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Cear Mr, Ahomas:

Reference: Your memo of December 21, 1985 relative to the beach populations
in the Seabrook area

As requested, | am responding to your memo regarding the adequacy of the New
Hampshire RERP relatfve to the protection of the beach population. My response
fs based on Revision 2 of the NH RERP; the RAC/contractor comments on it,
fncluding the Seabrook Evacuation Time Study; the analyses of specific Seabrook
Statfon features; and my professfonal knowledge and judgement related to
smergency preparedness. The bases of my opinion that the plans are or will be
adequate (contingent on completion of actions by New Hampshire to resolve RAC
concerns) to protect the beach population (both the beach transient group and
those wno inhabit unwinterized accommodations) are provided in the Enclosure %o
this correspondence.

. Shculd you have any questions concerning the above, please contact me at FTS
488-1213. I would be happy to meet with you and/or the RAC to discuss my
response.

/

Robert Beres, Technical Assistant
Division of Redfation Safety
and Safeguards
Enclosure: As Stated
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PROTECTION OF NEW HAMPSHIRE BEACH POPULATIONS
BACKGROUND

The requirements for emergency preparedness stem from 10 CFR 50.47(a)(1) and
(2), which srate that except as provided in 10 CFR 5C.47(d) (relative to
Ticensing of a facility for operation up to 5% of rated power), no operating
license for a nuclear power reactor will be {ssued unless a finding 1s made by
the NRC that there s reascnable assurance that adequate protective measures
can an¢ will be taken in the event of a radiological emergency. The NRC will
base its finding on a review of the FEMA findings and determinaticns as to
whether state and local emergency plans are adequate and whether there is
reasonable assurance that they can be implemented, and on the NRC assessment of
the adequacy and implementability of the licensee's onsite emergency plans,
The FEMA finding is primarily based on the review of the state and loca)
emergency plans, Any other information already available to FEMA may be used
fn consicering whether there is reasonable assurance that the plans can be
implemented., Paragraph (b) of 10 CFR 50.47 requires that the onsite and
offsite emergency response plans for nuclear power reactors meet 16 specified
planning standards,

NUREG O654/FEMA-REP-1, "Criteria for Preparation and Evaluation of Radiological
Emergency Respense Plans and Preparedress in Support of Nuclear Power Plants®,
was issued to provide a common reference and guidance source for state and
local governments and licensees in the cevelcpment of erergency

response plans and preparedness for response to a radiological emergency ang
for FEMA, NRC and other federa) agencies for use in the review of those plans
and preparednress.

The planning basis adopted by NRC and FEMA for amergency preparedness around
nuclear power plants was taken from NUREG 0396/EPA §20/1-78-016, "Planning
3asfs for the Development of State and Local Government Radfological Emergency
Response Plans in Support of Light Watar Nuclear Power Plants™. *The overal)
cbjective of the emergency response plans s to provide dese savings (and in
some cases, fmredfate 1{fe savings) for a spectrum of accidents that could
produce offsite doces in excess of the PAGsii (NUREG 0654), NUREG 0396 {ntended
that the planning basis range from trivial events to worst case accidents and
1t attempted to fdentify the boundary parimeters based on available knowledge
of potential accident consequences, timing of releases, and release charac-
teristics (source term). It should be noted that doses fn excess of the EPA
PAGs do not equata with loss of life or even 3 health hazard, The PAGs were
intended for use by protective action decision makers in arriving at a balance
Cetween radiatfon risk and that of taking a protective action in the absence of
constraints to that action,

Enclosure



Relative to the adequacy of emergency preparedness for the Seabrook beach
population, NUREG 0654 elements J.9 and J.10 appear to be pertinent to the
sftuation, Element J.9 states, in part, that each state and Tocal plan myst
establish a capability for implementing protective measures based upon protec-
tive actfon guides and other criterfa, Element J.10 states that these plans to
foplement protective measures shall include, in part: maps showing evacuation
routes and areas, relocation (reception) centers and the population
distribution around the nuclear facility by evacuation areas; the means to
netify all segments of resident and transient population; the means for pro-
tecting persons whose mobilfty may be {mpaired; the means of relocation;
reception centers/host facilities; projected traffic capecities of evacuation
routes under emergency conditions; control of access to evacuated dreas and
organizatfonal responsibilfties for control; fdentification of and means for
dealing with potential fmpediments to use of evacuation routes and contingency
peasures; time estimates for evacuation of varfous sectors and distances based
on a dynamic analysis; and the bases for choice of recommended protective
actions for the plume exposure pathway during emergency conditions, fncluding
consiceration of local protecticn 2vailable and estimated evacuation times,

REVIEW OF NEW HAMPSHIRE PLAN, REVISION 2, AUGUST, 1986

J.9 == The RAC review of element J.9, the establ ishment of capadility for
implementing protective medsures, for both the State and local leyel
plans, has fndicated that no apparent action was warranted by the
State at this time for this element. This elerent was rated
*inacdequate” for the State, however, because the RAC %ad not yet
resolved the *bSeach population fssue®, the subject of this document,
New Hampshire 1s also currently reexamining all emergency resource
needs and the resource availability and distridbution to support
protective action implementation. The resource needs and
availability area will be reyviewed by the RAC after completion of the
NH study. Based on the RAC and my examination of the plans and
preparedness for the beach population and those fndividuals in
unwinterfzed housing, I conclude that these populations can be
appropriately protected by implementing those provisfons of the
current NH emergency plans. There dppears to be no unfque problem in
this area that has not been adequately addressed.

J.10.2 -= The RAC review of element J.10.a relative to beach population
protective action implementation, {.e., the maps of evacuation
routes, of evacuation areas, and of reception and host areas for
doth the State and local plans, raveal no fnadequacies. (An
"inadequacy® was fdentified with regard to the map of the environ-
mental sampling locations; however, this is unrelated to beach
population protection measure implementation., Several minor clari-
fications were recommended for bus route maps, Hewever, relative to

the beach population, this element appears to be adequate,



J.10.b --

J-lo.c -

J.10.4d .-

J.10.e --

The RAC review of element J.10,b, maps showing popuiation distri-
butfon Dy evacuation areas around the nuclear facility, {ndfcate no
{nadequacies for efther the State or local plams. No actions were
required of nor recommended to the State for this element.

Relative to J.10.c, the means fcr notifying all segments of the
population, the RAC left the evaluatfon of the State portion of this
element "open” pending completica of the FEMA-REP-43 (now
FEMA-REP-10, Nov. 85) review of the alert/notification system, For
the Tocal plans this element was rated "{nacequate” because details
were not provided relative tc provisiens for identifying siren
faflures and for providing backup notification in those fnstances of
fdentified siren failures. It should be noted that ¢his fnadequacy
was generic for all town plans and was not applicable only to the
beach population,

The physical siren system and the administrative procedures, plans
ind means for alerting and notifying the public appear to be in place
and adequate. Provisions for early notification of beach populations
with both siren tones and voice message capability are in place. The
alert/sfren system can be activated on an individual siren basis, in
groups, or as the entire system to provide flexibility to the
cecfsion makers to accommodate the circumstances of the event,

Relative tc J.10.¢, the means for protecting persons whose mobility
is impatred, the RAC fdentified no fnadequacies at efther the State
or local level., Provisions were found adequate for health care
facilities, Rockingham County Jail, schools, etc. Relative to
"individuals with special needs*, however, the RAC left this {tem
"open® pending a review at a future date by FEMA of the 11sts of such
spC_1al needs individuals. This open ftem {s generic to the entire
EPZ and 1s NOT unique to the heach population,

The RAC also recommended that the nrotection factors for special
facilities be considered 1n any KI administration decisfon as they
are when considering evacuation of these facilities. (The current
previsions use no designated protection factors for special facil-
ities when calculating projected thyroid doses for purposes of K!
«dminfstration decisions.)

Element J.10.e, provisfons for use of KI, {s not applicable to the
beach population, at least not in any unique sense, Therefore, no
evaluation fs considercd hare., The RAC rated this element "ade-
quate”,



J.10.f «- Element J.10.f, dezision making for use of KI {s not directly

J.10.9

J.10.h

J.10.1

J.10.k

J.10.1

applicable to the beach population and, therefore, 1s not considered
here, The RAC rated this element "adequate”,

Relative to J,10.9, the means of relocation, the RAC found pro=
visfons to be "adequate” at both the State and local levels. The RAC
did, however, have a number of recommendations in this area relative
to plan and procedure inconsistencies fn the bus and ambulance
resource needs, resources available, resource response times and in
the mechanism for determining precisely the number of special needs
persons to be accommodated by the identified resources.

These inconsistencies, however, were closely evaluated by the RAC and
were judged not to result fn a lack of resource provisions to
adequately accommodate those needing transnortation.

Relative to J.10.h, relocation centers, the RAC found that provisicns
for reception centers and host facilities were *adequate™, No addi-
tional needs or recommendations were fdent{fied.

Relative to J.10.1, projected traffic capacities of evacuation
routes, the RAC fndfcated that the appropriate traffic capacity data
were provided. No {nadequacies were identified for this 2lement,

Relatfve to J.10.j, control of access to evacuated areas, the RAC
found no fnadequacies. The State has responsibility and acequate
provisions to perform this function. The only RAC recommendations
for this element concerned radiological directions for emergency
workers and access logs.

Relative to J.10.k, fdentificaticn of and means for dealing with
potential impediments to the use of evacuation routes, the RAC found
no fnadequacies but did have one additional recommendation to be
considered by the State for possible fmprcvement, Inventories of
equipment, procedures and letters of agreement were provided and were
found to be “adequate®.

Relative to J.10.1, evacuation time estimates, the RAC has reviewed
the "Seabrook Station Evacuate Time Estimate Study™ (Vol, 6 of the
RERP) and concluded that although the study was "essentially
adequate” in terms of format, there sti)l exist a number of technical
issues that are of concern and need be dddressed. The bulk of these
technical concerns can bde grouped 1ato severa) dreas: the evacuation
times appear to be overly pessimistic in that the "worst case situa-
tions® were generally utilized whenever there were uncertainties in
data or conditions; fnconsistencies in data or results were not
satisfactorily explainad; the bases for data/results were not always
clear; and maps and tables had some inconsistencies.



It should be noted that the purpose of Evacuation Time Estimates
(ETEs) 1s not to provide data showing that any or all areas can
necessarily be evacuated prior to plume arrival, but rather to
provide the decision makers with the best estimate of times needed to
evacuate a given area(s) under the circumstances such that the most
appropriate decision can be made relative to whether to evacuate an
area(s) and the timing of such recommendations.

J.10.m -- Relative to J.10.m, bases fur chofce of protective actions for the
plume exposure pathway, the RAC left this {tes "open”, citing element
J.9 in 1ts comments., No specific actions were asked of nor recom-
mended to the State to resolve this fssue. As with J.9, there
appears to be no unique problem associated with the beach populaticns
which has not Been adequately addressed by the NH plans.

Summary - In reviewing the RAC comments relative to the adequacy of provisions
for befng able to protect the beach population, only element J,10.¢
was left "{nadequate® (lack of detafled provisions in local plans
cencerning the {dentification of siren failures and Lackup notifica-
tion capability). Element J.10.d was left "open’ pending FEMA review
of 1ists of "individuals with special needs"., This item 1s not
specific to the beach population but 1s generic to the EPZ. Elements
J.9 and J.10.m were left "open®, dasically awaiting RAC resolution of
the "beach population {ssue™, but citing no specific fnacdequacies.

As noted above, no additional or unique acticns appear to be required
to adequately protect the beach populations. Element J,10,1,
although rated "adequate®, can be considered *open” pending the
provision of additional clarification of data/assumptions/results in
the evacuatinn time study. Overall, there appears to de no
fdentified technical problem which has a signi icant potential for
preclding adequate protection of the beach popilations (including
those persons residing in unwinterized shelters).

ADO[TIONAL PLAN DISCUSSION

The New Hampshire RERP for Seabrook site appears to meet or will meet the NUREG
0654 criterfa (after RAC comments are resolved) in the generic sense. This
means that the plan should be adequate to provide reasonable assurance that
public health and safety can be protected during a spectrum of emergency
scenarios. In addition, particular attention was given to specific features of
the offsite land uses ind demography. Specifically, the nearby brach areas and
high seasonal populations have been studied in depth over a numbzr of years and
By a number of organizations. Volume 6 of the NH RERP, Seabrook Station
Evacuation Time Study, incorporates many of the results of those studies,
expands on other studies and provides additicnal data and clarifications in
other areas. While the scope of Volume 6 includes the entire EPZ, particular
attention was focused on the beach areas, the seasonal populations and their
evacuation during an emergency under a variety of conditions (ninety-five sets
of condftions in all were examined in this study). For summer accident




scenarfos, the evacuation time estimates for the beach populations ranged from
about 2 hours and 10 minutes to about 4 hours and 20 minutes after the order %o
evacuate individual areas has been given. Similar evacuation time estimates
(ETEs) for the population area within a 2-mile radius of the plant range from
2 hours 20 minutes to 6§ hours 40 minutes according to the studies. Aqain,
these studfes tenced to maximize parameters fn the direction of fncreasing
evacuation times, (The more 11kely situation would {nvolve more rapid evace
wations.) As noted earlfer, the ETEs are required to provide the decision
makers with the best ‘nformation (neither under-estimates nor over-estimates)
of the times 1ikely to be needed to evacuate a given ares under the specific
circumstances at the time of the accident. This {nformation i necessary to
make the optimum decisfon relative to the type and timing of protective action
recommendations for a given situation,

The State and local plans include many specfal considerations for protecting
the beach populations. Some of those considerations are 1isted below,

1. Provisfons have been made to consider closing the beaches or restricting
public access to the beach at the Alert emergency classification, At this
classification level, no offsite action would be ordinarily warranted to
protect the public, but its consideration here would provide additicnra)
time to clear the beaches or prevent acditiona) public access to the
seach, Jjust in case the situation worsens. Note: Even at *he Site Area
Cmergency classification, cne would ordfna 1ly expect that offsite pro-
tective actions would not be necessary to protect the public,

2. An alert and notification system has been installed with the beach areas
to provide siren coverage. The sirens can be activated ndividually, in
selected groups or as the total system, can be rotated for better coverage
or fixed in any direction, and can also carry voice messages and emergency
fnstructions. The system has Dackup activation capability locally in each
town,

3. Administrative provisions and coordination of emergency instructions to be
broadcast have been provided to enable the decision makers the flexibility
t0 get the most appropriate message afred fn a timely manner for the
spectrum of possible scenarios. The scope of situations covered range
from that when the emergency organfzations are fully staffed and are
follewing a slowly developing sftuation to the unlfkely case when the
sftuation 1s rapidly developing, obviously severe in nature, and occurs
p:1or :o emergency organizations being able to fully staff or assess the
situation,

4. Procedures and resources have been provided to assist the public fn
evacuating the bdeaches, for directing and controlling traffic, for
providing transportation for those without vehicles and for removing
impediments or obstructicns along evacuation routes.



S. Provisions have also been made to coordinate New Hampshire decisions
regarding New Hampshire beach pepulations with Massachusetts for con-
sicderation regarding the Massachusetts beach areas.

PLANT FEATURES AND CONSIDERATIONS

Seabrock Statfon fs a Westinghouse pressurized water reactor (PWR) with a
large, dry, strong containment system, Public Service of New Hampshire, the
11censee, has prepared two documents, "Seabrook Station Risk Management and
Emergency Planning Study® - PLG-0432 and "Seabrook Station Emergency Planning
Sensitivity Study® - PLG-0465, to provide the detailed analyses of potential
accident sequences, chronology of accident and release sequences, source terms
and risks specific to Seabrook Station.

Brockhaven National Laboratory (BNL) reviewed the above analyses and performed
adaitional analyses of the systems and features of Seabrook Station. In
December 1386, BNL released the "Draft Technical Evaluation of the EPZ Sensi-
tivity Study for Seabrook”, Technical Report A-3852, The source terms utilized
in the New Hampshire Yankee and BNL studies were developed using the "Reactor
Safety Study® - WASH 1400 (RSS) methodclogy and did not utilize potential
source term reductions under consideration in curren* NRC and dustry studies,
Using the RSS assumptions, the New Hampshire Yankee and BNL studies indicated
that a severe accident at Seabrock Station posed a public health risk at about
two miles from the station that was essentfally the same magnitude as
consfcered In NUREG 0396 at 10 miles from a nuclear plant,

BML concluded that "(t)here fs negligible prebability of prompt containment
failure (at Seabrook). Faflure during the first few hours after core melt 1s
als0 unlikely and the timing of overpressure fatlure (of containment) {s very
Tong compared to the RSS. Most core melt accidents would be effectively
nitigated by containment spray cperatfon. 'The above conclusfons were not
Pased on Seabrook specific calculations performed at BNL but reflected our best
Judgment based on extensive reviews of other similar containmert designs.,,*'
BNL reviews of containment bypass accident scenarios also indicated that
significant releases from such accidents were alse not 1ikely 1n the first
hours after a severe accident.

Relative to the baach population, the distance to the Seabroock Station from the
nearest beach are: is almost two miles. This distance provides additional time
to evacuate beach areas from the time of release unti] the front edge of the
pTume arrives over the beach area (assuming the wind 1s blewing to the beach).
This distance also can provide considerable dispersion and dilution of the
plume activity in traveling from the site to the beach. (The magnitude of
concentration decrease is dependent on existing meteorological conditions, but
could be several orders of magnitude,) Note: If dispersion and d{lution are
seall, then the impacted, albeit "hot® area must be small and the correspending
nurter of affected persons 1s also considerably smaller and presumably easier
to protect,



It 1s also noted that when large, seasonal beach crowds are Tikely t¢ be
present (on hot and sunny days), the typical wind pattern s from the offshore,
cooler surface to the onshore, warmer surfaces of the land masses. This means
that any "sea breezes® would Tikely prevent the plume from traveling to the
nearby beach 2reas when the deaches are most heavily populated.

DISCUSSION

The foregoing discussions have indfcated that the current NH plans meet or will
meet the criterfa of NUREG C654 1n a generic sense. Specific and detailed
procedures have been provided to assure early notification and evacuation of
the beach population can be effected should the plant status appear to be
threatening, The review of these plans and procedures do not {ndicate the
presence of concarns or sftuations fnvolving the beach populations which
warrant unfque solution or provisfens beyond those already {ncorporated.

The beaches themselves are nearly two miles from the statfon at their closest
approach. This distance provides for afspersion and dilution ~f the plume 3s
well as additional plume travel time for a plume to reach the beach area from
the sfte. Additionally, because of the sea breeze situations normally
assocfated with sea coast areas, the wind direction will be normally on shore,
i.e., toward the plant, rather than off shore from the plant to the shore)
during hot, sunny days when the beaches are 11kely to be most populated.

The analyzed severe accicent scenarios (core melt with early containment
failure) indicate that the major portion of the dose to the affected pepulation
from such an event s due to exposure to ceposited radicactive materials on the
ground surfaces rather than from the passing plume. The risk/consequence codes
gener2lly usad (CRAC models or MACCS) all assume that the population {s exposed
to this grouns deposition for 24-hours after the arrival of the first portion
of the plume and to any additiona) plumes over that area. In other words, the
codes assume that no protective actions are impiemented for 24-hours after the
release reaches the bdeach (or other areas of fnterest). In view of the NH
plans for beach c¢'osure and access control as 2arly as the Alert
classification; the cited ‘regligidble probability af provot contsinment
failure” at Seabrock and low consequence/low probability of serfous containment
bypass sequences; the plume travel time %o the beach areas and the relatively
short (2 to 4 hours) time e2stimated to clear the beaches, it appears that risks
to the beach population are a small fraction of the cited risks in NUREG 0396
for this distance. Thus, even ¢f there were a proempt, severe, contaminating
release and a portion of the beich population were caught in or under the plume
for two hours during the evacuation process, their exposure to deposited
radfoactivity would only be aoproximately 2/24 or less than one-tenth of the
code assumed dose. In addition, they would be avoiding any additional exposure
to the plume(s) after leaving this area.



The overall objective of emergency response plans, as cited in NUREG 0654, is
®...t0 provide dose savings (and In some cases, {mmediate 11fe savings) for a
spectrum of accidents that could produce offsite doses {n excess of the PAGs.
Tt has never been the intent of energency preparedness/epergency plans to
guarantee that no one would ever be exposad %o radfation, or exposed in excass
of the EPA PAGs as a result of any accfdent or postulated accident. Rather,
the purpose fs to minimize the risks (produce dose savings) to the extent
possible under the circumstances of the gfven accident. In this context, it s
clear that it would be inappropriate to Judge the adequacy of emergency
planning on the basis of whether or not the plans and preparedness can
guarant2e that no one would be exposed 1n excess of the AGs as a result of any
accident scenarfo, As stated earlier, the PAGs are guidance tools for use by
decisicn makers and are not Tevels of acceptable or unacceptable risks. The
adequacy of emergency plans must be based on a finding that "there {s
reasonable assurance that adequate protective measures can and will be taken in
the event of a radiological emergency." Edward Christenbury of the NRC defined
the NRC position relative to "reasonable assurance® in his letter o Spence
Perry of FEMA, dated June 18, 1986, (copy atsached). This position appears to
be applicable to the protection of the Seabrook area beach populations,

A similar analysis for persons fnhabiting nonwinterized facilities would
parallel the above. Further, this subset of the beach population would appear
to te Jess at risk than the beach population with no shelter; would be 2
smaller numcer than the beach poculation; and would generally be treated as
part of the local pepulatien group. (Those persons in properties on the beach
front w9u1d be considered part of the beach population during daytime beach
seascn.,

Since precauticnary evacuation for nearby areas appears to be the accepted
federal and state protective action strateqy 1f the EPA PAGS are projected to
Be exceeded, the sheltering potential of dbuildings, other than ‘dentified
special faciiities, is generally not consicered for populations within about a
2 mile radfus. Persons fnhabiting unwinterized buildings 1n this area wculd be
treated in the same manner as other (year around) residents, f.e., evacuated,
Persons outside this area may be considered separataly on an ad hoc basis dy
the decisfon makers. Finally, ft 1s noted that habitation of unwinterized
buildings 1s generic to all sites with neardby beach or resort areas and that
this situation is not unique to Seabrook. The New Hampshire provisions for
these individuals near the Seabrock site appear to De well advanced in
comparison with those at other applicable sites.



CONCLUSIONS

Follcuing are some of the areas consfdered above which were utilized in
arriving at a conclusion relative to the beach populations,

NH state and local plans essentially meet NUREF 0654 critaria
qenerically

provisions for beach populations in place
No {dentified problems requirt infgue or unaddressed so
Provisions for early warning of beach populations

Adequate transportation resources available for
transit

Beaches are nearly two miles from station affording
arrival and dilution and dispersion of plume

Sea Dreezes would tend to keep plume from traveling direct)y toward
beach when beaches are most populated

Tes for beaches are relative!

Containment at Seabrook 1s very strong; probabiliity of prompt
containment fallure {s negligible

Containment bypass 1s unlikely to cause severe offsits problems

for Seabrook indfcate risks at two miles are
396 analyzed risks at 10 miles

"Reasonable assurance™ Jnes not equate with "absolute safety”, i.e.,
quarantee of no exposures or exposures above the PAGs

on the above. 1t appears that contingent on the completion of action by
state to resolve the other RAC concerns with the New Hampshire and loca)
s, those plans appropriately provide for dose savings for the spectrum of
ible accidents and are adequate to provide reasonable assurance that
beach and unwinterized housing populations will be protected and that thesce
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ans will essential et the criterfa of NUREG 0654 and the intent of the
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P NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
: WALHINGTON, D. € 20008

sune 18, 1588

Poee?®
¢e: J. Allan

J. Gutierrez

Spence W, Perry, Acting General : :‘t::ostoch
Counsel :
Federal Emergency Management Agency z Sg::::;n
Rooar $40 T. li'rﬁn
508 C Street, S. W, ‘: Se11amy
Washington, D.C., 120472 3 Ciisnes
§/24/86-TEM

In the Matter of
Public Service Company of New Fampshire, et al.
(Seabrook Station, Units 1 and 2)
Docket Nos, 50-443 OL and %50-444 OL

Dear Mr. Perry:

In response to a request made by Edward Thowmas of FEMA Reglon I, we
have evaluated, (n conjunction with Joseph Flynn of your office, an
undated memorandum prepared by Thomas Dignan of Ropes and Grsy on
behall! of the applicants for the Seabrook nuclear plant ("Dignan

. Memorandum®, a copy of which s sttached §s Attachment A), Cur
evaluation {s set forth in the following discussion.’

The Dignan Memorandum addresses what are described s “three misconcep-
tjons" pertaining to offsile emergency planning for the Seadrook nuclear
plant, and concluces that they are "false as wstter of law" (Dignan
Meoorandum at 1). These purported "misconceptions” are as follows:

A. That the plans must be shown to guarantee that no
adverse effects on the pudblic health and safety will
occur no matter what Xkind of accident occurs at
Seabrook,

8. That it must be demonstrated that the plans will assure
that all persons located in the Emergency Planming Zone
or some certain portion of {t can be evacuated in some
certain time. .

= In particular, there have been 2ssertions that the
plans must assure the sheltering or evacuation of
persons from the beaches In approximately 1/3
hour,

1!! should be notcd, however, that under the Coamission's reguletions,
10 CFR ¥ 50.3, orly writ{en regulatory Interpretations provided by the General
Counsel will e recoygnized as dinding upon the Commission.

‘ ATTACHMENT



Spence Perry, Esq. ] o

C. That the plans must de designed, and shown to De
adle, to cope with a particular type of accident -~ In
particular, one Involving an early release of
radicactivity off-site.

For the rcasons set forth bdelow, {t {3 our opinion that, with minor clari-
Acation, Mr. Dignan's conclusions are essentially correct as to {tems (A) and
(B) above; however, his discussgion of {tem (C) appears to cont+'n an error
which requires correction.

DISCUSSION

A. Abdsolute Assurance of Perfect Safety.

As set forth above, item (A) concerns the question of whether an emergency
response plan must be shown to guarantee that no adverse health and safety
effects will occur, regardless of what kind of accident may occur at the
plant. In our opinion, Mp. Dignan correctly concludes that "[n]either the
Atomiec Energy Act nor any regulation of NRC, whether dealing with
emergency planning or not, requires absolute assurance of perfect safety”
(Dignan Memorandum, at 1-2).

As you Xxnow, prior to {ssuance of a full power operating lcense, NRC regu-
lations recuire a finding "that there {s reasonable assurance that acdequate
protective measures can and will be taken in the event of a raciological
emergency.” 16 C.F.R. § 8§C.47(a)(1). With respect to cffsite matters, the
NRC will base its finding on a review of the FEMA findings and
determinations "as to whether State and local emergency plans are adequate
and whether there {s reasonable assurance that they can de implemented.”
1d., § 50.47(e)(2). These regulations plainly do not require any
demonstration of "absolute assurance™ that the pubdlic will de totally
protected in the event of a radiclogical emergency. Rather, the intent of
the Commission's emergency planning regulations {s tc reduce the impact of
an sccident and achieve "dose savings™ through protective actions that take
inte consideration plant conditions, evacuation times, shelter factors, and
other conditions that may exist at the time of the accident. NUREG-0654/
FEMA-REP-1, Rev.] states as folicws (at 8):

The overall objective of emergency response plans is to
provide dose savings (and In some cases immediate life
saving) for a spectrum of accidents that cruld produce
offsite doces {n excess of Protective Action Cuides
(PAGs).

The Appeal Doard has similarly stated, "(t]he bdasic goal of emergency
planning is . . . the achlevement of maximum dose savings in a radiclogical
emergency.” Cincinnati Cas & Electric Co. (Wm., H. Zimmer Nuclear Power
Station, Unit No. 1) ALAB-727, 17 NRC 780, 770 (1983),
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Ir Southern California Ed{son Co. (San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station,
OUnits 2 and J), CLI-8J-10, 17 NRC 828, 533 (1983), the Commisdon
summarized {ts rationale for sclecting an emergency planning DYasis as

faldows:

The underlying assumption of the NRC's emergency
planning regulations in 10 CFR § 50.47 {a that, despite
applicstion of stringent safety measures, a serious nu-
clear accident may occur, This presumes that offsite
individuals may bdecome contaminated with rdicactive
material or may bte exposed to dangerous levels of radi-
ation or perhaps bdoth. Planning for emergencies s
required as a prudent risk reduction messure for those
Individuals, Since a range of accidents with widely
differing offsite consequences can be postulated, the
regulation does not depend on the assumption that a
particular type of accident may or will occur, In fact
no specific accident sequences should be specified de-
cause eich accident could have different consequences
both in nature and degree. Although the emergency
planning basis is {ndependent of specific accident se-
quencer 4 number o accicdent descriptions were con-
sidered In development of the Commission's regulationa,
including the core melt accident release categories of
the Feactor Safety Study (WASH-1400).

These ststements demonstrate that the goal of emergency planning {s te
recuce the impact and achieve dose savings for a spectruc of accidents, and
that cmergency plenning mar satisfy NRC regulations even though the
potential for adverse health effects {n an emergency has not been totally
etninated.

Notwithstanding our opinion that Mr, Dignan is essentially correct in his
corcliusion as to {tem (A), two statements contained in this portion of Nhis
meoorandum require clarification, First, h¢ goes too far in asserting that
"It hes been recognized from the outset , . . that if one sssumes s major
sccident with offsite releases, some adverse effect on the public will, by
definition, occcur” (Dignan Memorandum at 2; emphasis added). Conirary ‘o
this assertion, the occurrence of a major accident accompanied by offsite re-
leases will not necessarily lead to adverse health effects. Rather, in some
circumstances, emergency planning may serve to avert the occurrence of any
adverse health effects. Purther, whether any such health effects occur,
and the extent of any such effects, will depend upon a host of factors, such
as the type and quantity of release, the plume direction, meteorological
conditions, exposure durations, and the timely ({mplementation of an
sppropriate protective response,

Secondly, his memorandum states that emergency planning s intended to
Hexit any adverse health effects to as low a level s reasonadly possible,
*given the facilities at hand" (1d.), possitly Implying thst additional
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fscilities wild never De required to Dde dullt or (nstalled to satisfy NRC
ewergency planning regulations, In support of this statement, Fir. Dignan
ctes the Tan Onofre decision, supra. However, that decision provides only
Herited support for this conclusion. There, the Commission addressed only
e issue of whether additional hospital construction sbould be undertaken,
and concluded thi. such extraordinary measures are not required,

B. Evacuation Wiihin A Specific TNme Period.

The second {tem addressed by Mr. Dignan {s whether the Applicants must
demonstrate that all or part of the plume exposure pathway EPZ can De
evacuated {n some specified time; {n particular, this i{tem addresses the
question of whether the beaches (n the fesdrook vicinity must de evacuated
within spproxima‘ely one-half (1/2) hour. I* {a Mr. Dignan's conclusion that
HRC regulations .o not require that an evacuation be assured within any
pe ticuiar time (Dignan Memorand m at i,. We concur with Mr., Dignan's
conclusion as to this {tem,

In support of his conclusior on thi matter, ir. Dignan ci'es two decisions:
Cincinnati Cas 8 Electric Co. (Wm. H. Zimmer Nuclear Power Stztion, Urdt
No. 1), "TALAB-T27, 17 HRT 1780, 770 (1983), and Detrait Edison Co. (Enrico
Fermi Atomic Power Plant, Unit 2}, ALAB-7308, IT NRC 1057, 1069 n.13
(1983). In Zimmer, thc Appeal Board stated as follows:

The applicants are . . . correct in their {nsisterce that
the Commission's emergency planning requirements do
not prescribe specific time Umits governing the evacua-
tion of plume EPZs. The matter of the time In which
evacuation can bde aciumplisied (s '»ft to de determined
on & case-dy-case dasir upon co..sideration of ul rele-
vant onditons prevailing in the specific locality, But
it does not follow, as the applicants would have it, that
8 particular evacuation plan need not de concerned with
the efflcicney with which evacutic wmight bt sccom-
plished given the conctions under “Neh !t must tara
place [n. .8]. Indeed, the Commissiun gudelnes sug-
gest the contrary. . . . If the responsidle govern-
mental officiale <. e to make an (nformed decision
respecting ' -t is appropriate protective action in a
given raciological emergency, they must have available
t- them tIm2 estimates which are realistic appraisals of
' ‘"dmum period In which, in lUght of existing local
< 18, evacuation could ressonabdbly de accom-
And, the nearer to the plant the area that

ave to be ev. .ated, the greater the importance

;ate time estimates.

'/ Those conditions include, for example, the size
nature of the population, the availadle
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transportation facilities, the existing road network,
topographical festures and political bdoundaries. . ., .

Zaomer, suprs, 17 NRC at 770-71, Similarly, In the Fermi decision the Ap-
peal Soar? stated: ;

+ + « (Tlhe Commission’s emergency planning regula-
tions do nct specify the time within which the plume
EPZ must be evacusied in the event of a nuclear emer-
gency. 10 C.F.R, Part 50, Appendix E, | 1V, requires
only that applicants provide "an analysis of the time
required to evacuate and for taking other protective
actions for various seciors and distances within the
plume exposure pathway EPZ for transient and perma-
nent popnlations.”

Ferri, supra, 17 NRC at 1069 n,'3. Thus, there {s no requirement thst an
sevacuation De accomplished within 30 minutes, While some other functions
must be capable of Deing accomplishea within that time frame, those
functions generally Involve the notification of appropriate governmental
officials and notification of the pubdlie. See 10 C.F.R. Part 50, Appendix E,
$ IV.D.

C. Plenning for A Particular Type of Accident.

The third issue addressed by Mr. Dignan is whether a facility's emergency
plans m.:! be cdesigned to cope with & particulsr type of accident and, in
particular, an accicent Involving an "early relesse of radicactivity off-site.”
Two conclusions appear to be reached by Mr. Dignan In this regard: (1)
that while emergency plans must be designed to cope with a spectrum of
accidents, they need not de desigmed to cope with a specific accident or
"any worst case accident" (Dignan lMemorandum at 4), and (2) that
emergency plens are not required to be designed to cope with an early
relcase of radicactivity (Id., at ?-3), While we agree with the first of these
conclusions, the second conclusion s incorrect and requires clarification.

First, Mr. Dignan Is correct in stating thet the emergency plans must be de-
signec to cope with a spectrum of ~ccidents, but are not required to address
any particular accdent sequence or a “"worst case accident." The
Commission has decided, on a generic basis, that complUance with its
ecergency planning regulations provides the ressonahle assurance required
by 10 C.F.R. § 50.47(a): accordingly, offsite emergency plans are not
required teo address particular accident sequences, 'n the Statement of
Consideration published upon adoption of the Commission's final emergency
planning regulations, the Commission stated as follows:

The Com..ission reccgnizes that neo single accident
scenaric should form the basis for choice °f notiff¢ ation
capability requirements for offsite authorities and for
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the pudlc. Fmergency plans Lus? de developed that
will have the flexibility to ensure response to a wide
spectrum of accidents. This wide spectrum of potential
éccidents also reflects on the asppropriate use of the
cf{site notification capadility. . ., .,

Any accident involving severe fue. degradation or core
melt that results in significant (nventories of flssion
products in the containment would warrant {mmediate
public notification and consideration, based on the
particular circumstances, of appropriate protective
aciion because of the potential for leakage of the con-
tainment duilding. In addition, the warning time avail-
able for the public to take action may be substantially
less than the total time between the original initiating
event and the time at which significant radicictive re-
leases take place. . . . The reduction of notification
times froo the severndl hours required for
street-by-streel notification 0 minutes will significantly
incresse the optiors ivailable as protective acticis un-
cder severe accident conditions. These acti:ns could
include staying Indoors {n the case of 2 release that has
ready occurred or a precautionary evacuation i{n the
case of a potential release ‘hought to be a few hours
sway. Accidents that do not result in core melt may
also csuse relatively quick relerses for which protective
actions, at lcast for the public {n the {mmediate plant
vicinity, are desirable,

Reg. 55402 (1980). Similarly, NUREG-0854/FEMA Rep.1, Rev. 1
provides as foliows /at 6-7):

No single specific accident ‘equence should be isolated
as the one for which to plan decause ecach accident
could have different consequences, both {n nature and
degree. Furthe:, the range of possidble selection for a
planning basis is very large, starting with a sero peoint
of requiring no planning at all because s.gnificant off-
site r.diclogical acrident consequerces are unlikely to
cceur, to planning for the worst possible accident, re-
gardless of its extremely low likelihood. The NRC/EPA
Task Force did not attempt to define a single accident
sequence or even a limited number of s¢equences. Rath-
er, it Identified the bounds of the parameters for which
planning is recommended, based upon knowledge of the
potentiay consequerces, timing, and release charscteris-
ties of a spectrum of sccidents. Although the selected
planning banis s independent of specific sccident se-
quences, a number of accident descriptions were con-
gidered in the development of the guidance, Including

'
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the core melt accident release categories of the Reactor
Safety Study [(WASH-1400).

Accord, San Onofre, suprs, 17 NRC at %33, In Llong lsland Lighting Co.
(Shoreham Nuclear Power Statfon), LBP-85-12, 21 NRC 847, 1 od
{in Dignan !lemorandum at 4), the Licensing Board dsmissed & contention as-
serting that the emergency plans must de capable of crping with any worst
csse accident (there (nvolving the possidle was of offsite power); the Board
stated, "NURFC-0834 does not require an adequate response for tha 'worst
possidle sccident’ at Shoreham., , . .° In sum, these regulatory
pronouncements and decisions clearly demonstrate that emergency planning
far a nuclear plant ls not required to Dde designed to cope with any
particular accident sequence or a "worst case accident.® In this respect, we
concur with M», Dignan's memorandum.

The Dignan Memoranduwy ‘s inonrrect, however, (n its conclusion that the
epergency plans are not required to te designed to cope with an early
relesse of racicactivity (Dignan Memorandum at 2-3)., ™\is error appears to
have resulted by confusing the "worst possible sc.!dent" for any accident
fnvolving an early release. While the "worst possible sccident® could involve
an early release of radioactivity, other less severe accidents might also
result in early releases and were included within the parameters which
established the Commissicn's emergency planning basisa. The Statement of
Consiceration, quoted above, clearly recognizes that "early releases” Day
occur; it is for this reason, {n part, that the lcensee U required to notfy
offsite authorities within 15 minutes after the lcensee has declared an
emergency, and that responsible o fsite authorities have a capabdility to
retify the pubdlic within 15 minutes after they have received notification froa
the lcensee of an emergency condition.

The following guicance {s previded in NUREG-0654/FEMA Rep. 1, Rev. ! (at
13-14):

The range of times b..ween the onset of ac~ident condi-
tions and the start of a major release is of the ~rde~ of
one-half hour to several hours. The subscovent time
period over which radicactive material may bde expected
lo be released (s of the order of one-half hour (short-
term release) to a “ew days (continucus releass), . . .
(Gluidsnce on the time of release ., . . has been used
{n developing the critaria for notification capabiXties .

: (Other reasons for requiring prompt notification
capabilities Include ‘aster mode:ate releases for which
protective actions are desirable and the need for sub-
stantial lead times to carry out certain prote. ive mea-
suies such as evacuation, when this s i{ndicated by
plant conditions.)

It should de noted that the responsible offsite authorities are not necessariy
required, In all cases, to notify the public within 15 minutes after they have
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received notification By the lcensee, Rather, the time In which the pubdlie
{s notifled wil range from Immediste notification (within 15 minutes after
state and local officials are notifled that a stuation exists which requires

nt action) to the more lXkely events where there s substantial time
svxileble for them to make a judgment as 1o whether or not to activate the
public notification system. Also, it should de noted that the 15 minute
criterion refers only to the time In which the public s to receive
notification, and does not refer to the time in which protective actions are to
e completed,

In sum, responsidle offsite authorities must have received notification of the
emergency situation within 15 minutes after the lcensee has declared an
ecyergency, and the offsite authorities must have the capadbility to notify the
public within 13 minutes after they have received notification from the
Hcensee. Emergency planning for accidenis involving "early releases” s
required -- although the protective action recommendations may be issued
before, Zuring or after the occurrence of an offsite release of radicectivity,
There {8 no requirement that protective actions bde completed within 30
minutes after the licensee has declared an emergency.

CONCLUSION

For the reascns set forth above, the following conclusicns are offered as to
the matiers referred to {n the Dignan Memorandum:

1. 7“he bdasic goal of emergency planning is to
recduce the Impact of and achieve decse savings for a
spec'rum of accidents; however, there is no
requirement that sbtsolute assurance be provided that
adverse radiological effects will nat occur.

2. The Commission's emergency planning regula-
tions <o not require that the evacuaticn of all or part
of a plume exposure pathway EPZ be completed within
any particular time.

3. The emergency plans must comply with the
Commissic..'s ainergency planning regulations and there-
by should be capable of responding to a wide spectrum
of accidents; however, the plans are not required to de
designed for any specific accident sequence or a "worst
cage accident."
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4. Accidents Involving early releases are wiioin
the Cocmission's emargency planning Ddasis, however,
the regulations do not specify a time wiihin which the
recommended protective actions are to de lompleted.

SInétnly ‘

Edward 8, Chrmcnbéry

Director and Chief Hearing
Counsel

Enclosure
¢ce: J. Tayler

E. Jordan
T. Murley
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MEMORANDUM

i3 memsrandum addresses three misconceptions which

Beve arisen as T2 the standards tc which state and aunicipal

emerjency plans will be held in an NRC licensing preceeding.

These misconceptions are:

A

O

That the plans must be shown to guirantee that ne
adverse effects on the public health and safety

will occur no =aster what kxind of accident eccurs

At Seabrock.

That it must be cdemonstrated that the plans will

assure that all perscns located in the Emergency

ianning 2Zone or scme certain porticon ¢f it can be
evacuated i1n scme certain time.

- In partizular, there have Leen assertis=s fhat
the plans must assure the sheltering o=
evacuation of persons from the beaches i~
Appioxizately 1/2 heur.

Thq: the plans must be designed, ard shown to be

able, to cope

o —— . -

With a particular type of accident -«

. —
TR S— — — -

in particular, cne invelving an early release of

radicactivity off-site,

Each of these propositions is false as a matter of law.

irst, the issue o0f absolite safety: Neither the Atemice

Energy Act ncr any regulation of NRC, whether cealing wish

s was

eTergency planning oOr not, raguires absclute assurance of



perie~t safety. Indeed, 1%t Nas been recognized from the
Outset of tne formulation of the current tmerS«ey planning

dtions that 1l one assumes a majoer accidens with

» -

T

qu

cifsite releases, scme acdverse ef{f{ect on the Puiic will, by

——

def.:nition, eccur. The purpcse of emergency planning is o

Rave in place means and methods of CopPing with such an event
in order o Xeep those effects to as low a level as
reascnazly pessible given the facxlztzcs at hand. Scuthern

—— ——— - "

California Edison Co. (San Cnofre Nuclear Cenerat.ng

Scaticen, Units 2 and 3), Li-83-10, 17 NRC %28, $33 (1%83).
Second, as to the propesition that the plans must be

demonstrated =2 be capable of ASSUring evacuation of certairn

areas within a ¢

- - -
- -‘.‘A

Al

ime: This SIMPly 13 noet the law.

The Agceal 3oards of the Comsission have so held - flatly
AnNC WitRout eTuivecasion. Cinsinnmati Cas & Electric Compar:

(wWe. H. Jimmer Nuclear Powver §latish, Unis Ne. ALAB-727,

.,

7 NRC 760, 7°5 (1983); The Dezroi: 2isen Ceo. (Enrice Ferm:

ATImis P¢ v Flant, Un:it 2), ALA3-730, 17 NRC 1087, 1085
B.13 (1583).- !I!nceed, the Only activity which the
regulazisns srecifically require to e Capable of
accomplishment i1n one-half hour is public notification. Ane
i8 in that context the 1/2 Rour rule {s discussed in

NUREC-06%54, t~e NRC emergency planning guidance decument.

r

NirS , the propesiti | 83

O
3
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Y
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ns will be Judged as

ST aceguacy azainst a ce of acze

s
ot
o
e
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-
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Farticular cne lnvelving a re.sase ds socn as (/2 hour:



That propositien s net only bad law, i1t i3 directly
contrary to he thecory of the NRC emerjency planning
criteria. The theory upen which the regyulations were Tased
wWas tRat the planners should censider a spectirum of
accidents. The Xey is that the pPlan e shown to be flexible
and capable ¢f reducing the adverse ef{fects to the Freates:
extent reascnably possible. The Commissicn {tself has
stated:

"Since a range of accidents with videly
differing offsite Sonsequences can be
postulated, the regqulation deces not
depend on the Assumption that a
particular type of accident Zay or will
eccur. In fact, neo Specific accident
sequences should be specified because
each accident could have different
corsequences both in nature and degree.
Although the emergency planning basis is
incerendent of Specific accident
sej.ences, a numder of accident
descriptic=y were consicderes in
deelopme. ¢t of the Commiss:zn's
Tes.lations, sncluding the zare mels
acsident release categories of the
Reacstor Safery Study (WASE-1400).

"1t was never the intent of the
regulation to require direc:ly or
indirectly that state and local
governments adept extracrdinary
measures, such as construction of
additional hospitals Or recruitment of
substantial additicnal nmedical
Fersonnel, just to deal with nuclear
plant accidents. The emphasis is on
prucent risk reductisn measures. The
regqulation dces not require dedication
©f rescurces to handle every possibhle
aczi.dent that can be imagined."
CLI-83-10, 17 NRC at %33,



Firomermore, there i3 NC requirement that (%t De
demonstrated =2at a plan will cope with any worst case
aczident. NURIC-0654 simply does not require an adequate
response for tne worst possible accident, Léng Island
Lighting Co. (Shorenam Nuclear Power Staticn), L3p-85-12,

21 NRC 603, 888 (198%).

'n shoers. =he standard by which any emergency plan is %0
be judged is wnether or not 1t represents the best effor<s
of xnewledgeat.e pecple through the use of reascnably
available fac:.lities %0 :educe tO0 the maximum extent
reascnably possible the adverse effects on the public health
and safecty which will result from off-site releases
resulting from a spectrum of accident scenarics. Ihe
ga.Sing princis.es, as recently stated Py an NRC Licensing

"N o-

ent PuUTECse ¢f erergency planning s
ach.eve dcse savings to the general
pub.s2 in thHe event that radicactive
material is accidentally released off
si%¢. There is no minimum standare ef
pub.i¢ radiation dose which must te net
in emergency planning.

"Abszlute protection of the public
aga.nst all radiation doses cannot bte
guaranteed and is not required for al
pcssi=le accident scenaries.

[

"The emergency response plan shoulcd net
be ceveloped for any specific
precsnceived accident sequence. !
sho..d instead be f{ramed %o cope w
spezirum of accident possibilities
inc..3ing the worss accidents.



-here 1s nc stancard time regquired %o
e met for evacuation :n a radiolegical
emergency. [Estimates are necessary to
Setermine acsurately the actual tiae

reg.ired for evacuatien. These
est.mates are needed tc a:d in
FTSSeCTive action decisionmaking.

"No massive investment of rescurces
(8teqkpiling of supplies or construction
o nospitals) are required for emergency
PiARRInG. We will APPlY a practical
standard of efficience of utilizatien of
@X18Ting rescurces (such as readways and
mangower) in evaluating th

dcceptability of the evacuation plan.”
L87-85-12 az 782.



