for exercising the emergency plans,

there will be assurance that protective measures for

the public can and will be implemented in the event of
t

an accident at a nuclear plant.
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4 STATE OF NEW HAMPSHIRE
:h OFFICE OF THE GOVERNORy

STATE HOUSE CONCORD. NEW HAMPSHIRE 03301

HUGH J. GALLEN
~

GCVERNoR
October 15, 19F1

Honorable Nunzio Palladino
Chairman
Nuclear Regulatory Commission
1717 H Street, N.W.

j.

Washington, D.C. 20555

Dear Mr. Chairman:
,--

1 recently signed legislation that establishes a procedure for the
initiation, formulation, and implementation of a nuclear planning and re-
sponse program for nuclear generating facilities located in the State of
New Hampshire. This statute gives the state Civil Defense Agency respon-
sibility for developing radiological emergency response plans for Seabrook
Station Unit 1, located in Seabrook, New Hampshire, currently under con-
struction by Public Service Company of New Hampshire.

In accordance with this legislation, the New Hampshire Civil Defense
Agency issued a request fo'r proposals to develop such plans. A recommen-
dation for a specific contractor will be presented, and must be approved,
by the Governor and Executive Council prior to initial p%nning.

As we begin the task of designing radiological emergency response plans,
I would be most grateful for your response to certain questions which have
arisen regarding aspects of evacuation and shelter planning. I am aware of
the studies performed regarding evacuation time estimates, and understand
time estimates vary and are dependent upon such conditions as time of day,

,

time of year, status of existing local emergency preparedness plans, and
weather conditions.

Based upon your best information, what does the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission or the Federal Emergency Management Agency consider as the time
needed to safely evacuate the resident and transient populations of the ten-
mile radius of Seabrook Station-Unit 1 during a so-called " summer Sunday"
scenario? In addition, can the Nuclear Regulatory Commission or the Federal
Emergency Management Agency describe exactly what sheltering facilities should
be available in a " summer Sunday" accident scenario, given the number of people
on the beaches?

I have read Director Harold Denton's recent decision regarding the re-
k quest of the Seacost Anti-Pollution League, Docket Nos. 50-443 and 50-444

(10 C.F.R. 21206) . In that decision, the director states, "The NRC recognizes
V it will be impossible to assure that everyone within~the plume exposurc Emer-

% gency Planning Zone (EPZ) will actually be notified within 15 minutes. The

/ requirement is to create a notification system that is capable of reaching

DT
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' Honor:blo Nunzio Palladino -2- October 15, 1981
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essentially 100% of the population, not a system that guarantees actual noti-
fication." Will the Nuclear Regulatory Commission or the Federal Emergency
Management Agency set standards outlining the minimuc percentage of the pop-
ulation that must be notified in order to assure acceptance of the notifica- |

tion system?

Finally, Director Denton states in the same opinion, "This does not imply
that in the case of the most serious low probability events that all serious
health effects will be absolutely prevented. Indeed, for the very lowest
likelihood events, some serious health effects could be expected at most
operating reactor sites even with emergency preparedness programs which
fully meet the regulations." Will the Nuclear Regulatory Commission or the
Federal Emergency Management Agency set standards that a plan must meet to
insure minimum health effects in the case of an accident?

I have consistently supported the continued construction of Seabrook
Station Unit 1. It is my desire to see Seabrook Station Unit 1 safely built,--

safely operated, and safely maintained. I ask for your careful consideration
of this inquiry so that my support of the project is consistent with my con-
cern for the health and welfare of the people of New Hampshire.

Sincerely,

D, , a Ab %.

H 'ih .G en

HJG:sd
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