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Before the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board

In the 51atter of )
)

LONG ISLAND LIGIITING COMPANY ) Docket No. 50-322-OL-3
) (Emergency Planning)

(Shoreham Nuclear Power Station, )
Unit 1) )

LILCO'S MOTION TO STRIKE TESTIMONY
OF DAVID T. IIARTGEN AND ROBERT C. MILLSPAUGli

LILCO hereby moves to strike portions of the " Direct Testimony of David T.

Hartgen and Robert C. Millspaugh on Behalf of the State of New York Regarding

LILCO's Reception Centers," dated April 13.1987 (hereinaf ter "Hartgen"). The argu-

ments for striking testimony are four:

1. The testimony seeks to litigate in detail the road network from 10 to 40
miles from the plant, something that is not contemplated by either the
Commission's regulations or the statement of the admitted issues by the
Appeal Board and Licensing Board.

2. The testimony is in part based on population projections for the future.
The regulations do not require emergency planners to show present capaci-
ty for future populations.

3. The testimony seeks to reopen the already-litigated " shadow phenomenon"
issue, as discussed in LILCO's Motion to Strike Testimony of Stephen Cole
et al. of Apr. 18,1987.

4. The testimony seeks to relitigate other already-litigated issues, such as the
issue of road construction and its effect on evacuation, though this time
outside the EPZ.

We will discuss each of these four points in general before addressing the precise parts

of the testimony that should be stricken.

8704270050 s7o420
PDR ADOCK 05000322G PDR

4

N
3S

1



. - - - _ _ _ - _ - - . _ . - - , . . . _ -- .. . - _ -. .. ---

'4

*

-2-

l I. THE FOUR REASONS FOR
STRIKING PORTIONS OF

i THE HARTGEN TESTIMONY
i

A. Litigating the road network out to 40 miles

The principal reason for striking portions of the Hartgen testimony is that it
4 seeks to impose evacuation time requirements not just for the 10-mile EPZ but for

j much larger area extending all the way to the reception centers.

Earlier in this proceeding the parties litigated in great detail the capacity of the
<

road network inside the 10-mile EPZ. We litigated also the contention by the Interve-:

nors that the 10-mile EPZ should be expanded. Finally, we litigated the hypothetical
;

effect of the " shadow phenomenon" outside the EPZ on evacuation times out of the

EPZ. The Hartgen testimony, by analyzing the road network and hypothetical" shadow

phenomenon" effects all the way to the reception centers, attempts to relitigate thesei

old issues over a 40-mile radius EPZ instead of a 10-mile one. This is contrary to the
,

regulations,

it is contrary to the regulations not only because it seeks to create a de f acto 40-

i mile " evacuation zone." It is also contrary to the regulations because it apparently
1

) seeks to impose evacuation time limits. There is a suggestion in the Intervenors' testi-

many that LILCO is required to show that people can reach the reception centers and

be monitored within 12 hours. For example, on page 52 of the Hartgen-Millspaugh tes-,

timony the witnesses opine that evacuees "will not be able to reach the reception cen-
|

| ters within anywhere near the Section J.1212-hour time limits . . . ." See also Hartgen

j pp. 7,15. Thus the Intervenors apparently seek to impose a maximum evacuation time

; for reaching the reception centers. This is more than the NRC requires for evacuating

| the EPZ itself t it is well established that there is no maximum evacuation time for

i leaving the EPZ. Cincinnati Gas & Elec. Co. (Wm. H. Zimmer Nuclear Power Station,

Unit No.1), ALAB-727,17 NRC 760,770 (1983).
:
'

|
r

!
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LILCO realizes that the Intervenors will argue that the postulated evacuation
,

shadow phenomenon and its postulated effect out to 40 miles from the power plant

have been put into issue by the following admitted issues:

- whether transportation and traffic problems might develop
as a result of the (reception centers'] location and [their]
distance from the plume EPZ

- whether the distance of the (reception centers] from the
plume EPZ would increase exposure to radiation, causing
an additional problem

- the adequacy of evacuation routes to the three LILCO fa-i

cilities proposed as reception centers, including the offects
of traffic congestion "on the way to and in the vicinity of"
the f acilities

Obviously phrases like "on the way to and in the vicinity of" can be interpreted two

ways. Intervenors will argue they mean all the way from the EPZ boundary to the re-
'

ception centers: LILCO disagrees. LILCO submits that the admitted issues must be in--

i

terpreted in light of the regulations, in particular the regulation that requires a plume

EPZ "about 10 miles . . . in radius." 10 C.F.R. 5 50.47(c)(2) (1986). The Intervenors' tes-

timony challenges that regulation.

On the other hand, LILCO recognizes that, in light of the Appeal Board's re-

mand, it is necessary to litigate the approaches to the reception centers to determine4

j their accessibility to evacuees - whether the centers are "beyond the reach of the per-

sons (they are] set up to serve." ALAB-832,23 NRC at 161. But other subjects, such

as the capacity of the road network between the EPZ and the approaches to the recep-

tion centers, are not properly within the admitted issues.*

B. Future population

in several places the Hartgen testimony uses projections of future population or

future traffic. Analyses that attempt to show that the present reception centers can-

not handle future populations that are outside the scope of the admitted issues. Emer-

gency planning is a continuing process. If future developments, such as growth in
,
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| population, increase emergency planning needs, that is a matter to be addressed in the

future. It is not an obstacle to granting an operating license today.

1 C. Shadow phenomenon

In some places the Hartgen testimony seeks to relitigate the " shadow phenome-t

non" issue, namely the issue whether people will comply with emergency advisories.
.

These portions of the testimony are inadmissible for the reasons stated la LILCO's Mo-

tion to Strike Testimony of Stephen Cole et al. (Apr. 18, 1987). Most of them are inad-

missible for the additional reason that they simply parrot testimony of the County's be-
I

havioral witnesses; they are therefore " unduly repetitious" and not by themselves

" reliable," in the words of 10 C.F.R. 5 2.743(c).

D. Relitigating other already-litigated issues

In a few places the Hartgen testimony seeks to litigate again issues that were lit-

I igated in 1983-84, such as the offeet of highway repairs on evacuation times. See PID,

! 21 NRC at 798. To some extent this new testimony duplicates or supplements argu-

ments made by Intervenor witnesses in 1984. To the extent the material is new, it

socks to expand the issue of highway repairs to outside the 10-mile EPZ and is therefore

a challenge to NRC regulations.
.

II. SPECIFIC PARTS OF TIIE
! IIARTGEN TESTIMONY TIIAT

| SilOULD BE STRICKEN

f Ilartgen p.7

i LILCO moves to strike the last paragraph on page 7, which talks about growth in

population, growth in traffic, and future road repairs. As argued above, future growth

is a matter for the continuing planning process to deal with, it is not a factor that may
,

; be used to block a present operating license. See 21 NRC at 798.
1

t

4
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Ilartg0n p.11

LILCO moves to strike nos. I and 2 of the "six separate aspects' listed on pages

11-12. (Numbers 1 and 2 are lines 8-14 on page 11, counting subhead "III" as line 1.)

These discuss the road network between the EPZ and the approaches to the reception

centers and are therefore outside the proper scope of the admitted issues.

Ilartgen pp.13-14

LILCO moves to strike the passage beginning "The LILCO Plan" on line 4 of page

13 and ending with "flicksville" on line 4 of page 14. This passage seeks to reopen the

already-litigated issue of whether people will follow emergency advisories and, more

specifically, whether they will follow the routes used in KLD analyses. These issues

should not be relitigated,

liartgen p.15

LILCO moves to strike the passage beginning "Neither LILCO" on line 8 of page

15 and ending with "toward the EPZ"in the last line on page 15. Again, this appears to

raise the issue of congestion on, and the capacity of, the major routes between the EPZ

and the approaches to the reception centers. It is outside the proper scope of the ad-

mitted issues.

Ilartgen p.17

LILCO moves to strike the first paragraph on page 17. This is behavioral testi-

mony that is derivative of Dr. Johnson's testimony. It is therefore " unduly repetitious"

and not in itself " reliable." Moreover, the last sentence, which says "There v*ill be addi-

tional background traffic as workers return home to be with families," is another ap-

parent attempt to expand the EPZ out to 40 miles, if Dr. IIartgen is talking about

workers and families outside the EPZ. If he is talking about workers and their families

who live l_n the EPZ, that issue has already been litigated.

- _ - . - - ._ ,
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LILCO also moves to strike the second paragraph on page 17, which extends

through the top three lines on page 18, because it addresses future growth of population

and traffic. As argued above, the present licensing decision should be based on present

| conditions, if conditions change in (for example) 20 years, the continuing planning pro-
J

! cess can take the change into account. ,

i
-

'
Hartsten p.19

4

LILCO moves to strike Section D on page 19. This testimony is derivative of tes-
,

; timony by Dr. Cole and other behavioral scientists that is itself inadmissible as seeking
'

,

f to reopen the already-litigated " shadow phenomenon" issue. See LILCO's Motion to

Strike Testimony of Stephen Cole et al. (Apr. 18, 1987). Thus the question on page 19'

! of the Hartgen testimony also attempts to reopen the " shadow phenomenon" issue of ,

;

people's obedience to emergency information.
'

i
; Hartsten p. 20 ,

t
>

| LILCO moves to strike the phrase "along the entire length of the evacuation
I

|
routes" in lines 15-16 of page 20. Those portions of the State's testimony that seek to

,

; explore in detail the adequacy of roads between the EPZ boundary and the approaches

ito the reception centers are an attempt to expand the EPZ out to 40 miles and are
i

therefore a challenge to the regulations,
,

i

! Hartsten p. 22
i

|
LILCO moves to strike the sentence on page 22 beginning with "The delay" in

i

| ilnes 5-6 and ending with " procedure in general" on line 7. This testimony about driver
l
i frustration and " attitudes" appears to be another attempt to reopen the issue of driver i

i

i hostility, already litigated in 1983-84.

{

: :

I
:

|
i
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Hartgen pp. 26-27

LILCO moves to strike page 26 and the first 6 lines on page 27. This effect of

this testimony discusses the effect that road construction might have on evacuation.
!

! For example:

It is therefore that Shoreham evacuees travelling to the re-
ception centers would encounter at least some roadway con-:

struction, and would be delayed even further in reaching the
reception centers.

!

Testimony at 26-27. The possible effects of road construction was litigated earlier in

this proceeding. See PID,24 NRC at 797-98. The attempt to litigate road construction

outside the EPZ is another attempt to expand the EPZ out to 40 miles. And it is an at-
,

tempt to litigate future events that are better lef t to the future planning and dect-

,

sionmaking process.
,

Hartgen op. 30-31

LILCO moves to strike the phrase " optimistically assume adherence to directed

routing by evacuees" on page 30, lines 12-13 (counting subheads) on the ground that it

seeks to reopen the issue of the public's compliance with emergency information (the,

!
'

already-litigated " shadow phenomenon" issue). LILCO moves to strike the phrase "opti-

mistically assume that route capacity is capable of handling traffic between the EPZ

and the sites" on page 30, lines 17-19, on the ground that it attempts to extend the traf-

fic analysis, and therefore the de facto EPZ, out to about 40 miles. LILCO moves to

| strike the phrase " natural growth, evacuation shadow, traffic, or" on page 30, line 22,

because it seeks to reopen the shadow phenomenon issue and to open the issue of future

' population growth. And LILCO moves to strike the phrase "and optimistically assume

no drop in capacity as a result of road constructions" beginning in the last line on page

30; this once again seeks to relltigate the issue of road construction and to create a de
_

facto EPZ out to 40 miles.

L

. . - . - - , , - - , - - . - - . . . - - - _ ,
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liartren p. 36

A LILCO moves to strike the sentence at the bottom of page 36 beginning "The

third number" and ending "LILCO had advised them to evacuate." This atternpts to re-
,

open the issue of the " shadow phenomenon," including the usefulness of opinion polls

and the issue whether people would follow advisories.

Ilartgen D. 37

i
LILCO moves to strike the passage at the top of page 37 (beginning "in addition"

and ending with "(April 13,1987)" on line 8 of page 37). This testimony, once again, at-

tempts to reopen the issue of shadow phenomenon.

Ilartgen p. 39

)

J LILCO moves to strike the last four lines on page 39, which describe the two

scenarios " DOT 4" and " DOT 5." By making extravagant assumptions about evacuation;

i " shadow traffic," the testimony seeks to reopen the already-litigated " shadow phenome-

j non" issue.
i
;

Hartgen p. 41

i

| LILCO moves to strike the second paragraph (that is, lines 7-14) on page 41 on

the ground that it addresses scenarios DOT 4 and 5, which are attempts to relitigate the
,

! " shadow phenomenon" issue and to require detailed planning for a de facto EPZ of 40

miles.
.

_

Hartgen op. 43-46
i

LILCO moves to strike the passage beginning with " DOT 4" in line 10 of page 43'

and ending with the third line on page 46. As noted above, DOT 4 and 5 make extrava-

gant assumptions about the evacuation " shadow" and therefore attempt to reopen that

issue, though in a much more extreme fashion than has been tried before (that is, the

- - _ - - . - _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ . - _ ~ . - , - - _ - . - , - . _ - - _ , . - . - - _ - - , . - ,-
_
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1

effect of the shadow on events outside the EPZ). Moreover, the scenario called " DOT

5B" makes assumption about growth "5 years in the future" and is therefore inadmissible

as an attempt to litigate matters better lef t to the continuing planning process.

i,

Hartgen p. 48-50

LILCO moves to strike the text (but not the footnoted material) on page 48 and
I

the first 9 lines on page 49. LILCO also moves to strike the passage beginning "In both4

I
e t

| Scenarios 4 and 5" in line 21 on page 49 and including the first five lines on page 50.
!

|

| Once again, these passages discuss DOT 4 and 5 and ate inadmissible for the reasons
: i

j cited above.
'

};
.

j Hartgen p. 52 r

i
; LILCO moves to strike the three sentences on page 52 beginning on line 8
i
j (counting the subhead as line 1) with " DOT 4" and ending on line 13 with "into Suffolk

County." This passage addresses the unrealistle " shadow phenomenon" scenarios (DOT 4
i
i and 5) discussed above and thus attempts to reopen the " shadow phenomenon" issues.

LILCO also moves to strike the last paragraph on page 52, which again seems to
T

; be talking about the " shadow phenomenon" scenarios.
1

1

i Hartgen op. 60-63
!
: LILCO moves to strike the section "2. Monitoring" starting at line 5 on page 61
!
j and ending at the bottom of page 63, because it appears to rely on DOT 4 and 5.
1

Hartgen p. 74
;

LILCO moves to strike the passage on page 74 of the testimony beginning with

! "As our analyses demonstrate" on line 5 (counting the subhead VI as the first line) and
i

j ending with "its Plan" on line 14. These three sentences are apparently based on earlier

parts of testimony that attempt to reopen the shadow phenomenon issue and litigate in

i
. - _ _ - - _ . - _--. - - _ . - _ - - . . - - - -
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detail congestion between the EPZ boundary and the approaches to the reception cen-

ters;it should therefore be stricken for the reasons already set out above.
4

Exhibits'

>

LILCO moves to strike Exhibit 7, which is a list of construction projects that4

rnight affect Shoreham evacuation routes. This is an attempt to expand emergencya

!
planning beyond the EPZ and an attempt to relitigate the road construction issue that

was litigated before. It is also an attempt to expand the requirement of evacuation

time estimates and indeed to impose an evacuation time limit on roads tar beyond the

EPZ boundary.

LILCO moves to strike Exhibit 8 on the same grounds as Exhibit 7.

LILCO moves to strike Exhibits 18 through 21A, which address DOT 4 and 5, is

improper attempts to reopen the already-litigated " shadow phenomenon" issue.
I

LILCO moves to strike Exhibit 21B as an improper attempt to litigate future

growth in traffic.
,

LILCO moves to strike Exhibit 23 as based on DOT 4 and 5 and therefore as an

I effort to reopen the " shadow phenomenon" issue.

LILCO moves to strike Exhibit 24, which again involves DOT 4 and 5. '

LILCO moves to strike Exhibit 27 because it appears to rely on scenarios DOT 4

and5.

:

Respectfully submitted,

bo
James N. Chritman

,

Hunton & Williams
,

707 East Main Streetj
P.O. Box 1535
Richmond, Virginia 23212

DATED: April 20,1987

!

!
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LONG ISLAND LIGHTING COMPANY
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Docket No. 50-322-OL-3 0

I hereby certify that copies of LILCO'S MOTION TO STRIKE TESTIMONY OF
DAVID T. HARTGEN AND ROBERT C. MILLSPAUGH were served this date upon the
following by telecopier as indicated by one asterisk, by Federal Express as indicated by
two asterisks, or by first-class mail, postage prepaid.

Morton B. Margulies, Chairman * Atomic Safety and Licensing
Atomic Safety and Licensing Appeal Board Panel

Board U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission Washington, D.C. 20555
East-West Towers, Rm. 407
4350 East-West Hwy. Atomic Safety and Licensing
Bethesda, MD 20814 Board Panel

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Dr. Jerry R. Kline * Washington, D.C. 20555
Atomic Safety and Licensing

Board Richard G. Bachmann, Esq. *
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission George E. Johnson, Esq.
East-West Towers, Rm. 427 U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
4350 East-West Hwy. 7735 Old Georgetown Road
Bethesda, MD 20814 (to mallroom)

Bethesda, MD 20814
Mr. Frederick J. Shon *
Atomic Safety and Licensing Herbert H. Brown, Esq. *

Board Lawrence Coe Lanpher, Esq.
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission Karla J. Letsche, Esq.
East-West Towers, Rm. 430 Kirkpatrick & Lockhart
4350 East-West Hwy. South Lobby - 9th Floor
Bethesda, MD 20814 1800 M Street, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20036-5891
Secretary of the Commission
Attention Docketing and Service Fabian G. Palomino, Esq. *

Section Richard J. Zahnleuter, Esq.
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission Special Counsel to the Governor
1717 11 Street, N.W. Executive Chamber
Washington, D.C. 20555 Room 229

State Capitol
Albany, New York 12224
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Mary Gundrum, Esq. Jonathan D. Feinberg, Esq.
Assistant Attorney General New York State Department of
120 Broadway Public Service, Staff Counsel
Third Floor, Room 3-116 Three Rockefeller Plaza
New York, New York 10271 Albany, New York 12223

Spence W. Perry, Esq. * Ms. Nora Bredes
William R. Cumming, Esq. Executive Coordinator
Federal Emergency Management Shoreham Opponents' Coalition

Agency 195 East Main Street
500 C Street, S.W., Room 840 Smithtown, New York 11787
Washington, D.C. 20472
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New York State Energy Office Executive Chamber
Agency Building 2 State Capitol
Empire State Plaza Albany, New York 12224
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Martin Bradley Ashare, Esq. **
Stephen B. Latham, Esq. ** Eugene R. Kelly, Esq.
Twomey, Latham & Shea Suffolk County Attorney
33 West Second Street H. Lee Dennison Building
P.O. Box 298 Veterans Memorial Highway
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Mr. Philip McIntire Dr. Monroe Schneider
Federal Emergency Management North Shore Committee
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