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APPLICANTS’ ANSWER TO "CONTENTION OF ATTORNEY
GENERAL JAMES M. SHANNON ON NOTIFICATION SYSTEM
FOR MASSACHUSETTS AND MOTION TO ADMIT LATE-FILED

CONTENTION AND REOPEN THE RECORD"

STATEMENT OF PRIOR PROCEEDINGS AND FACTS

Under date of January 7, 1988, the Attorney General for
The Commonwealth of Massachusetts (Mass AG) filed a nine page
document (with attachments) entitled': "Ccntention of Attorney
General James M. Shannon on Notification System for
Massachusetts and Motion to Admit Late-Filed Contention and
Reopen the Record" ("The Motion"). The thrust of The Motion
is to have the previously closed evidentiary record with
respect to the so-called "on-site emergency planning and

safety issues" reopened! in order to litigate a contention to

lIn point of fact the evidentiary record in the "onsite"
phase of the case is now reopened for the limited purpose of
resolving two other discrete safety issues (steam generator
tube inspection program; biofouling). However, this
reopening is not general in nature and does not confer upon



the effect that there is now no means, in the event of an
emergency, to provide early notification and clear
instruction to the municipalities located within that portion
of the "10-mile radius" plume emergency planning zone (EPZ)
for Seabrook Nuclear Power Station (Seabrook) located within
The Commonwealth of Massachusetts.? 1In addition, The Motion,
without specifically asking for a ruling to that effect,
suggests (at p. 9) ". . . an operating license for operation
not in excess of 5% of rated power should not issue until the
Applicants have demonstrated the means to provide early
notification and clear instruction to the populace of [the
Massachusetts portion of the EPZ] in the event of a
radiological emergency." Mass AG correctly fails to ask for
such a ruling at this time because such a ruling would be
premature. Only if, as, and when the record reopent on the
issue of early notification of the Massachusetts population
would it be in order for the cognizant adjudicatory tribunal?

to address whether the pendency of such a proceeding

any adjudicatory board the jurisdiction to hold evidentiary
hearings on the issues sought to be put to litigation by The
Motion. Carolina Power and Light Co. (Shearon Harris Nuclear
Power Plant, Units 1 - 4), ALAB-526, 9 NRC 122, 124 (1979):

(Trojan Nuclear Plant), ALAB-
534, 9 NRC 287, 289-90 n.6 (1979). Thus, Mass AG must
independently establish his right to a reopening with respect
to the issues at bar.

2The actual words of the contention are set forth in The
Motion at page 7 thereof.

3Ptesumab1y the Licensing Board unless this Appeal Board
should elect to conduct the evidentiary proceeding itself.



precludes low power operation of Seabrook.4

In order to put the issue facing this Appeal Board in
proper perspective, a fuller than usual exposition of history
is appropriate. As of the time the evidentiary record in the
onsite phase of this proceeding closed, October 3, 1986, Tr.
1026, there was neither admitted, nor pressod,5 any
contention with respect to the early notification system for
Seabrook. This is not surprising because there had been
designed, and was being implemented, a perfectly adequate
system. After the evidentiary record was closed, two late-
filed contentions were brought by Mass AG and Seacoast Anti-
Pollution League (SAPL), respectively, concerning certain
discrete portions of the early notification system; both

contentions were rejected and that rejection has been

41t is by no means a foregone conclusion that ongoing
litigation of the issue of prompt notification of the
Massachusetts portion of the EPZ would foreclose low power
operation. The regulations themselves, 10 CFR § 50.47(c)(2),
as well as certain regulatory history, see 47 Fed. Reg.
30232, 30233 (July 13, 1982), recognize that prompt
notification capability to a full 10-mile radius may not be
necessary during low power operation. 1In any event, this is
an issue to be decided at a later date after full briefing
and argument thereon.

Son April 20, 1982 Mass AG filed a contention which
mentioned "prompt notification" in its statement of basis; it
was rejected with leave to file at a later date. On June 23,
1983, Mass AG filed another siren contention; it was admitted
in reworded form in 1983; it was mooted by the filing of the
New Hampshire RERP in 1985 and the subsequent order of the
Board requiring the refiling of all contentions and any new
contentions regarding emergency planning. Thereafter, Mass
AG never filed any early notification system contention.



affirmed by this Appeal Board.®
During the time that the efforts to reopen with respect

to the discrete portions of the early wvarning system were
ongoing, and since their rejection, The Commonwealth of
Massachusetts (see Attachments 1, 1A & 1B to this Brief), its
agencies (see Attachment 2 to this brief) and its pelitical
subdivisions (see Attachment 3 to this Brief), aided by Mass
AG (see Attachments 4 & 4A to this brief), have
systematically set out to destroy the in-place fully adeqguate
early notification system. These efforts have met with
complete success and have been undertaken by The
Commonwealth, its political subdivisions, its agencies and
its chief law enforcement officer despite the existernce of
the following law of The Commonwealth:

"There is hereby created within the

executive branch of the commonwealth a

division of civil defense to be known as

the ‘civil defense agency,’ which shall

be under the direction of a director of

civil defense hereinafter called the

‘director’'. . . ."

LA

"The director ghall designate certain
areas of the commonwealth as ‘nuclear
power plant areas’. For purposes of this
section, said areas shall consist of all
communities located within a ten mile
radius of a nuclear power plant, whether

the commonwealth.

"The director ghall annually publish and
release to local officials of each

SALAR-879, passinm.



political subdivision within areas
preparedness and response plans which
will permit the residents of such areas
to evacuate or take other protective
actions in the event of a nuclear
accident. Copies of such plans ghall be
made available to the public upon request
for a fee which is not to exceed the cost
of reproduction.

"The director ghall also annually publish
and release through local officials to

the residents of the said areas emergency
public information. Such information

shall include warning and alerting
provision, evacuation routes, reception
areas, and other recommended actions fgr
each area. . . ." (emphases supplied).

Having successfully destroyed the siren system (which
was in place and operable), The Commonwealth now comes to
this Board seeking to employ its self-create)] state of
affairs to gain a further hearing and consequent delay in the
licensing proceeding now pending.

ARGUMENT

A. The Commonwealth Should be Precluded From
Seeking the Relief It Does by the
Doctrines of Estoppel and/or Waiver
The argument immediately; hereinafter set forth is,
admittedly, a novel one in NRC jurisprudence. The essential
issue being put before this Appeal PRoard is whether, when a

party to an NRC proceeding purposefully disables a nuclear

"Massachusetts Civil Defense Act, Mass Acts 1950, c.
639, as amended by Mass. Acts 1979, c¢. 796, Ann. L. Mass.,

Spec. L. c. 31, §§2, 2B. This same statute also provides
that: "No organization for civil defense established under
the authoyity of this act shall participate in any form of
political activity, nor shall it be employed directly or
indirectly for political purposes." 1Id., §17.

5




power plant system, should that party then be afforded
further discretionary hearing rights (to which it has no
absolute entitlement) because its own acts against the
facility have created a regulatory deficiency. What the
Commonwealth, its agencies, and political subdivisions have
done to Seabrook is indistinguishable from the action of a
private individual who somehow gains access to a nuclear
power plant and deliberately renders a safety system
inoperative. Should such an individual then have the benefit
of a reopened hearing bestowed upon him to reward him for his
acts? 1Indeed, if one accepts the argument that the language
of the Massachusetts Civ.l Defense Act places an affirmative
duty upon The Commonwealth to engage in productive emergency
planning for Seabrook, which, we respectfully submit, it
does, the issue then becomes: "Should a State Government
which disables a warning system in violation of its own State
laws, (as well as in contravention of the reasonable
expectations of this Commission),® be rewarded with further
hearing opportunities before this federal agency?"

The principle upon which this argument is made, is, in
the words of Mr. Justice Cardozo, writing for a unanimous
Supreme Court:

". + . fundamental and unquestioned. ‘He
who prevents a thing from being done may

not avail himself of the non-performance
which he has himself occasioned, for the

8see, e.g., Emergency Plans, 45 Fed. Reg. 55402, 55404
(Aug. 19, 1980).



law says to him in effect "this is your
own act, and therefore you are not
damnified."’ (citations). Sometimes the
resulting disability has been
characterized as an estopp®l, sometimes
as a waiver. The label counts for
little. Enough for present purposes that
the disability has its roots in a
principle more nearly ultimate than
either waiver or estoppel, the principle
that no one shall be permitted to found
any claim upon his own inequity or take
advantage of his own wrong. [citation].

A suit may not be built on an omission
induced by him who sues. [citation.]."9

The doctrine of estoppel is hardly foreign to NRC

practice.l? And, we submit, what is presented at bar is a

 R. H. Stearns Co. v. United States, 291 U.S. 54, 61-62

(1934). Also of note are the words of the Supreme Court in a
per curiam opinion refusing the exercise of its original
jurisdiction in an interstate tax dispute:

"In neither of the suits at bar has the
defendant State inflicted any injury upon
the plaintiff States through the
imposition of the taxes held . . . to be

unconstitutional. The injuries to the
nl"n:‘t:.' :1.:. were l.l"‘n‘]i::ld

Pennsylvania v. New Jersey, 426 U.S. 660, 664 (1976).

10gee

(Cobalt-60 Storage Facility), LBP-82-24, 15 NRC 652, 658,

p - , ALAB-682, 16 NRC 150 (1982)
(estoppel held to preclude finding of untimeliness when
putative intervenor was relying on Staff advice as to
deadline for filing petition):
(Davis-Besse Nuclear Power Station), ALAB-300, 2 NRC 752,
766-68 (1975) (having accepted benefits of stipulation, one
is estopped from challenging it):
Company (Wolf Creek Generating Station, Unit 1), LBP-84 .26,
20 NRC 53 (1984) (same). See also Public Service Company of
Indiana, Inc. (Marble Hill Nuclear Generating Station, Units
1 and 2), ALAB-459, 7 NRC 179, 196 (1978).

)



case that cries for its application.

In considering this argument, it is important to note
what is not involved here. First of all, if the Appeal Board
denies the reopening, this does not mean that there will be
no appropriate early warning system in place. The Staff will
have to pass upon the appropriateness of any early warning
system which Applicants devise to replace the lost sirens.
And it has been recognized that since notification systems
can be objectively judged under objective criteria, there is
no bar to leaving the issue of whether an early warning
system satisfies the Regulations to Staff oversight.ll

Second, The Commonwealth is not here seeking a run of
the mill hearing to which it is entitled as of right. It is
seeking to reopen a closed evidentiary record to raise an
issue never therein adjudicated. The Commission itself has
characterized the action of reopening a closed record as
"extraordinary."1? 1Is it good law or policy to grant
extraordinary relief, to the detriment of another, to one
whose own deliberate actions created the necessity even to
consider the gquestion?

Third, this is not a case where the Applicants were
seeking to go forward with some aspect of the plant in the

face of opposition and failed. This is a situation where the

1lrouisiana Power and Light Co, (Waterford Steam
Electric Station, Unit 3), ALAB-732, 17 NRC 1076, 1104-05 (1983).

l2criteria for Reopening Records in Formal Licensing
Proceedings, 51 Fed. Reg. 19535, 19538 (May 30, 1986).



siren system was in place, serving a public function, and was
deliberately disabled by The Commonwealth. 1Is the reward for
such action to be further hearings before an adjudicatory
tribunal of this agency?

Finally, as noted above, we are not arguing at this time
for the proposition that The Commonwealth’s action should be
deemed to result in Seabrook operating without an adequate
early warning system in place for the Massachusetts portion
of the EPZ. Rather, the proposition being advanced is simply
that the Commonwealth, and those in league with it in the
effort to destroy the siren system, should not be afforded
the reward of an adjudicatory hearing on the system finally
devised. "A suit may not be built on an omission induced by
him who sues."13

B. The Criteria for Reopening Are Not Met

The criteria for granting a motion to reopen a
closed evidentiary record are set forth in 10 CFR § 2.734.
The required showing is that the motion be timely, address a
significant safety issue, and "demonstrate that a materially
different result would be or would have been likely had the
newly proffered evidence been considered initially." 10 CFR
§ 2.734(a). 1In addition, where, as here, the reopening is
for the purpose of raising a late filed contention, the
motion "must also satisfy the requirements for nontimely

contentions in § 2.714(a) (1) (i) through (v)."™ 10 CFR §

13, H. Stearns Co. v. United States, supra, at 62.
9



2.734(d). The burden of satisfying each of the criteria is
upon the moving party, and it is, indeed, a heavy one.l$

Assuming, arguendo, that The Mction should be deemed
timely filed, this still leaves the question of whether a
significant safety issue is involved and whether a different
result is likely. Turning to the last point first:

When the Commission codified the rule with respect to
reopening closed evidentiary records, 10 CFR § 2.734, it paid
particular attention to the "materially different result"
criterion codified in subparagraph (3) of subsection (a) of
the rule. The Commission noted that theretofore there had
been articulated in the case law two differently worded
standards: the so-called "might have been reached" standard
and the "would have been reached" standard.l® The Commission
went on to say:

"The actual inquiry to be performed falls
between the two standards. The ‘would’
standard may be read to imply that an
ultimate conclusion must be reached
before all evidence is considered. The
‘might’ standard implies that reopening
could be ordered even where a board is
uncertain whether or not the new evidence
is important. The inguiry should be, and

has been, the likelihood that a different
result will be reached if the information

14g.g9.,Louisiana Power and Light Co. (Waterford Steam
Electric Station, Unit 3), ALAB-786, 20 NRC 1087, 109%0
(1984): Pacific Gas and Electric Co, (Diablo Canyon Nuclear
Power Plant, Units 1 and 2), ALAB-756, 18 NRC 1340, 1344
(1983); Louisiana Power and Light Co. (Waterford Steam

Electric Station, Unit 3), ALAB-753, 18 NRC 1321, 1324 (1983).

l5criteria for Reopening Records in Formal Licensing
Proceedings, supra, at 19536-37.

10
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reason that the Applicants sought to await the design of the
new system before responding to the motion at bar.
Similarly, awaiting such a course of events permits a
realistic assessment of the significance of the safety issue
involved.l7 Mass AG, in The Motion, seeks to satisfy the
"materially different result" criterion in a two sentence
footnote.1® The footnote wholly ignores the "logical
disconnection" referred to above and makes no attempt at this
juncture to argue that no satisfactory substitute is
possible. Similarly, the brief "significance" discussion in
The Motion is predicated solely on lack of information. 1In
short, very little has been done by Mass AG to satisfy his
heavy burden.
CONCLUSION

The motion to reopen should be denied on the basis of
estoppel for the reasons set forth in part A of the argument
above. If the Appeal Board rejects this argument, it should
withhold any ruling as to the reopening of the record until

such time as a substitute early warning system has been

17parly warning systems are hardly exercises in esoteric
or unknown technologies. At present, Applicants are at work
on a systam for the Massachusetts portion of the EPZ which
would employ proven siren technology and helicopters to cover
areas which could not be reached by the sirens, which
helicopters would be backed up by mobil ground-based sirens.
None of this involves cutting edge technology, and, as noted
earlier, the standards by which it will be judged are
entirely objective. Such matters hardly ever give rise to
"significant" safety issues.

18The Motion at 7 n.s.

12



devised and submitted, and contentions, if any, are late-

fil:d with respect to it.19

Respectfully submitted,

Jr.
George H. Lewald
Kathryn A. Selleck
Ropes & Gray
225 Franklin Street
Boston, MA 02110
(617) 423-6100

counsel for Applicants

19as noted earlier, the present state of affairs, as it
affects low power operaticn, is a subject for later
resolution by the cognizant tribunal. In the event the
Licensing Board should authorize low power operation pricr to
resolution of the various issues now pending before it, the
Commonwealth will have at least ten days to bring to the
attention of this Board the guestion of whether low power
operation must be forbidden pending design and implementation
of a substitute early warning systen.

13
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Secreary
MEMORANDUM
T6: RGCBERT 80 & oF AIviL DEFENSE

SISTANT SECRETARY

1. In dccorzdance with Sur eariie:r conversation, you should
contacs: tre Civil Defense Directors ¢f each of the Seadrook EPZ
cammunities ard advise them as foullows:

(a) 7he Commanwsalth of Magsachusetts continues Lo oppose
any e€meIgency p.anniag astivities relating to the Seabrook
plant and is not endgaged in any Sudh Activisies, and as lecal
direstors :hey should confogm their cemmunity's policy to the
gsate's poligy:

(p) Taere is no requicement in the SARA Title 111 law for
girers pr any such fevices to be usecd for aiert ané
menificanian and smas ex.stang radio and telephone systenms are
sufficient nc comply with SARA Title III;

(2) Unde:r no cirasumstances should a local civili celense
Airector of staffeér advocate tnat sitgns that were ergcted or
installed as part ¢! the eariier R.ANNING for Sead;cook De
recained, kept i1n p.ace, or erected for any purpose.

2. You also s$ncuid advise the local directors that if they
ar any town officials have anv guestions about these matters
shney should gontact me directiy

aCc: Frank Ostzangaer, Assisctant AtRcrney General

ATRCWRENT |



January 4§, 1988

AMesbury ewsy

Board says ‘no’ to
gift of n-plant sirens

{he emergency sirens will come
down The only question s who will
pay’

Selectmen Monday night reaf-
firmed their position on the
emergency sirens installed by New
Hampshire Yankee for use in its
Seabrook evacuaton plans. noting
that the deadline for removal of the
surens had last Wednesday
New Hampshire Yankee. in a New
Year's letter to the five Mas-
sachusetts communties surround.
ing Seabrook station. had offered to

Ive the sirens to the towns as a uift.

¢ sirens will no longer be n-
ciuded in the plant's evacuaton
plans New Hampshire Yankee will
still have to identify a means to
warn residents of a plant emergen.
cy. under federal law

The rejection of the offer by
selectmen s congruent with the
official position of the state

Selectman William Lord read a
Secretary of Public Safety to
Robert Boulay Director of Civil
Defense The letter stated that the
positior of the Commonweaith in

regard to emergency planning for

Seabrook remains unchanged Loc-
al civil defense directors are in-
structed to conform to state policy

The letter states further that
‘under no curcumstances should a
local ¢ivu defense director or staf-
fer advocate thal sirens that were
erected or installed as part of the
earlier planning for Seabrook be re-
tained, kept in place or erected for
an -

* Selectmen directed Town Mana-
ger Michael Basque to authorize
immediate disconnection of the
sirens by Massachusetts Electric

According to Lord there are AC and
DC hook-ups involved The AC con-
nections are to be disconnected by
Massachusetts Electric The
town's DPW crew will

the DC 'b;'ch-up and murm
packs to the piant operators

18 0o charge from Massachusetts

-Electric for the discoanection

The town is working At the state
level, according to Lord, to deter.
mine il there will be financial
assistance for the cost
of remaoval of the peles Selectmen
also may need to get authorization
from the Finance Commitiee

ATmesmeny | B



Newburvoor Dailv News
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Memo: Stay out of siren issue

MARIE REIDY
Daily News stat

;
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State officials and some offi-
clals from each of the six Massa-
chusetts communiiies within 10
plant have

fused to ve emergency plans
dev for
submission to the federal Nuclear

community within 10 mues of a
nuclear plant before an operating
license can be granted.

lectmen Chair-

ATAC wreNT | B

said the midnight, Dec. 30, dead-
Iine the board set for Public Ser-
vice Co. of New Hampshire to
remove the poles and sirens has
. He asked what steps the

has taken toward removing

sirens

Town Manager Michael Basque
said he is waiting for Massachu-
setts Electric Co. to give him a
date when they will disconnect
power to the 10 Amesbury sirens.

Lord
m ks {rom each siren,
Zmunuo sirens, “and if | Sea-
brook owners) want, drive them
wm&gtpwnuumdwmw

"“The board's vote to dismantle
was clear,”’ said Gau-

then remove back-

to
Lord said he is exploring ways
some state funding for
removal costs, which has been es-
between $500 and %0

e
wﬂuu tunding is not avauable,
id. the board will have
to §o the the Finance Committee,
for a transfer of money, or Lo Lown
meeting, to create a budget for the

194 >
g g:r‘ﬂ members asked Basque
to continue his research on remo-
val costs.

aryary $



Newburyport Daily News Tuesdoy December 22 1987

y bm::
ve the sirens. 1 the
*u on e sals's
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Seabrook votes to remove siren

I
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ity trucks to cover

in severe weather that would

-Il M’ send letters
similar Lo Salisbury s ground the hellcopler

how Lo deal with the

m dlthdMy Beach

claimed pole and threalened removal of
followed Siresns in other towns

and that the The plant has lested a hels

lhtplal
using it to replace

‘s sirens The

also has proposed using

. M.‘u rights cup(er carried warning system

vm The utilit

Grah. m sald that with the ap
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Newburyport Daily News Morday

Board to review
siren decision
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Selectmen put time limit on
siren removal

By ANNE MARIE REIDY

13
1]

29, when they decided that permits issued in 1984
by an earlier board — for the erection of the 10 sirens

and poles were not valid
2, though, the lown will
Samentie the sivens and The board had ordered the poles and sirens re

and siorage Lo be paid for

i
i

more days Lo remove 10 emergency
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" salkd Seleciman Willlam

detalling the Lown's posi
Lo remove them

1 10 send the letler 0

mm TPSNH),

opposed the move, say
warning sirens could be
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mesbury
have loined West

pole removal

One pole and siren owned by the Seabrook power
piant was repwoved on Saturday from the siale reser
valion in Salisbury, Lord said The state had a
contracior aiready working at the reservation do the
work

Plant opoonents say lhe sirens are crucial to
Seabrook plant owners oblaining an operating I
cense lor the $5 1 billion nuciear generalor

Without some form of warning sysiem, the plant
cannot win approval of emergency plans for lowns
within 10 miles Federal laws require such emergen
cy plans be approved before an operating license is
wr anted

If Amesbury has lo remove and store the Seabr ook
sirens, selecimen said, they will not give them back
uni il Seabrook pays for those costs

Lovrd said a m-ivn(c individual with "“a secure and
major size bullding™’ that s , offered to slore
the poles and sirens, and bill SN




Seabrook Roundup

By Dedra Soara

Bank files sult
against PSNH

On Seabrook s financial troot, a
New Jersey bank fled swt last
week Lo attach of Seadb
rOOK § MALD owDer, Service
Company of New Hampshire
PSNH) | on betalf of iLs boo-
dholders. the Midlastic Natiooal
Bank of Edison. N.J  saud it flled
ihe suit because Public Service
faued to pay principal and interest
due i October The bank is rustee
for holders of $428 muillion in bodds

John Cavanagh spokesman for
PSNH said he believes Midlantic s
working egainst the interest of beo-
dholders 'We plan to vigorously
oppose it 1o court,’ be sad last
week

But Burt Kramer. a security
analyst for Paine Webber in New
York says the New Jersey bank
had a legal duty o flle the suit

Let s say the bank never did that
and PSNH goes belly up What are
the the bondholders going to de’
They d sue the bank because they
were supposed 1o be the watchung
out for the bonds

But f Midlantic s swit with PSNH
does end up in court. says Kramer
PSNH i the likely winner since it
has a financial restructuring plan
on the table

That's why Kramer predicts few
banks J any wil folow Midlsn-
tic s lead. which could push the
financially scrapped company to
bankrypicy

To me. Midlantic is hustory
Hestruct s PSNH s last shot
There s a deal oo the table that has
to be worked out

The PSNH plan offers the com-
pany s stockholders and
bo ders new cemumon stock
Also provided the utility receives
the 1§ percead rate in-
crease it woul ze rates for
three pasgs. afyer which there
wouwld be mo increasss except for
anoual @i o changes
n the ofuving

Kramar sf¥s Uw relUruciuring

PSNH swbenutied L0 Lhe Secur-
ties and Exchange Commniseme
M':uth:::ha&
pany goung for it oow. A
spokesman for Consoldated Ul
Ues, the New York (rm trywng o
daveiop their own restructuring
plan for PSNH. sayy there are oo

Dew deveiopments 00 LAl DOM00

The town of West Newbury won 2
mrpr Seabrook batte last week
he First District Court of
Appeais 10 Bostan densed an 1o junc-
tion sought by PSNH that would
have blocked West Newbury from

;
:
:
E

an emergency plan is the last major
obstacle Lo Ucensing the completed
$S 1 billson plant

Frank Ostrander bead of the

that regulation Now thev
have 10 come Jp With sometiung

Seabrook spokesman David
Scanzon said Seabrook atiorneys

ATDew MEAT 4R

o 7 Jeoemow LW

7’

will be meeting to descuss future ac.
tons "egarding the potes

Lo & show of democracy boanngs

near Seabrook were invited to
speak before the Alomuc Safety and

ted written public testimony

sparang several disruplons at the
' outset o

:

rook s managing company
emergency
last week at the plant that simu-
lated & slight radiation release and
included a mock evacuation of peo
ple from the plant and surrounding
area

con-
dnll

wenl
submited by the Nuclear Regula-
tory Commussion (NRC) whuch su-
pervised the drill s expected
shorly »

Lo an oral report given the follow-

ing day by NRC officials they
cu.uuzmmtoyﬂ took the

Decessary steps o protact the Dub-
lic's health and safety

Scanzon added there was a prod-
em when one PHoDE AN | fuBcLAD
properly and tbere were 3 few
other minne Wb oierwe)
communication. but overall the
drll went well

e Amguor
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I, Thomas G. Dignan, Jr., one of the attornoy-Egor t

§509

Applicantl herein, hereby certify that on Janua 25, 1988 I
made service of the within document by mailing L.Q LA ¢

thereof, postage prepaid to:

Alan S. Rosenthal, Chairman

Atomic Safety and Licensing
Appeal Panel

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission

Washington, DC 20555

Thomas S. Moore

Atomic Safety and Licensing
Appeal Panel

U.8. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission

wWashington, DC 20555

Administrative Judge Sheldon J.

Wolfe, Esqg., Chairman

Atomic Safety and Licensing
Board Panel

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission

Washington, DC 20555

Judge Emmeth A. Luebke

Atomic Safety and Licensing
Board Panel

5500 Friendship Boulevard

Apartment 1923N

Chevy Chase, MD 20815

Dr. Jerry Harbour

Atomic Safety and Licensing
Board Panel

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission

Washington, DC 20555

Atomic Safety and Licensing
Board Panel

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission

Washington, DC 20555

{ VICF
R"ANL"

Howard A. Wilber

Atomic Safety and Licensing
Appeal Panel

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission

Washington, DC 20555

Mr. Ed Thomas

FEMA, Region I

442 John W. McCormack Post
Office and Court House

Post Office Square

Bosten, MA 02109

Robert Carrigg, Chairman
Board of Selectmen

Town Office

Atlantic Avenue

North Hampton, NH 03861

Diane Curran, Esquire
Andrea C. Ferster, Esquire
Harmon & Weiss

Suite 430

2001 S Street, N.W,
Washington, DC 20009

Stephen E. Merrill, Esquire
Attorney Geneial

George Dana Bisbee, Esquire
Assistant Attorney General
Office of the Attorney General
25 Capitol Street

Concord, NH 03301-6397

Sherwin E. Turk, Esquire

Office of the Executive Legal
Director

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission

Washington, DC 20555



Atomic Salaty and Licensing
Appeal 30ard Panel

U.8. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission

Washington, DC 20555

Philip Ahrens, Esquire

Assistant Attorney General

Department of the Attorney
General

Augusta, ME 04333

Paul McEachern, Esquire
Matthew T. Brock, Esquire
Shaines & McEachern

25 Maplewood Avenue

P.O. Box 360

Portsmouth, NH 03801

¥r¢. Sandra Gavutis

™ 2irman, Board of Selectmen
RFD 1 - Box 1154

Kensington, NH 03827

Senator Gordon J. Humphrey
U.S. Senate

washington, DC 20510
(Attn: Tom Burack)

Senator Gordon J. Humphrey
One Eagle Sguare, Suite 507
Concord, NH 03301

(Attn: Herb Boynton)

Mr. Thomas F. Powers, III
Town Mariager

Town of Exeter

10 Front Street

Exeter, NH 03833

H. Joseph Flynn, Esquire

Office of General Counsel

Federal Emergency Management
Agency

500 C Street, S.W.

Washington, DC 20472

Robert A. Backus, Esquire
Backus, Meyer & Solomon
116 Lowell Street

P.O. Box 516

Manchester, NH 03105

Mr. J. P. Nadeau
Selectmen's Office
10 Central Road
Rye, NH 03870

Carcol S. Sneider, Esquire

Assistant Attorney General

Department of the Attorney
General

One Ashburton Place, 19th Flr.

Boston, MA 02108

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

Mr. Peter S. Matthews
Mayor

City Hall

Newburyport, M2 01950

Mr. William S, Lord
Board of Selectmen
Town Hall - Friend Street
Amesbury, MA 01913

Brentwood Board of Selectmen
RFD Dalton Road
Brentwood, NH 03833



Gary W. Holmes, Esquire
Holmes & Ells

47 Winnacunnet Road
Hamptoin, NH 03841

Judith H. Mizner, Esquire

Silverglate, Gertner, Baker
Fire, Good & Mizner

88 Broad Street

Boston, MA 02110

W

Richard A. Hampe, Esquire

Hampe and McNicholas |
35 Pleasant Street

Concord, NH 03301

Charles P. Graham, Esquire
McKay, Murphy and Graham
100 Main Street

Amesbury, MA 01913
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