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Lando W. Zech, Jr., Chairman
U.S. Nuclear Pegulatory Commission
1717 H Street
Washington, DC 20555

Dear chairman Zech:

Enclosed please find a copy of a motion and a newly filed
contention in the Seabrook Licensing proceeding submitted by
various Intervenors including the Attorney General of 'ho

'
Commonwealth of Massachusetts. I have today filed this pleading
with the Seabrook onsite Licensing Board and the Appeal Board.
In light of the anticipated dispute among the parties concerning
the appropriate jurisdiction for this pleading and its impact
on the issuance of a low power license, I have served it as well
on you as the Chairman of the Commission. I simply request that
you direct the onsite Seabrook Licensing Board to accept this
motions in the first instance.

Very truly yours,

h *

n Traficonte
asistant Attorney General

Nuclear Safety Unit
(617) 727-2200
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA gg gp jg p3:ja
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

ATOMIC SAFETY and LICENSING BOARQF i - ,

r> < MeBefore Administrative Judges:
Sheldon J. tiolfe, Chairman

|

Emmeth A. Luebke
|Dr. Jerry Harbour i

.

e-

In the matter of ) Docket Nos. 50-443-OL
) 50-444-OL

PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY OF ) (Onsite EP)
NEW HAMPSHIRE, et al. ) September 16, 1988

)
(Seabrook Station, ) '

.

Units 1 and 2) )
)
)

MOTION TO ADMIT EXERCISE CONTENTION OR,
IN THE ALTERNATIVE, TO REOPEN THE RECORQ

IUTRODLCTION

The Massachusetts Attorney General ("Mass AG"), New England

Coalition Against Nuclear Pollution ("NECNP") the Seacoast

Anti-Pollution League ("SAPL") and the Town of Hampton, New

Hampshire ("Intervenors") file this motion with the onsite

Licensing Board to admit the contention set forth in full in

Exhibit 1 attached hereto. In the alternative, the Intervenors

seek to have this Board reopen the record for the purpose of

admitting this contention which raises an issue not previously

in controversy between the parties.
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THE CONTENTION AT ISSilE
.

On review of the exercise conducted at the Seabrook Nuclear
Power Station on June 27 - 29, 1988, it appears that serious

defects and inadequacies exist in the licensee's current ensite

emergency response staff including the Technical Support Center

("TSC") and Emergency Operating Facility ("EOF") staff, with

regard to their fundamental capacities to comprehend and

diagnose existing plant conditions and to identify and perform

the necessary and essantial corrective actions in the event of

a nuclear accident as prescribed in the Seabrook Station
< :

Radiological Plan and Emergency Operating Procedures. These . '

defects and inadequacies in the current staff reflect an

inadequate staff training pr(gram. They provide concrete

evidence that the present predicament in which Public Service

of New Hampshire ("PSNH"), the Lead Owner of Seabrook, finds

itself has had a deleterious effect on the quality and

competence of the existing Seabrook Staff.1# Moreover, it is

1/ The Chief Executive Officer of PSNH, Robert J. Harrison,
,

filed an affidavit with the United States Bankruptcy Court for
the District of New Hampshira on August 12, 1988. At paragraph
9.1 Harrison stated:

i Instability in the willingness or ability of Public Service
and other Joint Owners to meet their financial
responsibilities to the Seabrook project jeopordizes the
confidence and morale of the existing ctaff at Seabrook
station.

4

The present levels of staff competence revealed by the
| June exercise may reflect personnel changes as well as the
| effects of lowered confidence and morale among the remaining
i staff.

I
t
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obvious that a poorly trained onsite emergoney staff unable to .

quickly and accurately interpret the reactor's status and take

appropriate and required mitigating actions represents a

serious and unacceptable increased level of risk to the public

particularly under conditions of low power operation. Ett NRC

Final Rule, 47 Fed. Reg. 30232, 30234 (July 13, 1982)(because
..

"operators should have sufficient time to prevent a radioactive

release from occurring" at low power operation, only.a finding

as to adequacy of onsite but not offsite emergency planning and

preparedness is required).

JURISDICTION .

This newly filed contention arises out of the June 1988

exercise which included in addition to an exercise of the
offsite plans of the State of New Hampshire and the utility for

the Seabrook EPZ, an exercise of the Licensee's own onsite

Seabrook Station Emergency Plan. As a consequence, this

contention is appropriately filed at this juncture with this

onsite Board.A#

2/ Ostensibly, the offsite Boar.' has taken jurisdiction over
the litigation of the June 1988 emercise. However, the offsite
Board indicated in its July 29, 1988 Order ruling on the
admissibility of certain contentions filed in respond to the
SPMC, that its jurisdiction was limited to purely offsite
emergency planning issues, and did not extend to onsite
emergency planning issues even if they had offsite planning
consequences. Moreover, this exercise contention runs to a
material issue involved in the authorization to issue a low
power license, a subject historically within the province of
this Board.

-3-
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THE CONTENTION IS TIMELY FILED
.

This contention should be admitted for adjudication because

it clearly identifies the regulations that are violated,

Adescribes in detail the nature of that violation ' and!

provides the requisite factual basis and specificity to insure

i proper notice to the Staff and Applicants of the matters to be
"

litigated. Moreover, the contention is timely LLind and not

subject to any higher standard for admissibility.A' That

this contention is timely filed flows from the following

considerations:

1) 10 CFR 50.47(d) makes clear that a low power license.

may issue only after the NRC has determined that the "state of

onsite emergency preparedness provides reasonable assurance

that adequate protective measures can and will be taken."

(emphasis supplied).

1/ As an "exercise" contention, the attached contention
identifies planning standards set forth at 10 CFR 50.47(a),
(b) and (d) and Appendix E and avers that the actual conduct of
the exercise has revealed fundamental defects or flaws in the
state of emergency preparedness as to those standards,

i 1/ Two distinct out-of-time arguments might be raised: 1) the
1 exercise was on June 27 - 29, 1988 and this contention is filed

on September 16; and 2) a PID on onsite issues has been issued
and the record "closed" as to the matters raised in this
contention. On the first point, the deadline for "exercise
contentions" is September 21, 1988. The Intervenors file this
single contention, as it were, a few days early because of
their increasing concern about the possibility of precipitous
action resulting in low power operation. The text above
addresses the second point in extended detail.

:

I
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2) This determination is made by the NRC on the basis of '

an evaluation and review not only of the licensee's onsite plan

but of the exercise at that glan. First, the finding required

is that adequate protective measures can "and will" be taken,

indicating that the implementation capability of the onsite

plan is at issue. Second, 50.47(d) states further that "[t]he

NRC will base this finding on its assessment of the applicant's

emergency plans against the pe tinent standards in paragraph

(b) of this section and Appendix E of this part." 50.47(b)(14)
states that "(p]eriodic exercises are (will be) conducted to

evaluate major portions of emergency response capabilities -

Appendix E states that the licensee's amergency "plan"
, . . .

shall describe provisions for the conduct of emergency
preparedness exercises as follows: Exercises shall test the

adequacy of timing and content of implementing procedures and

methods. and ensure that emergency organization personnel. . .

are familiar with their duties." Appendix E. IV. F. Third,

the Staff's Standard Review plan makes clear that onsite

preparedness findings require review of licenseo plan exercises

in addition to th<s evaluation of the plans themselves. Een

Safety Evaluation Report ("SER"), NUREG 0896 (March 1983) at

13-20 which states that an onsite preparedness adequacy finding

requires "(aleceptable findings from an onsite appraisal to

establish that the applicant's plan is capable of being

implemented." As a consequence, the licensee's onsite plan

-5-

_.
- - - - -



_ _ _ _ - _

.

exercise results are relevant to a material issue necessarily
,

addressed and decided by the Commission prior to the issuance

of a low power license.

3) It follows, therefore, that the Intervenors have a

right rooted in the Atomic Energy Act to a hearing on the issue

of whether the__ exercise of the licensee's onsite emeraency olan

dDe2_ar does_not releal fund 3 @ l flaw in that olan and_

that an opportunity for such hearing must be provided prior to

the issuance of a low power license. Ett Union of Concerned
Scientists v. NRC, 735 F.2d 1437, 1443 (D.C. Cir. 1984) ("UCS

v. NRC"). .

4) It also follows from UCS v. NRC, 14. at 1443-1444 that

hearing rights that attach to an emergency plan exercise may

| not be lawfully restricted by requiring an intervenor to seek

i to reopen closed proceedings in order to secure those rights if

no earlier opportunity to raise issues presented by the

relevant exercise was provided,

i 5) Finally, the June 27 - 29, 1988 ex3rcise of the

licensee's onsite emergency plan is the only relevant exercise

on the basis of which the Commision could now find that for
i purposes of low power operation there is reasonable assurance

that the state of onsite emergency preparedness is adequate.

a) There have been earlier exercises of the

Licensee's onsite emergency plans. SAA SER, NUREG 0896 Supp.

4 (May, 1986) at 13-8. These exercises were reviewed and

evaluated and a finding made by the NRC Staff at that time that
!

\ 6--

|
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licensee onsite emergency prepareci.'ss was accepteble and met '

the standard for issuance of the low-pows' license. SER, Supp.

4 at 13 -17.E#

b) However, at least until a low powec license

actually issues, each licensee onsite plan exercise is and

should be treated by the NRC as superceding its predecessor for
.

purposes of satisfying the requirement that there be adequate

licensee onsite preparedness. First, Appendix E requires that

the licensee plan be exercised yearly. If a low power license

has not issued within a year of such an exercise, a new

exercise would be required for this pertinent Appendix E .

standard to be met as is required by 50.47(d). Obviously, this

required new exercise would be evaluated by the NRC and form

the basis of any finding that would support subsequent issuance

of a low power license. Second, an adequate exercise of onsite

emergency staff two or three years ago does not support a

| present finding of adequate prnparedness if a later exercise
|
'

reveals fundamental flaws in the training of the present staff

and a current inability to implement the licensee's onsite

_

1/ This Board in its March 1987 partial Initial Decision at 67
also reiterated that the "state of onsite emergency
preparedness" met the applicable standard and that a low-power
license was, therefore, authorized. This Board's iteration of
the earlier May, 1986 Staff conclusion was not itself a
"finding" on the record. In fact, no contention was ever
before this Board on this issue. Thus, as a technical matter,
this issue was never jurisdictionally shifted for purposes of
10 CFR 50.57(c) from the Director of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
to this Board. As a result, no record before this Board opened
or closed on this issue.

-7-
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plan. Thus, a subsequent fundamentally flawed exercise muit i
-

form the basis of an NRC finding that onsite preparedness is

not adequate because any other finding will simply be

unsupported by the record and otherwise be arbitrary and
capricious. Third, the NRC evaluation document generated after

the June 27 - 29, 1988 licensee onsite plan exercise stated: i

Although there ere areas identified for
corrective action, the NRC team determined

;

that within the scope and limitations of the :

scenario the Licensee's performance
demonstrated that they could implement their

,

L

Emergency plan . in a manner which would. .

adequately provide protective measures for
the health and safety of the pub %c,
Licensee management acknowledged the - -

findings (Report No. 50-443/88-09 at. . . .

6 attached as Exhibit A to Affidavit of
Robert pollard submitted with the Contention)

c) As a result, any NRC finding of adequate licensee

onsite emergency preparedness which would support the it,suance |
<

of a low power license pursuant to 10 CFR 50.57(c) would now be

based on the June 27 -29, 1988 exercise and the NRC's
inspection report.

6) Because the June, 1988 exercise is the relevant
!
|

exercise with regard to the isuue of onsite preparedness and

this issue is material to low-power licensing As acknowledStd j

!by the Ccmmission, the Intervenors have a right to fully |
i

litigate the onsite planning aspects of that exercise prior to r

low-power operation. To require an otherwise well-pleaded [

|

t

1
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contention presenting these issues to meet further or higher *

standards of admissibility based on some notion that the

opportunity to raise these issues has long since come and gone

in light of earlier exercises which are now irrelevant to

licensing would deny those participational rights.

RE9EERING_T11E_ RECORD

In the alternative, this proferred contention meets the

f procedural standards for reopening a record to admit a

late-filed contention after the issuance of a partial initial

decision. 10 CFR S 2.734 and S 2.714(a)(1)(i)-(v). -

The 5-Part Late-Filed Contention Standard ($ 2.714fa)(1))

(i) .*s noted, as an exercise contention this

contention is timely Liled although it is filed after an onsite

PID has issued. Even if it is deemed to be late-filed, there

is good cause for the failure to file on time. This contention

obviously could not have been filed before the results of the

June 27-29, 1988 exercise, on which any issuance of a Seabrook

low power license will now be based, became available. The NRC

inspection report referenced in the contention and in the

accompanying Pollard Affidavit was received by the Intervenors

or or about July 15, 1988. The exercise scenario documentation

(the 1988 FEMA /NRC Graded Exercise) which provides the factual

context for a proper technical understanding of the Station

-9-
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Staff's actions and responses was not received by the Mass AG.

until the week of August 15, 1988. Finally, as noted above, by
order of the offsite Licensing Board dated August 19, 1988, the

deadline for submission of exercise contentions was set at
September 21, 1988.

(ii) There is no means other than by filing and admission !
.. ;

J of this contention whereby the Intervenors' interest in '

ensuring that the licensee's onsite Station Staff is adequately
trained and able to respond to an accident will be protected

|
:

; before the issue of a low power license. The NRC Staff, acting

through the Inspection Report has already made its finding on.i

,

July 7, 1988 that notwithstanding the noted exercise
|

'
weaknesses, the level of onsite prepartaness is adequate for !

] low power operation.
1

(iii' The Intervenors will contribute to the development

| of a sound record by providing an expert witness who will
|
] analyze the emergency response actions taken by the Seabrook
4 Station staff and describe in detail the manner in which those

,

I actions reflect the failure of that staff to comprehend the
[

significance of plant conditions and identify the appropriate !

i
j measures needed to prevent any further plant deterioration I

;

and/or further offsite radiological releases.
t

(iv) No other party has raised or is raising this issue. [
]

(v) At the moment, admission of this contention will not i

delay issuance of a low power license which is presently stayed

i

t
'

1 |
; - 10 - |
1

-

;
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pending resolution of the Massachusetts EPZ siren issues. The

contention will broaden the proceeding to encompass the issue

of licensee onsite preparedness but is an area absolutely vital
I to the safety of the public particularly in the absence of

adequate offsite emergency plans during low power operation.

The Etandardforka-onanina the Record ($ 2.734)
(1) A motion at this juncture to reopen the record for the

purpose of litigating an exercise contention arising out of the

June 27-29, 1988 exercise is timely filed.

(2) The inadequate state of onsitu prepaiedness at the .

Seabrook Station raises fundamental and significant safety and
environmental issues particularly for low power reactor
operation. If, as alleged, the Station response staff is not

adequately trained to respond appropriately to a reactor

accident then the public is directly put at risk by low power
operation.

(3) Finally, although no contention had been admitted

raising the issue of the adequacy of the state of onsite

training and preparedness, had the issue 'oeen open before this

Peard, the evidence set forth in the accompanying affidavit

would have likely resulted in the absence of a finding by this
Board that onsite preparedness is adequate at the Seabrook

Station.

- 11 -
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For all of the reasons set forth above, this Board should.

admit the Contention set forth as Exhibit 1.
Respectfully submitted,

JAMES M. SHANNON SEACOAST ANTI-POLLUTION LEAGUE
ATTORNEY GENERAL
COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS

/.
-

..
.

I* t ^\
_

.

John Traficonte Robert A. Backus, Esquire
Assistant Attorney General Backus, Meyer & Solomon
Nuclear Safety Unit 116 Lowell Street
One Ashburton Place P.O. Box 516
Boston, MA 02108 Manchester, NH 03105
(617) 727-2200 (603) 668-7272

-
.

TOWN OF HAMPTON, NEW HAMPSHIRE NEW ENGLAND COALITION ON
NUCLEAR POLLUTION

) )
-

-.. .. .
.

-

: .. .. .

Matthew T. Brock, Esquire Ellyn Weiss, Esquire /
Shaines & McEachern Harmon & Weiss
24 Maplewood Avenue 2001 "S" Street N.W.
P.O. Box 360 Suite 430
Portsmouth, NH 03801 Washington, DC 20009
(603) 436-3110 (202) 328-3500

Dated: September 16, 1988

12 --
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EXHIBIT 1
.

JRINT INTERVENORS_ON-SIT U XERCISI CONTENTION

The present state of onsite emergency preparedness at

Seabrook, as revealed by the results of the June 27 - 29, 1988

graded exercise does not provide reasonable assurance that

adequate protective measures can and will be taken in the event

of a radiological emergency pursuant to 10 CFR 50.47(d), and

does not support a finding that low power operation "can be

conducted without endangering the health and safety of the
i

public" pursuant to $50.57(a)(3). That exercise disclosed
'

.

fundamental deficiencies in the onsite emergency plan (the

Seabrook Station Radiological Emergency Plan, the "Plan") with

respect to the following pertinent planning standards:

1) 10 CFR 50.47(b)(2) which requires "adequate staffing

to provide initial facility accident response in key functional

areas at all times, (that) timely augmentation of. . .

response capabilities is available and (that) the interfaces,

among various onsite response activities and offsite support
,

and response activities are specified";

2) 10 CFR 50.47(b)(14) which requires that "(pletiodic !

exercises (be] conducted to evaluate major portions of l

emergency response capabilities . and (that] deficiencies i. .

identified as a result of exercises or drills (be) corrected";

3) 10 CFR 50.47(b)(15) which requires that |

"[rladiological emergency response training (be) provided to

those who may be called on to assist in an cmergency"; and |

.

. _ - - _ _ - _ - _ _ _ _ _ _
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4) 10 CFR Appendix E, IV.A.2a. which requires that a
'

licensee onsite emergency plan provide a "detailed discussion

of: a. Authorities, responsibilities and duties of the

individual (s) who will take charge during an emergency"; and

IV. F. which requires that "[elsercises shall test the adequacy
of timing and content of implementing procedures and methods .

. and ensure that emergency organization personnel are.

familiar with their duties."

BASIS: The Seabrook Station Radiological Emergency plan

provides for the est,ablishment at the time of an emergency of

the Technical Support Center ("TSC") and the Emergency

Operations Facility ("EOF"). PlanatSections6.1.1and6.1.5
The personnel at the TSC and EOF are expected to use the

emergency operating procedures to assist in recognizing an

emergency condition in order to prescribe the actions necessary
to correct the condition, plan at 1-2. A demonstration of the

ability of these personnel to analyze station conditions and

parameter trends and to develop potential solutions for placing

the reactor in a safe stable condition was one of the
objectives of the June, 1988 graded exercise in order to

establish the adequacy of this fundamental aspect of onsite

emergency preparedness. As described in more detail in the

accompanying Affidavit of Robert D. pollard, which is

incorporated herein by reference as a portion of the basis of

this contention, the exercise revealed that fundamental

deficiencies exist in the current state of onsite emergency

preparedness precluding the NRC finding which is prerequisite

to issuance of a low power license.

__
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

Before Administrative Judges:
Sheldon J. Wolfe, Chairman

Emmeth A. Luebke
Dr. Jerry Harbour

)
In the Matter of )

)
PUDLIC SERVICE COMPANY OF ) Docket No.(s)
NEW HAMPSHIRE, ET AL. ) 50-443/444-OL-1
(Seabrook Station, Units 1 and 2) ) On-site EP

) September 16, 198&
)

AEEIDAVIT OF ROBERT D. POLLARD

I, Robert D. Pollard do make oath and say:

1. My name is Robert D. Pollard. Since February 1976, I

have been employed as a nuclear safety engineer by the Union of

Concerned Scientists. My business address is 1616 P Street,

N.W. Washington, D.C. 20036. Previously, I was employed by the

United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission as a Licensing

Project Manager for commercial nuclear power plants.

2. In May 1959, I enlisted in the United States Navy and

was selected to serve as an electronics technician in the
nuclear power program. After completing the required training.

I became an instructor responsible for teaching naval personnel
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i
i

!*

t
I both the theoretical and practical aspects of operation, |.

|
! maintenance and repair for nuclear propulsion plants. From j

February 1964 to April 1965, I served as the senior reactor !
:

operator, supervising the reactor control division aboard the f,

i
,

U.S.S. Sargo, a nuclear-powered submarine. In May 1965, I was '

honorably discharged from the U.S. Navy and attended Syracuse
,

University, where I received the degree of Bachelor of Science
.

magna cum lauda in electrical engineering of June 1969.

) 3. In July 1969, I was hired by the United States Atomic
|

Energy Commission (AEC) and continued as a technical expert !
1

] with the AEC and its successor, the United States Nuclear I
*
.

'

Regulatory Commission (NRC) until February 1976. After joining
i

the AEC, I completed a year of graduate studies in advanced i

electrical and nuclear engineering at the Graduate School of
,

| the University of New Mexico in Albuquerque. I subsequently
;

] advanced to the positions of Reactor Engineer (Instrumentation)
L

j and project Manager with AEC/NRC. As a Reactor Engineer, I was

) primarily responsible for performing detailed technical reviews
I

analyzing and evaluating the adequacy of the design of reactor i

l

protection systems, control systems and emergeticy electrical l
i

power systems in proposed nuclear facilities. In September

1974, I was promoted to the position of project Manager and (
'

. !
l became responsible for planning and coordinating all aspects of |
'

i

; the design and safety reviews of applications for licenses to |

f construct and operate several commercial nuclear power plants.

I
'

.

!
,

-2- |.
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4. In the course of my six and a half years with the AEC |
-

and NRC, I performed technical reviews, analyses and |
evaluations of designs of systems and components necessary for !

!
safe operation of reactor facilities under normal, abnormal and ;

emergency conditions for the purpose of determining whether
[

such systems complied with NRC rules and provided an acceptable
i

level of safety for the ublic. In particular, I was assigned j

to the agency's safety review of the operating license |
| I

| applications for Indian Point Units 2 and 3 which, like the |

Seabrook plant, were designed by Westinghouse. f

5. For the past twelve years, I, along with other members

of the UCS's professional staff, have conducted numerous f
I

studies pertaining to the safety and reliability of nuclear
'

power plants, both on a generic and plant-specific basis. I l

i
have provided technical analysis for UCS's participation in

|

rulemaking proceedings before the Nuclear Regulatory Commission f

and for UCS's litigation against the NRC for failure to fulfill i

its responsibilities under the Atomic Energy Act. I testified |

before the President's Commission on the Accident at Three Mile !

l Island which investigated that 1979 accident. I par .ipated j

as an expert witness in the NRC's adjudicatory proceeding on

the restart of Three Mile Island Unit 1. I have also testified

on matters pertaining to reactor safety before numerous f
committees of the United States Congress and various other I

|

state and local legislative and administrative bodies. Thus, |
l
i

i
!

I
-3- !
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my 10 years of professional experience on the technical staffs,

of the AEC, NRC, and USC gives me a first-hand knowledge of NRC

regulations and how they are developed, administered and

interpreted.

6. On June 27 - 29, 1988 Seabrook Station conducted a

FEMA /NRC graded exercise. In that graded exercise, objectives

were defined for the Seabrook Station, the New Hampshire Yankee

Offsite Response Organization and the States of Maine and New

Hampshire. FEMA /NRC Graded Exercise, Chapter 2, Sections 2.2

-2.5. Classed under the Seabrook Station personnel who

participated in this exercise are the Control Room / Simulator -

Control Room, the Technical Support Center ("TSC") and the

Emergency Operations Facility ("EOF") (hereafter referred to as

licensee onsite emergency response personnel or onsite

ernergency staf f, notwithstanding the of f site location of the

EOF.) During an emergency, the EOF and TSC are responsible

for, inter alia, making recommendations for protective actions

that are carried out onsite. Thus, in assessing the adequacy

of onsite emergency preparedness, the NRC evaluates actions

taken by the TSC and the EOF.

7. Among the established objectives for the licensee's

onsite Seabrook Station emergency plan was the following:

"Demonstrate the ability to analyze station conditions,

parameter trends and develop potential solutions for placing

the unit in a safe, stable condition. The Control

-4
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I

Room, T(echnical) S(upport) C(enter) and E(mergency)
,

O(perations) F(acility) will demonstrate this objective." 1988
|
'

FEMA /NRC Graded Exercise at 2.2-2. One of the major objectives

of an emergency response plan is to minimize the release of

radioactive materials outside the clant. Thus, the emergency

plan must provide for training and qualifying personnel on the

emergency tasks for which they are responsible as specified in (
the plan. Among the most important functions for which trained

L

qualified personnel are needed is to assess the plant condition j

to develop appropriate strategies for coping with the accident

and to prioritize the various potential solutions to the ..

accident. i
1 )
1 8. The personnel responsible for assessing plant ;

i

conditions must have adequate understanding of the plant's i
6

design, the identified design basis accidents and the i
i

effectiveness of each of the plant's discrete stifety systems as

'they relate to the mitigation of those specific accidents.

Without that understanding those personnel would be unable or

unlikely to develop appropriate solutions and take the j
t

appropriate actions in response to a particular accident, j

9. For example, the emergency feedwater system is one of

Seabrook's en'g'ineered safety feature systems. This system was

designed to assist in mitigating some Seabrook design basis

'accidents such as loss of main feedwater and small break LOCA.

However, the emergency feedwater system would have little or no

-5-
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potential for mitigating a largs break LOCA. Such knowledge of
.

the benefits and limitations of each safety system in

mitigating the effects of a particular design basis accident is

one of the most fundamental criteria for accurately judging

whether the TSC and EOF staff have been properly trained and

qualified to carry out the onsite emergency plan.
10. An exercise scenerio was developed to test the

objectives established for the NRO and FEMA graded exercise

with regard to the state of the licensee's onsite

preparedness. This accident scenario is described in Chapter 5
and in more detail in Chapter 6 of the document entitled 1988

FEMA /NRC Graded Exercise. The pertinent aspects of this

scenario with respect to the emergency feedwater system are as

follows:

a) The initial conditions of the scenario were that
the plant is at 100% power and one of the

emergency feedwater pumps is out of service;

b) During a controlled shutdown of the reactor at

20% per hour another emergency feedwater pump is

disabled;

c) At this point the controlled shutdown is stopped

and attempts to restore to operability one of the

EFW pumps begin,

d) A large break LOCA occurs.

-6-
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11. The scenario called for a halt in the controlled -

shutdown when the second EFW pump was disabled apparently

because continued shutdown of the plant could create the need

for operation of the emergency feedwater system. Thus, in my

view, halting the shutdown and trying to repair the EFW pump |

would be the correct actions andar those circumstances.
However,assoonasthekicensee'sonsiteemergencyplanning

staff in the TSC and EOF recognized that a large break LOCA had

occurred, they should have then recognized that any further

et' orts to repair the emergency feedwater system were of little |
1

,

or no value in bringing the reactor to a safe stable condition

and reducing the radiatiori release to the environment and the
i

.
public. In fact "efforts continued to restore the Emergency

i I

Feedwater pump nfter a large break LOCA." Inspection Report |

50-443/88-09 at 5. (Attached as Exhibit A hereto.) This '

ineffectual action is one example cited by the NRC staff in |

support of its conclusion that !

"The Technical Support Center (TSC) and [
Emergency Operations Facility (EOF) staff ;

displayed questionable engineering judgement
|. .

(Exhibit A at 5)"
. .

;

12. As noted earlier, the exercise objective was to I

demonstrate the onsite staff's ability to analyze plant I
l

|
| conditions, analyze parameter trends and develop potential l

solutions. The NRC Staff classed as an exercise strength that |

"(p)lant conditions wore quickly recognized and classified"

|)

:

)
!

-7 -
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(Exhibit A at 4), i.e. apparently the onsite emergency staff,

recognized from plant parameters that a large break LOCA had

occurred. The NRC labelled as an exercise weakness the

questionable engineering judgment displayed by the onsite

staff's continued efforts to restore the-EFW pump to

operability despite having identified the accident as a large

break LOCA. In my view, a more fundamental flaw or deficiency

is revealed by these actions than simply "questionable
engineering judgment." The fundamental deficiency is that the

exercise established that the licensee's onsite staff did not
demonstrate an ability to develop potential solutions for -

placing the reactor in a safe stable condition. In this

scenario the reactor was in the midst of a major accident with
the potential for enormous offsite radiation doses but the

onsite emergency personnel occupied themselves with activities

that had little or no potential for preventing or mitigating

such releases. Thus, rather than simply revealing questionable

judgment such actions indicate a seriously deficient level of

competency in developing "potential solutions for placing the

unit in a safe stable condition". 1988 FEMA /NRC Graded

Exercise at 2.2-2. No doubt the NRC Staff's finding that "the

Licensee's performance demonstrated that they could implement

their Emergency plan and Emergency plan Implementing procedures

in a manner which would adequately provide protective measures

for the health and safety of the public" was based on the fact

; -8-
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I
that the inappropriate efforts to restore the EFW pump did not '*

complicate the accident or exacerbate the consequences.

However, under other accidant scenarios the onsite staff's

incapacity to "develop potential solutions" could complicate i

the accident and exacerbate the consequences. In this instance

an inadequately trained onsite response staff did no additional
,

harm, but there is no basis for concluding that the actions of

an inadequately trained staff would be of no negative

consequences for the public in all accidents. "

13. Another indication of the lack of adequate onsite
'

staff training was that "(njo effort was noted to blowdown '
-

Steam Generators to lessen the heat load in containment"
|

(Exhibit A at 5). The NRC Staff labelled this observation an

"exercise weakness." One of the goals of the emergency reponso

to an accident is to rapidly reduce containment temperature and

pressure following a LOCA thereby lessening the magnitude of

any radiological release. One of the sources of heat for the

containment is the heat stored in the Steam Generators. In

'

this particular accident scenario, blowdown of the Steam

Generators would contribute to reducing the containment heat

load thereby assisting in achieving the goal of rapid reduction

in containment temperature and pressure. In my view, the

failure to blowdown the Steam Generators stems from the same

basic deficiency that resulted in the continued efforts to

restore the EFW pump, i.e., the onsite emergency response |
L

personnel do
!

|
!

.Q -

,

I
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not have a sufficient level of knowledge of the potential
.

solutions available to mitigate the onsite and offsite

rediological consequences of an accident. In the case of the

attempt to restore the EFW pump, the emergency response

personnel were expending effort which, even if successful, had

little or no potential for placing the reactor in a safe,
'

stable condition or reducing the radioactive release. In the

case of the steam generator blowdown, the emergency response

personnel made no effort to take action, which if successful,

would have contributed to reducing the radioactive release.

14. A related aspect of the onsite staff's inability to .

develop potential solutions for placing the reactor in a safe

stable condition is the NRC Staff's conclusion that "(a]
questionable fix for the Containment Building Spray system"

(Exhibit A at 5) was used. In this particular case, the onsite

emergency staff was taking action that had the potential for

mitigating the radiological consequences, but the nature of

those efforts give rise to questions, as the Staff found, about

the engineering judgment of the personnel responsible for

implementing the onsite emergency plan.

15. In summary, onsite emergency response personnel failed

to take an a'propriate action (Steam Generator Blowdown),p

expended efforts on inappropriate actions (continued efforts to

rectore the EFW pump) and implemented appropriate action with a

"questionable fix" (Containment Building Spray System). Thus,

- 10 -
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contrary to the objective of the exercise, the onsite emergency 1.

response staff did not demonstrate an "ability to analyze

station conditions, parameter trends and develop potential

solutions for placing the unit in a safe, stable condition."

16. Two distinct objectives of the licensee onsite

emergency plan are: 1) t recommend the appropriate offsite
,

actions to mitigate the consequences which result from the

amount of radioactive material being released; and 2) to take

actions onsite to reduce or terminate the release of
radioactive material. Adequate onsite emergency preparedness

requires the capability to accomplish both objectives. -
-

17. In this case, the NRC staff classed as an exercise

strength its conclusion that that "Protective Action

Recommendations (PARS) were prompt and conservative," and as

an exercise weakness the onsite staff's "lack of effort to
locate and isolate the release path." (Exhibit A at 5). The

first step in attempting to reduce or terminate releases from

the plant is to identify the location or path by which the

radioactive material is escaping. The failure of the onsite

staff to expend any effort in this regard is a fundamental

deficiency that is not and can not be counterbalanced by a |

lcapacity to recommend the appropriate offsite measures.

Whether the failure to attempt to locate and isolate the

release path was due to inadequate training, inadequate numbers

of personnel or some other factor, it remains a significant and

- 11 -
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'

fundamental deficiency in the state of onsite emergency

preparedness.

18. In addition, with respect to the issuance of a low

power license, the failure to attempt to locate and isolate the

release path is of particular importance since low power

operation does not require. adequate offsite emergency |

planning. In short, the critical aspect of an onsite

radiological emergency plan during low power operation is the

capacity of the onsite staff to prevent any release that would

require offsite emergency measures. Thus, the NRC Staff's

claim that the offsite PARS were "prompt and conservative" is -

of no relevence to the issuance of a low power license.

19. The NRC staff classified the failure of both the EOF

and TSC staff to question "a release of greater then 7000

curies per second with only clad damage and no core uncovery"

as an exercise weakness in that the onsite emergency

preparedness personnel "did not recognize or address technical

concerns." (Exhibit A at 5). This failure of both the TSC and

EOF staff is an indication that the onsite emergency response

personnel's knowledge of the relationship between the magnitude

and rate of a radioactive release and the amount of core damage

is seriously deficient.

| 20. During an emergency such as a major accident, the
|

onsite emergency response staff faces an unusual, complex set

of circumstances with limited information and the potential for

- 12 -
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some information to be erroneous due to equipment failures. In *

attempting to analyze station conditions, the licensee's staff

may be confronted with indications of a large radioactive

release and little core damage or a small release with major

core damage. Without a sound knowledge of the magnitude of

releases possible under varying degrees of core damage, the

emergency response staff may not recognize that their analysis

of plant conditions is incorrect, leading them to take

incorrect protective actions or fail to take the correct

protective actions.

..

Signed under the pains and penalties of perjury this 16th

day of September 1988.

.

Robert D. pollard

- 13 -
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U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMilSSION
REGION I

Report No. 50 443/88 09

Docket No. 50-443

License No. CPPR 135 Priority Category C.,

Licensee: Public Service Company of New Hampshire
N dox 330
Manenester New Hampshire 03105

Facility Name: Seabrook Nuclear Power Station

Inspection At: Seabrook, New Hampshire

Inspection Conducted: Junt 27 29.1988 . , -

Inspectors:

bk$stfDRSS
*

C. Amato. EPS
C. Gordon, EPS
S. Paleschat, EPS
0. Ruscitto, RI. Seabrook
D. Perrotti NRR
J. Jamison, PNL

~b *)!f (7Approved By: e
W. J. JJzarus, Chief, EPK, date
FRSSB, DRSS

Inspection Summary: Inspection on June 27 29. 1988 (Report No. 50 443/88 09)

Areas Inspected: Routine, announced emergency preparedness inspection and
observation or the licensee's annual full participation emergency exercise
performed on June 28 29, 1988. The inspection was performed by a team of
seven NRC Region I, headquarters and contractor personnel.

I

Results: No violations were identified. Emergency response actions were
adequate to provide protective measures for the health and safety of thepublic.

!
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DETAILS

1.0 Persons Contacted
.

The following licensee representatives attended the exit meeting held on
June 29, 1988.

E. Brown, President and Chief Executive Officer

D. Bovino, Senior Emergency PlannerExercise Coordinatori

P. Casey,
T. Feigenbaum Vice President Engineering / Quality
G. Gram, Execu,tive Director, Emergency Preparedness and Comunity

Affairs
T. Harpster, Director Emergency Preparedness Licensing
D. Moody, Station Manager
P. Stroup, Director, Emergency Implementation and Response
G. Thomas, Vice President Nuclear Production
J.MacDonald,RadiologicalAssessmentManager.

, ,
,

The team observed and interviewed several licensee emergency response
personnel,during the exercise. controllers and observers as they performed their assignedfunctions

2.0 Emergency Exercise

The Seabrook Nuclear Power Station full-participation exercise was
conducted on June 28, 1988 from 9:00 AM to 7:00 PM. The State of New
Hampshire 11 local towns and the State of Maine participated. The
Comonwealth of Massachusetts and 6 local towns in New Hampshire did not
participate. The State of New Hampshire compensated for the local
non participants. The New Hampshire Yankee Offsite Response
Organization (NHY ORO) compensated for the Comonwealth
non participants. The licensee, New Hampshire, Maine and NHY ORO
conducted field monitoring activities, an in
Management Agency (y activities on June 29, gestion pathway exercise and

; recovery and reentr 1988. The Federal Emergency
FEMA) observed all off site activities.

2.1 Pre exercise Activities

Prior to the emergency exercise, NRC Region I and FEMA

l
representatives held meetings and had telephone discussions with

Itcensee representatives to discuss objectives,hanges were made inscope and content
of the exercise scenario. As a result, minor ct

order to clarify certain objectives revise certain portions of the
scenarioandensurethatthescenarloprovidedtheopportunityfor
the licensee to demonstrate the stated objectives as well as those

| areas previously identified by NRC and FEMA as in need of
corrective action.,

|

|
,

t
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NRC observers attended a licensee briefing on June 27, 1988, and |
participated in the discussion of emergency response actions
expected during the various phases of the scenario. The licensee
stated that controllers would intercede in exercise activities to
prevent scenario deviation or disruption of normal plant
operations.

The exercise scenario included the following events:

- Fuel damaged by loose parts;

- Damage to a turbine driven emergency feedwater pump;

- Large break Loss of Coolant Accident (LOCA) due to a total weld
failure;

- Venting of the containment into the containment enclosure
butiding with a subsequent elevated, filtered release to the
atmosphere; -

- Declaration of Alert, Site Area Emergency and General Emergency
Classifications;

- Calculation of offsite dose consequences; and

- Recomendation of protective actions to off-site officials.

2.2 Activities Observed

During the conduct of the licensee's exercise, seven NRC team
members made detailed observations of the activation and augment-
ation of the emergency organization activation of emergency
response facilities, and actions of, emergency response personnel
during the operation of the emergency response facilities. The
following activities were observed:

1. Detection, classification, and assessment of scenario events;

2. Direction and coordination of the emergency response;

3. Augmntation of the emergency organization and response
facility activation; <

4. Notification of licensee personnel and offsite agencies of
pertinent plant status information:

5. Communications /information flow, and rec'ord keeping;
:

f
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6. Assessment and projection of offsite radiological dose and
consideration of protective actions;

7. Provisions for inplant radiation protection;

8. Performance of offsite and inplant radiological suryays;

9. Maintenance of site security and access control;.

10. Performance of technical tupport, repair and corrective
actions;

11. Assembly, accountability and evacuation of personr.el;

12. Preparation of information for dissemination at the Emergency
News Center; and

13. Management of recovery and reentry operations.
.

3.0 Exercise Observations

3.1 Exercise Strengths

The NRC tean noted that the licensee's activation and augmentation
of the emergency organization, ctivation of the emergency response
facilities, and use of the f:cilities were generally consistent
with their emergency response plan and implementing procedures.
The team also noted the following actions that provided strong ,

positive indication of their ability to cope with abnormal plant
conditions:

1. Very good command and control of all emergency response |
'

facilities (ERF's) was demonstrated; '

2. Plant conditions were quickly recognized and classified;
1 i

3. Shift turnover was accomplished smoothly and with no apparent (loss of control of the situation;

4. The ERF's were activated in a timely manner; and

5. Protective Action Recommendations (PAR's) were prompt and
conservative. Evacuation time estimates were effectively
utilized in determining the PAA's.

,

|

|
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3.1 Exercise Weaknesses

The NRC identified the following exercise weaknesses which needs to
be evaluated and corrected by the licensee. The licensee cot. ductedan ao.quate self critique of the exercise that also identified
these areas.

1. The Technical Support Center (TSC) and Emergency Operations
Facility
judgement (EOF.) staff displayed questionable engineeringand/or did not roc nfze or address technical
concerns (50-443/88 08 01). or example:

- Neither the EOF or TSC staff questioned a release of greater i

than 7000 curies per second with only clad damage and no I
core uncovery;

- Efforts continued to restore the Emergency Feedwater Pump
after a large break LOCA;

,

.

- A questionable fix for the Containment Building Spray
system;

- A lack of effort to locate and isolate the release path; and

No effort was noted to blowdown Steam Generators to lessen
the heat load in containment.

2. The TSC and Operational Support Center JOSC
entrances and exits that are not controlled). have multipleAs a result
contamination controls were ineffective at times as person,nel
entr ed without frisking and it couldn't be determined if
continuous accountability was, or could be, maintained
(50 443/88 09 02).

3. No apparent consideration was given to the departing first
shift to account for possible dose when leavino the plant
during /88 09 03).the release, as they were not given dosimetry(50 443

<

4. The response to some questions in the Media Center were not
adequate such as: the NRC's role in an emergency; and wh
reactor trip wasn't performed earlier (50 443/S8 09 04). y a

4.0 Licensee Actions on Previously identified Items

The following itees were identified during a previous inspection
(Inspection Report No. 50 443
the NRC team during the exerc/87 25). Based upon observations made byise the following opens ites were
acceptably demonstrated and are closed:

,
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(CLOSED) 87 25 01 IFI: The simulator Shift Supervisor did not use
classification procedures and failed to recognize the loss of both
Radiation Monitoring Systems trains as an Unusual Event.

(CLOSED) 87 25 02 IFI: Lack of a Post Accident Containment air sample
prevented dose assessment personnel from estimating the containment
atmosphere iodine concentration.

.

5.0 Licensee Critique

The NRC team attended the licensee's post exercise critique on June 29,
1988, during which the key licensee controllers discussed observations
of the exercise. The licensee indicated these observations would be
evaluated and appropriate corrective actions taken.

6.0 Exit Meetino and NRC Critique
'

-

I The NRC team met with the licensee representatives listed in Section 1
of this report at the end of the inspection. The team leader summarized
the observations made during the exercise.

The licensee was informed that previously identified items were
adequately addressed and no violations were observed. Although there
were areas identified for corrective action, the NRC team determined
that within the scope and limitations of the scenario, the licensee's
performance demonstrated that they could implement their Emergency Plan
and Emergency Plan Implementing Procedures in a manner which would
adequately provide protective measures for the health and safety of the
public.

Licensee management acknowladged the findings and indicated that appro-
priate action would be taken regarding the identified open items.

At no time during this inspection did the inspectors provide any written
information to the licensee.

.
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA ly[;h/I
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION '

.

ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD 18 SEP 19 P3 :11 |

Before Administrative Judges:
F'ra -i'''-Sheldon J. Wolfe, Chairman

( O ] [,1 h ". 'Emmeth A. Luebke
,

Dr. Jerry Harbour

) |.

In the Matter of ) <

)
PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY OF ) Docket No.(s)
HEW HAMPSHIRE, ET AL. ) 50-443/444-OL-1
(Seabrook Station, Units 1 and 2) )

) (On-site EP)
)

.

NOTICE OF APPEARANCE

Pursuant to 10 CFR S 2.713(b), the undersigned attorney
enters his appearance in the above-captioned matter and in
connection therewith provides the following information:

Name: John Traficonte
Address: Department of the Attorney General

One Ashburton Place
Boston, MA 02108

Telephone No. (617) 727-2200

Name and COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS
Address Department of the Attorney General
of Party: One Ashburton Place

Boston, Massachusetts 02108

Admissions: Supreme Judicial Court of Massachusetts;
United States District Court, Dictrict of

Massachusets
United States Court of Appeals for the
First Circuit

b
J hn Traficonte
ssistant Attorney General

DATED: September 16, 1988
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION ,88 SEP 19 P2 :59

h, C) -
. . ,.

In the Matter of )
' "'

)
PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY OF NEW ) Docket No.(s) 50-443/444-OL-1
HAMPSHIRE, ET AL. )
(Seabrook Station, Units 1 and 2) )

~""
)
)

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I, John Traficonte hereby certify that on September 16, 1988, I made

service of the within Notice of Appearance and Motion to Admit Exercise

Contention or, in the Alternative, to Reopen the Record, by first class

mail, or by Federal Express as indicated by (a), or by hano delivery as

indicated by (a*), to:

*Lando W. Zech, Jr., Chairman Thomas M. Roberts, Commissioner
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
1717 H Street 1717 H Street
Washington, DC 20555 Washington, DC 20555

Kenneth C. Rogers, Commissioner Kenneth M. Carr, Commissioner
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
1717 H Street 1717 H Street
Washington, DC 20555 Washington, DC 20555

|

* Alan S. Rosenthal, Chrirman
| U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

1717 H Street
Washington, DC 20555

l

|

|
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d

Thomas S. Moore Howard A. Wilber
.

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
1717 H. Street 1717 H. Street
Washington, DC 20555 Washington, DC 20555

Sheldon J. Wolfe, Chairpercon Ivan W. Smith, Chairman
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
3717 H. Street 1717 H. Street
Washington, DC 20555 Washington, DC 20555

Dr. Enne t h A . Luebke Dr Jerry Harbour
5500 Friendship Boulevard U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Apartment 1923N 1717 H Street""

Chevy Chase, MD 20815 Washington, DC 20555

H. Joseph Flynn, Esq. Stephen E. Merrill
Assistant General Counsel Attorney General
Office of General Counsel George Dana Bisbee, Esq.
Federal Emergency Management Agency Assistant Attorney General
500 C Street, S.W. 25 Capitol Street
Washington, DC 20472 Concord, NH 03301

* Docketing and Service Paul A. Fritzsche, Esq.
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission Office of the Public Advocate
1717 H. Street State House Station 112
Washington, DC 20555 Augusta, ME 04333>

Roberta C. Peaver Diana P. Randall
State Representative 70 Collins Street
Town of Hampton Falls Seabrook, NH 03874
Drinkwater Road
Hampton Falls, NH 03844

Atomic Safety & Licensing Robert A. Backus, Esq.
Appeal Board Panel Backus, Meyer & Soloman

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 116 Lowell Street
1717 H. Street P.O. Box 516
Washington, DC 20555 Manchester, NH 03106

Sherwin E. Turk, Esq. Judith H. Mizner, Esq.
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 1 Silvergate, Gertner, Baker
1717 H Street Fine, Good & Mizner
Washington, DC 20555 88 Broad Street

Boston, MA 02110

l
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Atomic Safety & Licensing Jane Doughty .

Board Panel Seacoast Anti-Pollution League
U.S. fluclear Regulatory Commission 5 Merket Street
1717 H. Street Portsmouth, 11H 03801
Washington, DC 20555

Paul McEachern, Esq. J.P. Nadeau
Matthew T. Brock, Esq. Board of Selectmen
Shaines & McEachern 10 Central Road
25 Maplewood Avenue Rye, 11H 03870
P.O. Dox 360
Portsmouth, 11H 03801

, , , __

Sandra Gavutis, Chairperson Calvin A. Canney
Board of Selectmen City Manager
RFD 1, Box 1154 City Hall
Route 107 126 Daniel Street
E. K:ngston, 11H 03827 Portsmouth, 11H 03801

Senator Gordon J. Humphrey Edward Molin
One Eagle Square, Suite 507 Mayor
Concord, 11H 03301 City Hall
(Attn: Herb Boynton) tiewouryport, MA 01950

Donald E. Chick William Lord
'Town Manager Board of Selectmen

Town of Exeter Town Hall
10 Front Street Friend Street
Exeter, 11H 03833 Amesbury, MA 01913

Brentwood Board of Selectmen Gary W. Holmes, Esq.
RFD Dalton Road Holmes & Ellis
Brentwood, 11H 03833 47 Winnacunnet Road

Hampton, 11H 03841

Philip Ahrens, Esq. Ellyn Weiss, Esq.
Assistant Attorney General Harmon & Weiss
Department of the Attorney General Suite 430
State House Station #6 Washington, DC 20009
August, ME 04333

0* Thomas G. Dignan, Esq. Richatd A. Hampe, Esq.
Ropes & Gray Hampe & Mc!11cholas
225 Franklin Street 35 Pleasant Street
Doston, MA 02110 Concord, 11H 03301

Deverly Hollingworth
209 Winnacunnet Road
Hampton, llH 03842
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William Armstrong Michael Santosuosso, Chairmeno

Civil Defense Director Board of Selectmen
Town of Exeter Jewell Street, RFD 2
10 Front Street South Hampton, NH 03827
Exeter, NH 03833

Robert Carigg, Chairman Ann E. Goodman, Chairperson
Board of Selectmen Board of Selectmen
Town Office 13-15 Newmarket Road
Atlantic Avenue Durham, NH 03824
North Hampton, NH 03862

Allen Lampert Charles P. Graham, Esq.*

Civil Defense Director Murphy and Graham
Town of Brentwood 33 Low Street
20 Franklin Street Newburyport, MA 01950 -

Exeter, NH 03833

Gustave A. Linenberger, Jr. *Sheldon Wolfe
Atomic Safety & Licensing Board 1110 Wimbledon Drive
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission McLean, VA 22101
717 H. Street
Washington, DC 20814

7 ".n$[[/* cc
John Traficonte
, Assistant Attorney General

,

t j Nuc19ar Safety Unit
Dated: September 16, 1987
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