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I dgnderstand that FEMA and the RAC are now in the proress

of evaluating the New Hampshite Response to FEMA Supplemertal

Tastimony (%Wew Hampshite Response®) and t=at on arch 14,
1388, TEMA will announce its updated position on the so-called
seach/sheltering contentions at issue in the 'HRE??

litigation 3ecause FEMA'Ss ptevious position 3tatament on
nese 1337J23 telied, Lo some axtent, ~n the avacuat.on time

»

stimates ("ETEs®) contained in Volume ¢ of Revision 2 0f the
NYREPP, I am writing now t0 ensute that FEMA does not tely o0

those 3ame ETES as it reviews the New Hampshi
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e Resgpornse The

Es contained in Volume 6 are n5 longes

.

accutate, if they ever were, and the Apolicants mike this clear
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in updated (longer) ZTEs sudbnitted as o theitr ditect



pte-filed testimony on the EZTE issues in the NHYIERP

litigatinn., See Applicants' Ditect Testimony Wo. 7 (Evacuation
Time Estimate and Human 3ehavior in Emergencies) (“"Applicants
Jo. 7*) at 41-44 (attached hereto as Attachment l).l/

Morteover, during the coutrse of the NHRERP litigation, the
Intervenors submitted substantial evidence that (1) an orderly
venicular evacuation of the Seabrook EPZ beach ateas may not bhe
nossinle when the beaches are crowded and (2) even if an
otdetly vehicular evacuation were achievable, the tealistic’
summertime STEs £for days when the beach area vehicular
population is at capacity (Scenarios 1 and 2) are at least
50-100% longer than the times presented in the Applicants'
dpda:.d ET7Es, See generally the ditect testimony of

Thomas Adler, Avishai Cede:r, and Albert Luloff, and the
tebuttal testimony of £dwin Olivera, Thus, while what the
curtent tealistic ETEs for Seabtook are is a matter of serious
ai

JtLe, no one at the hearings has contended that the Volume §
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1/ These updated ETEs ate presented in fou: tables, each for
an evacuation from "within® a given area (the 2, 5, and 10 =mile
tings and the EPZ boundary itself), These areas are depicted
on the map attacned as Attachment 2, a map taken from the
NHRERP Rev., 2. For each table, ETEs are listed for Scenarios !
and 2. These are both summer weekend full-beach ETEs, the
first for an evacuation which occuts duting good weather, the
second for an evacuation during and afte:r a sudden rain, The
definition of the various evacuation Scenatrios from Volume 6 is
attacned hereto as Attachment 3, Each of the four tables
lists, fot Scenatios 1 and 2, the ETEs for Regions 1-9 and
11-13, Regions 1-9 are identified in Tanle 10-2 in Volume 6,
attached hereto as Attachment 4, Regions 11, 12 and 13 are
identified on p, 41 of Applicants' No, 7 (contained in
Attachment 1), The ETRPAs used to identify the various Reagions
ate themselves identified in Tadle 10«3 {n Volume 6, attached
hereto as Attachment 5.






1, F©5¥A ang the RAZ should not assume that ar otdetly,

efficiant vehi: 'lar evacution from the Seadrook EPZ oeach areas

can be achieve? when the 1eaches ars crowded, The testimony

presented dy a numper oI intervenos witnesses has painted a
vety chilling potrtrait of what the traffic situation will de
like after the beach areas ate ordered evacuated on days when
these areas are crowded, At hest, the traffic flow will bpe
4hat the traffic enzineers call "Level of Se: 'ice F,* that is,
extremely congested flow in which long queues ate formed and
stop-ani-go opertations result, Traffic congestion will be so
sevete, and will last for so long, that many evacuees will
likely apandon theit cars, finding it faster to walk than to
dtive, See, e.,3., Testimony of Thomas J, Adlet (following Tr.
3347) at 15-18 (contained in Attachment 6), See also Testimony
2¢ Albert E. Luloff (following Ttr. 3203) at 14-15 (attached
Aareto at Attachment 7), The traffic situation will he fa:

wOr 52 Lhan that <hich exists when the beach areas empty oOn bdusy
days, Adler Test, at 13-14 (see Attachment 6), 3ecause
traffic delays #ill pe so lengthy, driver frustration will
tesule in traffic disorderliness that will further jeopardize
an otdetly, efficient evacuation, See, e.3., Rebdbuttal
Testimony of EBdwin J. Olivera (following Tt, 9433) at 5-8
(attached heteto as Attachwent 3), Taken together, this
testinony is compelling and cannot be ignote”, PEMA and the
A0 must at least acknowledge that serious, credidble doubt
exists adout the feasipility of an otderly vehicular evacuation

f1om the Heach ateas when they ate crowded,



2, PFEMA and the RAC shoild not teference the

unrealistically shott sumnet weekend STEs contained in Yolume 5

of the NYRERP, ETEs which no witness at the ‘'IY4RER° procesdings

gestified were realistic for the beach populationn in the sum-ar

of 129327, As noted apove, the Auplicants themselves have
submitted updated (longe:r) summer weekend ETEs as part of their
ptefiled testimony in the NHREIRP litigation, (See Attachnment
1.) These updated ETEs are longer than the Volume 6 ET%s
pecause a3 number of the input variables to the IDYNEYV compute:
model wete incteased, Fitst, as a tesult of aerial photos
taken by the Applicants on one day last summer the numbar of
oeach atea vehicles used to calculate the summe: weekend ETEs
438 increased by almost 4000 vehicles, ftom 25,470 in Vol. 6§ to
29,293 for the updates., The:re were many more cats seen parved
in the heach area in these photos than in the nhotns taken in

AU

“wd

4st 1935 wnich formed the basis for the beach atea vehicle
estimates used in the Vol, 6§ 2TE calculations, Sce generally
Applicants' No., 7 at 27-38, Another IDYNEV input vatriable
which the Aprlicants changed in doing their updated ETE
calculations is that which describes the extent of voluntaty
public evacuation, The Volume % ETEs were based on the single
assumption *that 25 percent of Lhe population within the EPI,
but outside the Reginn ordered to evacuate, will spontaneously
evacuate, conttaty to instructions.® Vol., 6 at 10-3, In

calculating ETE updates, however, the Applicants also



consideted the effects of a "keyhole voluntarty evacuation® that
would include 50% of the oopulation outside of 3 wedge-shapad
subsegment of the EPZ (e.3., the inner notth Region -- E2WVAs 3
and B8 -« from 2-5 miles) if that suhsegment were ordeted to
evacuata, See generally Applicants' No, 7 at 140,

FEMA and the RAC snould keep in mind that Intervenors
submitted substantial evidence that the numbi:t of beach area
vehicles used to compute these updated =TEs (s still much too
low, and that concentric voluntary evacuation will be highef
than Applicants have now assumed, Mevettheless, the noint is
that no one considers the Volume 6 summe:r weekend ETEs to be

tealistic at this time,

3. FEMA and the 3AC should not teference the Region 10

m

TEs when discussing the times to "evacuate® or "clear® the

Deach areas, This snould be easy to do since even the

Apnlicants nave eliminated Region 10 ETEs from their updateid
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acles., (3ee Attachment 1.,) As was made clear from the
Cross examination of Applicants' witnesses Callendtrello anid
Lieberman (T:, 5715-5722), the *beach areas® encompassed by
Region 10 include only those portions of the barrier islands
immediately adjoining the beaches but not the main exit roads
(Re, S1, Rt, 286, or Rt, 1A west from Salisbury Seach) from
these areas, Thus, Mr. Lieberman described a car in Hampton
Beach as being outside the Region 10 beach atea once it had

left Highland Avenue and enteted Rt, 51 westhound, a point only



about three or four blocks west of the beach (Rt., lA),
Liebetman, Tit, 5716, This is not a meaningful »or televant
ooint ftom which to calculate ETEs ot “*cleat® times for the
geople in the heach areas. The trelative safety of the mainland
is still some distance away actoss the marshes, and beach area
ttaffic will move only vetry slowl along the main evacuation
toutes (Rt, 51, Rt, 286, Rt, lA) toward the mainland., New
Yampshite has no cuattent plans which contemplate an evacuation
of only Region 10, Ti. 5719,

Perhaps most importantly, unlike the suter noundatries fot
all the othar ETE Regions, the ®"boundary*® of Region 10 does not
descridbe any fixed distance from the nuclea: plant, Fot
example, after leaving Region 10, the traffic exiting the beach
a:2a on Rt, 286 actually moves closer o S2ahrook Station,
Crossing oSack into the 2 mile ting for a couple of miles, See
Fig. i=3 on p., 1-13, Vol. 6. Thus, Region 10 ETSs have no
value for FEMA or the RAC in assessing the adegquacy of the
NHRAEZP, As with the ETEs for other portions of the EPZ, the
only televant evacuation times for people in the beach zreas
are tnose referenced by their ultimate passage out bevond the 2
mile, 5 mile, and 10 mile tings and thtough the EPZ boundatry
itself., For almost all these people, the % =ile ring is the
fitst televant ting, Only the closest beach areas on Seabrook
Beach and Hampton 3each are less than 2 miles from the plant:

most Of New Hampsnhire's beaches ate between 2-5 miles from

.7.



Seabrook Station, Thus, as the people in these beach atreds
travel out the evacution toutes to points which are futthet
away from the nuclear plant than when the evacuation began, the
£irst televant ZTE measurement point teached is the § nile
ting, 1If Table 2 in the Applicants' ETE updates is teferenced
(ETEs ®from within 5 miles®"), tne 3cenario l/Region 9 ETE is
stated to be 6:20, If larger areas are ordered to evacuate
(Regions 5-8), the B72s for cleating the 5 mile ring are as
hich as 6:35,

tIn sum, the Intervenors delieve that the Region 17 ETEs
have no televance, HNevertheless, should FEMA and the RAC still
dish to teference the Region 10 ETEs, we encourade you to
examine Figures 1 and 2 of the Adler Testimony, at lla and lha
(Attachment §), These figutes teflect the Region 10 ETSs

Dt. Adler has calculated,

4. FEMA and tne 2AC should not assume that the Apnlicants'

undated ETES are ejuivalent to the times needed to “clear the

peaches.® In fact, all of the Applicants' ETEs (the old and
the new) are referenced from an order to evacuate which,
pursuant to the planning basis used dy Mt. Lieberman in
conducting his IDYNEV tuns, occurs 25 minutes after a °beach
closing® announcement, See Lieberman, Tr. 5665-5674; see alsn
volume 6 at 4-1, 4-2, 10-12, 10-13, The assumption utilized
for the planning basis is tnat the numbetr of people who will

ahnose to leave the brach areas upon heatring the beach closing




announcement is sufficient to gquickly saturate the exit roads,
Lieberman, Tt. 5671, 5673, Thus, to determine how long the
Applicants contend it will take to *clear® an atea (2, 5, or 10
miles ting ot the EPI boundary) after the first notificatinn to
peach-goers that generates outdbound toad satutation from the
beach ateas, then you must add 25 minutes to all the
zspplicants' STEs, For example, in Table 2 of the Applicants’
uyndated ETE tadbles, Applicants' Ditect Testimony No. 7 at 42
(included in Attachment 1), the Scenario 1/Region 9 ETE for 'an
evacuation from within 5 miles is listed to be 6 hours and 20
minutes, This 6:20 is the time that it takes after an order o

evacuate (or "OTE") for the last catr to pass through the 5 =ile

tin3., However, since the beach closing annnuncement occurted
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nutes scefnre the 27% and genetated enough outbound traffic
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Jrate the exit roads, the time to "clea:r® the S mile ring
(i,e., time from fitst notification until the area is cleated
3¢ all evacuating vehicles) is treally 6 houts and 45 =inutes,

dsing Apnliicants’' tables,

§, FEMA and the RAC should not assume that the ipoolicants'

Jpdated STEs ate ®conservative,® "pessimistic,® or “worst case.®

wWhile XLD Associates has indicated in the past that the ETEs it
calculated were based on a number of conservative assumptions

acout "uncertainties,® at the NHRERP heatrings Mr, Lieberman of
2.0 insisted that his estimates were not conservative but wete

teslistic., No party ot witness at the hearings has asserted



that KLD's updated ETEs were conservative (untealistically
long)., Instead, Intervenors presented substantial evidence
that both the Applicants' 1986 and updated ETEs ate overly
9ptimistic, i.e., consideranly shorter thans can trealistically
be achieved, because they ate nased on a number of ertoneous
critical assumptions. See esvecially the ore-filed testimony
of Dt. Adler and Dt, Ceder. One such assumption, tecognized by
the NRC's uwn witness, Dr. 'thanik, is that the Annlicants' ©7%
updates were calculated using an untealistically small beach
atea vehicle popuilation hecause 1500 cars seen moving on the
beach toads on the Applicants' 1987 beaca photos were ignoted,
See Urpanik, Tt. 7374. 1In addition, Intetvenots have pointed
out that in counting beach vehicles for the ETE updates, the
Apnlicants have also ijnoted approximately 2000 additional
vehicles nidden firom aetial view parked in garages, cartports,
and in under-building parking ateas, S<e Reduttal Testimoay of
Dr., Thomas J. Adler at l4-15 (attacned heteto as Attachment
9). 1If the Applicants had considered these 3500 venhicles (1509
plus 2000) in addition to the 29,293 parked vehicles that were
considered in conducting their updated ZTE analyses, thete is
no question that their updated ETEs for the summe:r scenatios
would nave been longer.

Another fact, oresented dy a seniotr officer for the ‘law
Hampshite State Police, also casts serious doudt on the notion
that Applicants' ETEs are “conservative® (i.e,, likely to de

shotter than stated), <Captain Sheldon Sullivan stated that the



9,4, State Police. on whom the plans tely for 74 troopers to
staff Traffic Control Points (°"TCPs") and Access Tontrol Poinats
(*ACPs®) throughout the New Hampshite portion of the EPI) (see
Jahle 3.1-1 of the Summaty of Personnel Resoutce Assessment foq
the NHRERP, Aug. 87, Applicants Exhibit No. l-A, ff. Tr. 46A5),
can ptovide only 4 troopers within the first 15 minutes after
notification to them, Tt. 4704, and 3 more within the next 45
minutes, Tr. 4714. Only 6 additional troopers can teport t»
control points within the next hour, for a total of 13 troopers
repotting within the fitst two hours after notification to the
State Police, Tr, 4715. Thus, unless notification to the
State Police occurs well Hefore an OTE, there will be
late~-staffing of most of the ACPs and TCPs in New Hampshite.
Joviously, .ome of these ACPs and TCPs are more important than
sthers, and tLthese have been designateu "Priority 1° pests, But
a total of 46 troopers are needed just to staff the “"Priority
1* ACPs and TCPs used to facilitate an evacuation of the entire
EP2 on a summer weekend in good weather, See N.H, State Police
Manning Seguence, attached as Attacnment 10,

Clearly, if a fastu-breaking accident occurs at Seahrook
station dutring the summer, FEMA cannot assume that all Priority
1 posts will be staffed before the beach closing announcement
ot even the OTE is made. GSven the Applicants believe that late
staffing could lengthen their updated estimates of evacuation

times, depending on how fast the Route 51 overpass of 1-95 is



staffed, Applicants' No., 7 at 44-47, Intervenors believe this
late staffing will, at best, tesult in a less efficient and
otderly evacuation of the beach areas that will take longe:
than Applicants® updated ETEs would suggest, Rebuttal
Testimony of Dt, Thomas J. Adler at 2~4 (Attachment 3), At
worst, this late-staffing creates a situation quite similar to
an unplanned evacuation -- traffic control personnel ptresent in
the eatly houtrs arte too few and may be too far apatrt to ensure
otderly traffic flow, Traffic chaos may develop eliminating
any treasonable expectation that an otderly vehicula:r evacuation
can occutr. Byt whatever conclusions FEMA and the RAC draw
tegarding the late-3taffing of posts by the N,H, State Police,
at least FEMA should agtee that Applicants' updated ETEs are
quite unlikely to be overly consetvative (shortetr than
tealistically can be obtained) for the beach population duting

telatively fast~-breaking accident situations,

Conclusion

FEMA's present assessment of the ‘'lew Hampshite Response
obviously must take into account the extensive evidentiary
tecord rtegatding ETEs which has been developed to date in the
NHRERP litigation, That recntd contains a number of critical
considerations that bear on whether the Hew Hampshite Response

ptovides adequate protection to the beach population,
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Foremost among these considetations is that an orderly,
vehicular evacuation frtom the New “ampshire bcachosE/ simply
may not be p»ossible when the beaches atre crowded, To discount
ghé serious, credible doubt which exists about the feasidilitv
of an otdetly, vehicular 2vacution would be g:ossly imprtudent,

Finally, even were FEMA somehow assured that a vehicula:
evacuation from the tlew Hampshire beach areas will always
proceed in an orderly fashion, in light of the evidence
nréserted in the STE portion of the NYREIIP hearings FEMA anA
the RAC must also recognize that, on summe:r weekends when the
peaches are at capacity, if a fast breaking, serious accident
Jere to occur at Seabtoox Station, an evacuation of the 5 mile
ting could nou occur tapidly. In good weather, it will take
from 5:45 (App'icants) to over 10 hours (Inteitvenors) to clear
the 5 mile ting from the time the first notification is gqiven
to the beach population (assuming that the beach closing
announcerient occurs within 25 minutes of the OTE), Annlicants
now conterd that it will take 7:30 (7:05 plus 0:2%5) to clear
the full =:. under such conditions (see Attachment 1);
Intervenors' expert Dr. Adler, has testified that this will
take over 11 hours. (See Attachment 6, », 52.) If a sudden

tain occurs when the beaches are full, even the Applicants

2/ The Attotney General believes that the sitiation for
Salisbuty Beach in Massachusetts will be much worse, and that
venicular evacuation from this beach when {t is nost crowded is
in fact not possible, but we have nct ptesented all the
evidence on this point because we have been litigating only the
NHRERP so far,

e 1) «



believe that it will take a minimum of 8:10 (7:45 plus 0:25) to
clear the 5 mile ting and 10:30 (10:05) plus N:25) to clear the
full EPZ., In sum, the:e is simply no credidble way to describe
ps ‘telatively short,® as Dr. Sotres did on o, 3 of his June
1987 revised RAC position paper, the times needed to move all
those people in the beach atreas of Seabrook and Hampton Reach
to ooints mote distant from Seabtook Station (beyond the 5 mile
ting) than they were before statting theit tLrips,

The Massachusetts Attorney General strongly urges FEMA and
the RAC to take this fresh important information, developed
during the hearings on the NHRERP's ETE contentions, into full
consideration as they nroceed with their teview of the Yew

Hampshite Response.

Very truly yours,
.

. CA—— o
Allan R, Fierce
Assistant Attorney General
Nuclea:r Safety Unit
Department of the Attorney fGeneral
Commonwealth of Massachusetts
(6)7) 727-2220
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