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TOWN OF SEABROOK ~ CONTENTIONS ON THE RADIOLOGICAL
EMERGENCY RESPONSE PLAN

The Town of Seabrook, designated as an interested municipality, hereby
submits the following contentions to the Radiological Emergency Response Plan
prepared for the Town.

1. The local emergency plans are based upon inaccurate or misleading infor-
mation and thus cannot assure that the public will be protected in the event of
a radiological emergency.

Basis: According to a report by Alan M. Voorhees & Assoc. prepared for
the NRC (hereinafter the Voorhees Report), local officials feel that the numer-
ical strength of the police forces as stated in the local plan is invalid. One
example is the Seabrook plan, which assigns significant responsibilities to a
Deputy Fire Chief and to a RADEF Officer. There are no such persons or positions.
Similarly, plan references tc population size are misleading, as in Seabrook,
which reflects a mean seasonal peak population of 33,683, when there can be
30,000 people on the beach on a busy summer day.

2. The local emergency response plan for Seabrook, which is within the plume

exposure emergency planning zone does not assure that "each principal response
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organization has staff to resiond and to augment its initial response on a
continuous basis,” 10 C.F.R. 8 50.47(b)(1), in the following respects:

a. There is no assurance that necessary police and fire department
personnel will be reachable or capable of responding promptly in the event of a
radiological emergency.

Basis: According to the Voorhees Report, at any given time, much of the
police force and fire department will be unreachable or out of the area, and thus
incapable of responding promptly to an emergency. There are only twelve full
time firemen in Seabrook. In addition, the utility has solicited fire depart-
ment employees to go to the site and assist during an emergency. Thus, they
and any policemen who respond to this solicitation will be unavailable to
fulfill their responsibilities under the plan.

b. Under the local plans, the highway departments are responsible for
assuring a successful, smooth evacuation by clearing roads of .now, -talled cars,
and accidents and otherwise assuring that the roadways remain open for evacuation.
The local highway departments do not have sufficient personnel or resources to
fulfill these responsibilities, and the common arrangements for ad hoc assist-
ance by private contractors are insufficient to assure that these responsibilities
will be met.

Basis: Seabrook has only nine pe.ople in the highway department. There is
no assurance that the private firms will be available in the event of an emer-
gency. On their face, these resources are inadequate to perform the tasks
assigned to highway department personnel. In addition, the road agent is to
report to the EOC during an emergency, so he may be delayed or unable to perform
his evacuation route maintenance responsibilities. Moreover, the highway agent

has stated that he has reviewed both the tasks required in the plan and he has



concluded that the resources and arrangements to obtain private assistance are
inadequate to assure that the responsibilities will be met in the event of an
emergency.

¢. Under the plans, the local fire department is responsible for such
tasks as assisting in monitoring the evacuation, for decontaminaticn of affected
individuals, operating and maintaining the EOC or the public alert system (PAS),
and assessing emergency transportation needs. The Seabrook Fire Department does
not have sufficient personnel or resources to fulfill these responsibilities.

Basis: Seabrook has only twelve full time firemen, with twenty-three on
call, and the utility has solicited fire department personnel to assist at the
site in the event of an emergency, <o they may not be available to full their
plan responsibilities. To the extent that the plan relies upon volunteers,
there is no assureance that the personnel will be reached or available in the
;vent of an emergency. Even if the volunteers respond, however, the personmnel
and resources will be inadequate to perform their tasks. Moreover, the fire
chief in Seabrook has reviewed the tasks for which the fire department is
responsible and has stated that his resources are inadequate to meet those
responsibilities. And the Voorhees Report indicates that officials have stated
concern over the insufficient number of tiremen.

d. There is no assurance that local emergency response personnel will be
reachable or that they will be able to respond soon enough to assure protection
of the public health and safety.

Basis: The Selectmen are given a great deal of responsibility under the
response plan, yet they are only part-time officials who may have other full

time jobs outside tte Town. Also, the positions of Selectmen, being an elected



position, is continually changing from year to year and the ability to learn
and train for the responsibilities under the plan is seriously jeopardized.
A good example is shown in the Seabrook plan where Walter Randall is listed
as Selectman several times in the emergency procedure section. He has
resigned as Selectman and has been replaced by another person.

2. The Seabrook plan does not provide for adequate backups or alternates
for imqutant positions in the event that assigned personnel ar: not available.

Basis: In Seabrook, there are no alternatives listed in any of the posi-
tions other than police chief. Unless alternatives are specified, the emergency
response may break down if any key personnel are unavailable. Moreover, alter-
natives must be identified to assure that each organization is capable of
providing twenty-four hour per day emergency resp:z-se. NUREG-0654.

3. The local emergency response plan for the Town of Seabrook does not
adequately provide for "notification, by the licensee, of State and local
response organizations and for notification of emergency response personnel
by all organizations,' 10 C.F.R. 50.47(b)(5), in the following respects:

a. Provision for notification of the town emergency response organizations
and emergency response personnel is inadequate in that it does not assure nat
key personnel can be reached since in most cases key personnel are contacted by
telephone, which will be unreliable iﬁ the event of an accident. Back-up
provisions for radio contact are also insufficient because Lhey cannot assure
that the personnel can be reached. In each instance, there must be a dedicated
telephone line from the initial contact puint to locations where the relevant

key personnel will definitely be available.



Basis: In Seabrook, the only communications link between the Police
Dispatcher and some key personnel is by undedicated telephone line. The acci-
dent at Three Mile Island demonstrated that an emergency will very quickly
result in jammed telephone lines such that non-dedicated lines cannot be relied
upon for essential emergency response communication.

4. Procedures to provice early notification and clear instruction to the
populace within the plume exposure pathway EPZ, 10 C.F.R. 50.47(b)(5), are
inadequate in that:

1. The primary means of notifying the public, the public alert system
(PAS), which is to consist of sirens, mobile putlic address systems, and tone
activated radios, has not vet been designed, so that it cannot possibly support
a finding of compliance with this requirement. Among other things, it is
impossible to determine the range or effectiveness of the equipment that will
be employed, to determine whether the sirens will be installed in appropriate
locations or provide adequate coverage under all conditions, including adverse
weather.

2. There has been no attempt by any of the emergency response organizations
to determine or establish the time required for notifying and providing prompt
instructions to the public within the plume exposure pathway EPZ. NUREG-0654
at 45. i

3. The plans do not provide for bilingual messages for the large numbers
of French-speaking individuals who are often in the area in large numbers.

Basis: The basis for this contention is the nonexistence of the essential
information in the local plan as well as the underlying requirement for an ade-

quate notification system. An additional basis is local experience with the



serious language barrier, which is so serious that many people in the area
cannot read a menu or order a meal, much less responi to an emergency notifica-
tion.

5. The local plan does not adequately assure protection of the public health
and safety in that they make no provision for dealing with the serious language
barrier faced by the large numbers of non-English speaking people often in the
area and the difficulties that arise from that language barrier. The
language barrier creates behavior problems that would seriously hamper the
emergency response, rendering an orderly and safe evacuation impossible.

At a minimum, all relevant communications and informational material must
be in both English and French. Emergency response personnel who may have to deal
witi noa-English speaking people must be fluent in French, and ali such person-
nel must be trained in handling the behavioral difficulties that may arise as
a result of the language barrier.

Basis: In order to assure that people are adequately protected through
sheltering, evacuation, or any other means that is found to be required, it is
necessary to communicate with them and to obtain their cooperation. Experience
with French speaking visitors indicates that many do not understand English well
enough to understand communications in English, and that this difficulty often
gives rise to fear and hostility thaE would seriously hamper an emergency
response effort. This is particularly important since many French speaking
visitors arrive in the area in buses, which leave during the day, and have
no independent means of transportation. Thus, they depend entirely upon guid-
ance and actual transportation provided by the emergency response personnel.
NUREG-0654 requires that evacuation time estimates consider behavior, but the

local plan, including any evacuation time estimates contained within them, do

not do so.




6. The lécul plan fails to demonstrate the existence of adequate provi-
sions for "ptoﬁpt communications among ’rincipal response organizations to
emerzency personnel and to the public", 10 C.F.R. 8§ 50.47(b)(6), in that:

1. The emergency communications development plan is not yet complete in
Seabrook.

2. Nondedicated telephone links relied upon for communication are inade-
queate.

3. Plans do not include adequate provisions for communication with non-
English speaking people who may oe in the area.

Basis: The basis of this concention is the fact that the plans states that
the emergency communications plan is incomplete. In addition, the Town relies
heavily upon nondedicated telephone lines for crucial communications between
the EOC and such crucial organizations as the schools, the Rockingham County
Dispatch, the police department, the New Hampshire State Patrol, and the
Emergency Broadcast System.

7. The local emergency plan does not provide for an adequate range of
protective actions, 10 C.F.R. 8 50,47(b)(10), because it contains no means of
relocation or other protection for those with special needs, those without
private transportation, school children, or persons confined to institutions
or elsewhere for health or other reasons. Moreover, the resources now
available to the Town for these purposes are inadequate to provide a reasonable
assurance that the public will be protected in the event of an accident.

Basis: The basis for this contention is the absence from the plan of any
such provisions, covpled with the regulatory requirement to develop an adequate

protection in the event of a radiological emergency. The plan contains no



specifics conc;rning the actions that will be taken or the resources avail-
able for those actions. Rather, it simply states that internal procedures will
eventually be developed to deal with this problem and that transportation
deficiencies will be taken care of. In many cases there is a telephone number
to call for those without private transportation who need relocation assist-
ance. Such a provision is inadequate not only because of the vulnerability of

telephone systems in the event of an emergency, but because even if the telephone

works, there is no assurance that the assistance will be available to all who
need it.

In addition, there are not enough school buses available to allow evacua-
tion within a reasonable time. In Seabrook, the children go to schools in many
other towns. The school buses are provided by a private company in shifts, but
there is no priority plan for use of the buses, or the number of shifts that
will be needeac in the event of an evacuation.

The lack of special transportation arrangements is particularly important
because of the iarge numbers of elderly persons in the area, particularly in
adult mobile home parks and the large numbers of one-car families where one
spouse and children are at home without transportation during the day.

8. The plan does not contain adequate guidelines for the choice of
protective actions or information on Which the choice of protective actions
could be based in the event of an emergency. 10 C.F.R. 8 50.47(b)(10).

Basis: The Seabrook plan contains no information concerning the eftective-
ness of various protective actions in potential accident situations. In
particular, the plan provides no basis for judging the effectiveness of shelt-

ering as a protective action. There is no information concerning the ability



of the various.types of structures to provide shelter against radiation expos-
ure, 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 also no assessment of the abilitv shelter those with-
out ezsy access to any form of shelter, particularly transients in recreation
areas and on the beaches.

9. The local plan fails to meet the requirements of 10 C.F.R. 8 50.47 (b)
(10) in that:

1. It contains no maps of evacuation routes, predictions of the time
required for evacuation, location of relocation centers or chelter areas, all
of which are essential for an adequate emergency plan.

2. It does not make adequeate provision for notifying and providing follow-
up information to those segments of the population that are in recreation areas
or otherwise without easy access to television or radio.

3. There has been no attempt to estimate or project trarfic capacities
for different routes for evacuation under various conditions and in various
seasons.

4. The plan fails to designate any traffic or access points for traffic
control. Tnus, it is not possible to determine either whether the traffic
control plan is sufficient, and it is not possible to determine the number of
personnel needed to implement the plan.

S. The plan does not adequately provide for registering or monitoring of
evacuees.

Basis: The basis for this contention is the underlying regulatory require~
ment, the provisions of NUREG-0654, particularly II. J-10, and the absence from

the local plan of the information described in the contention.
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10. The local plan does not adequately provide for requesting and
effectively using assistance resources, incluaing private resources as well zs
the resources of other governmental entities. 10 C.F.K. 8 50.47(b)(3).

Basis: Although the plan provides that the town may seek outside assist-
ance 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 town will rely upon the New Hampshire
Civil Defense Agency to fulfill many of these needs, there are no specific
agreements to that effect, and there has been no deliniation of how the agency
will fulfill this role. According to the Voorhees Report, the local officials
do not view reliance upon mutual aid agreements with surrounding localities to
be of any use because all localities will be facing the same difficulties and
will be unable to provide the requested assistance.

11. The local plan dces not fulfill the requirements of 10 C.F.R. 8§ 50.47
(b)(7) in that it does not identify '"the principal points of contact with the

news media for dissemination of informatioﬁ during ind emergency,”" including
the physical location or locations for such contact.

Basis: The basis for this contention is the regulatory provision and the
fact that the points of contact have ;ot yet been established, coupled with the
fact that the town's plan calls for identifying these points during the emergency.

12. The current state of emergency planning and preparedness do not permit
a finding of reasonable assurance that if an evacuation is necessary it can be

carried out in a manner that will assure protection cf the public health and

safety in that both local conditions and aspects of the emergency plan will

.



11

result in taniiies being scattered in various areas. The families will clog
the evacuation routes and disrupt the evacuation by attempting to reunite before
proceeding to evacuate.

Basis: There are many different activities in the recreational areas,
including staying on the beach, swimming, shops, and the like. Families often
split up to pursue their separate interests, agreeing to rendevouz later.
Parents will not depart without gathering their families together. 1In addition,
the children attend schools throughout the area, often with relocation centers
different from those that their parents would be sent to. This may cause much
confusion and panic. Parents can reasonably be expected to attempt to pick up
their children from the schools, or to return to the EPZ from the relocation
center when their children do not show up, although this would disrupt an
orderly evacuation.

2. The local plans and their evacuation time estimates do not adequeately
account for the crowds at the Seabrook dog track.

Basis: There may be as many as five thousand at an event at the Seabrook
dog track at the same time as there is a large crowd at the beaches., The dog
track crowd would hamper evacuation, particularly along Route 107, where it is
often nearly impossible evenito get out of a local driveway during heavy
traffic. :

3. Many of the evacuation routes are narrow and would be blocked by an
accident or a stalled car.

Basis: Route 286 is a two lane road where the shoulder is commonly used
by traffic during busy periods. Since there is no place for a car to go if

there is an accident or breakdown, it would clog either the shoulder of the



12

roadway. The éoad also suffers from two serious bottlenecks at bridges where
three lanes funnel into less than two. Police traffic control is necessary at
the intersection of Route 286 and 1A, along the shoulder of 286, and at the
intersection of Route 286 and Washington Street. Similar problems exist with
respect to many evacuation routes,

4, 1In order to assure a safe, prompt, and orderly evacuation in case one
is wltimately called for, the emergency plans must provide for notification of
all emergency response personnel aud implementation of traffic control measures
before or coincident with any public announcement of an event at the reactor
that falls into any of the emergency action levels.

Basis: The experience at Three Mile Island demonstrated that public
evacuation will begin soon after an announcement of an unusual condition at the
reactor, even when the utility and the Commission are attempting to Aassure the
public that the reactor poses no danger. Under these plans, this premature
evacuation would occur before traffic control measures were in place, clogging
the evacuation routes and making it difficult for traffic control personnel to
reach the control points and implement the controls, thereby delaying or
preventing implementation of the controls and significantly hindering the
evacuation.

5. The Seabrook plan has no host community so that evacue:s will have no
idea where to go, no assurance that they will be able to rendevouz with their
families and loved ones, anﬁ the evacuation will be chaotic.

Basis: According to the town's plan, there is no host community. In fact,

Durham, New Hampshire, refused to serve as a host community for Kensington. This
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indicates that not only will surrounding communities not be helpful, they may
be hostile to evacuees whom they see as contaminated and whom they do not want
to have in their midst.

6. The emergency plan does not adequeately account for poor driver behav-
ior, which can be expected to hamper a safe and orderly evacuation.

Basis: Any orderly evacuatior depends upon the public being willing to
respond to traffic controls an¢ other directions by public officials. Under
ordinary circumstances, drivers consistently disobey such controls, with the
result being gridlock in downtown rush hour situations and near ccllapse of
automobile transportation networks. These driving habits arise from the
determination of the driver to assure his or her own advantage regardless of
the damage to others or to the good of all. The presence of only a few such
drivers would seriously hamper an evacuation by disrupting traffic controls
and increasing the liklihood of automobile accidents.

13. The local plan does not contain adequate arrangements for medical
services for contaminated injured individuals. 10 C.F.R. 8§ 50.47(b)(12) in that:

1. In many instances the towns rely on hospitals that are either within
the plume exposure emergency planning zone or in Boston.

Basis: The Seabrook plan provides for care for ill or injured persons
who are suspected or known to be contaminated at the Portsmouth Hospital, the
Exeter Hospital and Brigham and Womans Hospital. The first two hospitals are
lecated within the plume exposure emergency planning zore and can reasonable
be expected to close down and transfer its own patients and staff somewhere

else during an emergency. The Brigham and Womans Hospital is located over

fifty miles away in Boston and transportation to this remote location with




attendant traffic congestion and delay would seriously jeopardize the effect-

iveness of this plan.

September Y, 1983

Respectfully submitted.

TOWN OF SEABROOK
By Its Attorneys
HOLMES & ELLS

By: A ~'-/cg{
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Diana L. Randall
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