& ‘ UNITED STATES

€
w $Y v NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION HE
- s - £ REGION | N
e Wl £ 631 PARK AVENUE
‘ %, S ‘e’ KING OF PRUSSIA, PENNSYLVANIA 18406 37
., . :
" JUN 0 ¢ 1987 8 M 19 PS5
Edward A, Thomas, Chafrman "
Regfonel Assistance Committee R BoCKE " y
Federal Emergency Management Agency BRANCH

John W, McCormack Post Office and Court House
Boston, Massachusetts 02102

Dear Mr, Thomas:
Reference. RAC Comments on Transient Beach Population for Seabrook Station

Subsequent to our April 15, 1987 meeting of the kegfonal Assistance Committee
on the ebove subject, the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board {:sued 1ts
MEMCRANDUM AND ORDER on Apri) 22, 1987 relative to the Public Service Company
of New Hampshire petftion for a one-mile plume emergency planning 20ne., In
that document, the Board concluded that the current studies provided by the
applicant dic not provide o prime facie showing to warrant the granting ¢* the
ore-mile plume EP? petftion. The Boarc deliberately left open the possibility
of granting the petition {f convincing information 1s subsequently provided.

Even though the beach population fssues differ substantially from the above
1itigation, because of 1t anc because the NRC staff has not yet completed its
review of 211 fssues in the Seabrook and "ENL" stucies, | recommend that the

. FAC not reference these studies Or specific contents 1n our present consid-
eratinn of the beach populatior fssues. With that in ming, ] am proposing
revisec sections for the RAC report. These proposed revisions involve pages
seven through ten,

For your convenfence, a clean, rewritten copy of the RAC position paper
incerporating these revisions is enclosed.

Should you have any questions concerning the above, please contact me at FTS
CEE-1213. ! woule be very Fappy to meet with you and/or the RAC Lo discuss my
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PROTECTION OF NEW RAMPSHIRE BEACKH POPULAT IONS
BACKGROUND -

The reauicesments for EMergency preparedness stem froe 10 CFR 50.47(a)(1) and
2), which state that except as provided 1n 10 CFR S0.47(d) (relative to
licensing of a faciifty for operation Up to 55 of rated power), no operat?
1icense for a nuclear power reactor will be fssyed unless a finding 1s made by
the NRC that there {s reasonable assurancs that acequate protectiyes measures
€an and will be taken 1n the event of a radfolegical energency. The NRC will
base 1ts finding on 4 review of the FEMA findings ang determinations as to
whether state and Toca! emergency plans are dcequate an¢ whether there {s
redsonable assurance that they can be 1mp1emented. and on the NRC dssessment of
the adequacy an¢ 1mp7ewentab111ty of the Mcensee's onsite emergency plans,
The FEMA finding 1s prirarily based on the review of the state and loca)
emergency plans. Any other information already avatlable to FEMA may be ysed
in considering whether there s reasonable dssurance that the plans can be
implementeq, Paragraph (b) of 10 CFR 50.47 requires that the onsite and
offsite ecergency response plans for nuclear power reactors neet 16 specified
planning standards,

NUREG 0654 /FEMA-REP.], "Criterta for Preparation ang Evaluation of Radiological
Emergency Response Plans and Preparedness 1n Support of Nuclear Power Plants®,
was fssued to provide a cormen reference and guicance source for state and
loca' governments ang Ticensees 1 the developrent of ecergency

response plans and preparedness for response to a radfological e&mergency and
for TEMA, KRC and other federal agencies for use 1n the review of those plans
aNC preparedress,

The planning basis 200pted by NRC and FEMA for STErgency preparedness arcung
nuclear power plants was teken from NUREG 0396/EPA 520/1-78-016, *Planning
Basis for the Cevelopment of State and Local Governrent Rediological Emergency
Respense Plans 1n Support of L1ght Water Nuclear Power Plants®, 'The overal)
objective of the emérgency response plans s to provide duse savings (and 1n
SOMme cases, frmedfate 19fe savings) for a ¢ ectrur of accidents that could
produce offsite doses 1n excess of the PAGsE (NUREs 0654). NURES 0396 1ntended
that the planning basis range from trivie) events to woist casce dccidents and
1t sttempted to fdentify the boundary parameters based on dvatlable knowledge
of potentfal accident consequences, tining of releases, and release charac-
terfstics (source term). It should be noted that doses 1n excess of the EPA
PAGs do not equate with loss of 11fe Or even ¢ health hazard, The PAGS were
fntended for use by protective action deciston rakers in arriving at a balance
between radfation risk and that of taking a protective action 1n the absence of
constraints to that action,
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Relative to the ddequacy of emergency preparedness for the Seabrock beach
population, NUREG 0654 elements J.9 and J.10 appear to be pertinent to the
sftuation, Element J.9 states, 1n Part, that each state and loca! plan must
establish a capabilfty for fmplecenting protective reasures based upon protece
tive actfon guides and other criteria. Elecent J.10 states that these plans to
feplerent protective measures shall include, 1n part: waps showing evacuation
routes and areas, relocation (reception) centers and the population
distributfon around the nuclear facil1ty by evacuatien dreas; the means to
netify all segments of resfdent and transient population; the means for pro-
tect g persons whose pobility may be fmpafred; the reans of relocation;
reception centers/host facilities; projected traffic capacities of tvacuation
routes under erergency conditions; control of access to evacuated areas and
organfzational responsibilities for control; fdentification of and reans for
dealing with potenttal fopediments to use of evacuation reytes and contingency
peasures; time estirates for evacuation of varfous sectors and distances based
on a dynamic analysis; and the bases for chofce of recormended protective
dactions for the plure exposure pathway during emergency Gaditions, including
consiceration of loca) protection avaflable and estimated evacuation times,

REVIEW OF KEW HAMPSHIRE PLAN, REVISION 2, AUGST, 198¢€

J.9 == The RAC review of element J.9, the establishmer: of capability for
implementing protective measures, for both the State and Tocal leve!
plans, has fndicated that no ipperent actior wa: warranted by the
State at this time for this element, This elerent was rated
"{racequate® for the State, however, because the RAC had not yet
resolved the ®beach population fssue®, the subject of this document,
New Kampshire 1s also currently reexamining a1’ eergency resource
reeds and the resource avaflability ang distrit.tton to support
protective ac ' =~ fmplerentation. The resource reeds and
avatlability 2. ¢2 will be reviewed by the RAC 4fter completion of the
NF study. Based on the RAC ane £y examination of the plans and
preparecress for the beach population and those Individuals in
Wwinterized housing, I conclude that these poplations can be
eppropriately protectec by fmplerenting those provisions of the
current XX eqergency plans. There aprears to be no unfque problem in
this area that has not been ddequately adcressed.

J.10.2 -~ The RAC review of element J.10.2 relative to beach population
protective action implerentation, f.e., the maps of evacuation
routes, of evacuation areas, and of reception ard host arcas for
both the State and Yocal plans, revea) no fnadequactes, (an
*fnacequacy® was fdentified with regard to the ®&p of the environ-
rental sampling Tocattons; however, this 1s unrelated to beach
population protection measure implementation, Several winor clart.
fications were recomencad for bus route maps. However, relative to
the beach population, this element appears to be ddequate,
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The RAC review of element J.10.5, maps showing population distri.
butfon by evacuation areas around the nuclear facility, Indicate no
inadequacies for efther the State or Tocal plans, No actions were
required of nor recommended to the State for this elenent,

Relatfve to J.10.c, the means for notifying a1l segments of the
population, the RAC Teft the evaluation of the State portfon of this
element “open® pending completfon of the FEMA-REP-43 (now
FEMA-REP-10, Nov. 85) review of the alert/motification system. For
the local plans this element was ratesd *inadequate® because details
were not provided relative to provisfons for fdentifying siren
faflures and for providing backup notffication in those fnstances of
fdentified stren fatlures. 1t should be noted that this fnadequacy
was generfic for all town plans and was not pplicable only to the
beach population,

The physfcal siren system and the adminfstrative procedures, plans
anc reans for alerting ang notifying the public appear to be {n place
and acdequate, Provisions for early notification of beach dopulations
with both siren tones and voice message capability are 1n place, The
alert/siren system can te activated on an individual siren basis, in
§roups, or as the entfre system to provide flexibil{ty to the
cecision makers to accormodate the circumstances of the event.

Felative to J.10.4, the me: . for protecting persons whose mebility
fs impatred, the RAC 1dentrfied no fnadequacies at efther the State
or local level, Provisions were found adequite for health care
facil1ties, Rockingham County Jafl, schools, etc. Relative to
*indivicuals with specta)l needs", however, the RAC left this {tem
‘open® pending a review at 3 future date by FDMA of the 11sts of such
special needs indivicuals,  This open ftem 15 generic to the entire
EPZ and 15 NOT unique to the beach populaticn.

The RAC also recocrended that the protection factors for special
facilities be considered 1n any KI adminfstratfon decision as they
dre when considering evacuation of these facilities. (The current
provisions use no designated protection factors for specfal facil-
itfes when calculating projected thyroid doses for purposes of Kl
¢dminfstration decisions,)

Element J.10.e, provisions for use of K1, 1s not applicatle to the
beach population, at least not in any unique sense, Therefore, no
evaluation s considered here. The RAC rated this element "ade-
quate*,



J.10.f <. Element J.10.f, deciston naking for use of kI s not directly
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dpplicable to the beach population and, therefore, Ts not cons{dered
here. The RAC rated this elecent "adequate®.

Relatfve to J.10.g, the reans of relocation, the RAC found pro-
visfons to be "adequate” ot both the State and local Tevels. The RAC
did, however, have a nurder of recommendations 1n this ares relative
to plan and procedure Inconsistencies 1n the bus and ambulance
resource needs, resources dvaflable, resource response times and in
the rechanism for Cetermining precisely the number of special needs
PErsons to be accommodated by the 1dentified resources,

These inconsistencies, however, were closely evaluated by the RAC and
were judged not to result in a lack of resource provisfons to
ddequately accormodate those needing transportation.

Relatfve to J.10.h, relocation centers, the RAC found that provisions
for reception centers and host facil1ties were "adequate®, No addf-.
tional needs or recommendations were fdentified,

Relative to J.10.1, projected traffic capacities of evacuation
routes, the RAC indfcated that the appropriate traffic Capacity data
were provicded. No frnadequacties were fdentified for this element,

e U
Relative to J.10.J, control of dCCess to evacuated areas, the RAC
found no fnadequacies., The State has responsfbilfty and dcequate
provisions to perforp this function., The only RAC recomendations
for this element concerned racfological directions for emergency
workers and access logs.,

Relative to J,10.«, fdentification of and means for dealing with
potential impediments to the vse of evacuation rovtes, the RAC found
no fnadequacies but ¢ig have one ddditiona) recormendation to be
consicered by the State for possible improvesent. Inventories of
equipcent, procedures and letters of dgreement 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 Stugy® (Yol, 6 of the
RERP) and concluded that although the study was 'essent1a]1y
ddequate” 1n terms of format, there syil) exfst 3 number of technica)
fssues that are of concern and need be addressed. The bulk of these
technical concerns can be grouped 1nto several areas: the evacuation
times appear to be overly pessimistic {n that the *worst case situa-
tions® were generally utilized wheneyer there were uncertainties 1n
data or conditions; fnconsistencies 1n data or results were not
satisfactorily explafned; 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 dats showing that any or all areas can
necessarily be evacuated prior to pluee arrival, but rather to
provide the decisfon makers with the best estimate of times needed to
evacuate a given area(s) under the circumstances such that the most
dppropriate dectsion can be made relative to whether to evacuate an
area(s) and the timing of such recoemendations,

J.10.m -« Relative to J.10.m, beses for chofce of protective actfons for the
plume exposure pathway, the RAC left this 1tes *open”, ¢iting element
J.9 1n 1ts corments. No specific actions were asked of ROF recom-
rended to the State to resolve this fssue. As with J.8, there
appears to be no unique problem associated with the beach populations
which has not Been adequately addressed by the KK plans,

Surmary - In reviewing the RAC comments relative to the adequacy of provisions
for being able to protect the beach population, only element J.10.¢
was left "inacequate® (lack of detailed provisions 1n local plans
concerning the fdentification of siren fatlures and backup notifica.
tion capability). Element J.10.¢ was Teft "open® pending FEMA review
of 11sts of *{ndividuals with special needs®, This ftem {5 not
specific to the beach population bui s generfc to the EP2, Elements
J.§ and J.10.r were left *open®, bastcally awafting RAC resolyution of
the "beach population fssue®, but ¢fting no specific fnacequacies.

As noted above, no addftional or unigue actions appear to be required
10 acequate iy protect the beach populations. Flement J.10.1,
d1though rated fadequate®, can be consrcered ‘open” pending the
provision of additional clarificatior of data/assumptions/results 1n
the evacuation ticme study. Overal), there dppears to be no

fdentified technical probler which hes 2 significant potential for
precluding adequate protection of the beach populations (1nc1ud1ng
those persons res’ding 17 unwinterized shelters).

ADDITIONAL PLAN DISCUSSION

The New Kagpshire RERP for Seabrook site appears to reet or will reet the NUREG
0€54 criteria (after RAC comrents are resolved) 1n the generfc sense, This
reans that the plan should be acequate to provide reasonadble assurance that
public health and safety can be protected during a spectra of esErgency
scenarfos. In additfon, particular attentfon was given to specific features of
the offsite land vses and demography. Specifically, the neardy beach areas and
high seasonal populations have ueen studied 1n depth over a number of years and
by & number of organizations. Volume 6 ct the kK RERP, Seabrook Station
Evacuation Time Study, incorporates many of the results of those studies,
expands on other studfes and provides additicnal data and clarifications 1n
other areas. While the scope of Yolume 6 fncludes the entire EPZ, particular
dttention was focused on the beach areas, the seasonal populations and their
evacuation durfng an emergency under a varfety of conditfons (ninety-five sets
of conditfons 1n all were examined 1n this study), Ffor surmer accident



scenarfos, the evacuation tine estimates for the beach populations ranged from
about 2 hours and 10 einutes to about 4 hours and 20 sinutes after the order to
evacuate indtvidual areas has been ?1ven. Steflar evacvation tine estimates
(ETEs) for the population area within d 2-n1le radfus of the plant range from
2 hours 20 minutes to 6 hours 40 rinutes according to the studfes. Again,
these studfes tended to maximize parameters 1n the direction of increasing
evacuation times, (The more 11kely situation would frvolve more rapid evace
watfons.) As noted earlier, the ETES are required to provide the decision
makers with the best {nforvation (neither under-estirates nor Over-estirates)
of the times 11kely to be needed to evacuate a given ares under the specific
circumstances at the time of the accident. This {nforeation is necessary to
make the optimum decision relative to the type and timing of protective action
recormendations for a given sftuation,

The State and local plans fnclude 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 o restricting
public access to the beach at the Alert emergency classificatfon, At this
classification level, no offsfte action would be ordinartly warranted to
protect the public, but its consfderation hare would provide additiona)
time to clear the teaches or Prevent additions! public access to the
beack, Just fn case the situation worsens., Note: fven at the Site Area
Emergency cTassification, one would ordinardly expect that offsite pro-
tective actions would not be necessary to protect the public,

2. An alert &nd notffication system has been fnstalled with the beach areas
to provide sfren coverage. The sirens can be activated Indtvidually, 1n
selected groups or as the total System, can be rotate¢ for better coverage
or fixed 1n any direction, and can a1s0 carry voice ressages and emergency
instructions. The system has backup activatien capabilfty Tocally 1n each
town,

3, Administrative previsions ang vordinatice of emergency instructions to be
breadcast have been provided to enable the decisior makers the flexibilfty
L0 get the mest appropriate message afred 1n @ tioely manner for the
spectrum of possible scenarfos, The scope of sftuations covered range
from that when the emergency organfzations are fully staffed and ire
follewing a slowly developing situation to the unlftely case when the
sftuation 1s rapidly ceveloping, obviously severe {n nature, and occurs
prior to emergency erganfzations being able to fully staff or dssess the
situation,

4. Procedures and resources have been provided to assist the publfe {n
evacuating the beaches, for directing and controlling traffic, for
providing transportation for those without vehicles ind for removing
impedinents or obstructions elong evacvation routes,



. Provisfons have also been made to coordinate New Hampshire decisions
regarding New Hampshire beach populations with Massachusetts for consid-
eration regarding the Massachusetts beach areas.

CI1SCUSSION

The foregofng discussions have indicated that the current NH plans meet or
will meet the criteria of NUREG 0654 in a generic sense. Specific and
cetailed 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
indicate the presence of concerns or sftuations fnvolving the beach popu-
latfons which warrant unique solution or provisions beyond those already
incorporated.

Relative to the beach population, the distance to the Seabrook Station from
the nearest beach area 1s a'most two miles. This distance provides additional
time to evacuate beach areas from the time of release until the fron- edge of
the plume arrives over the bea.h area (assuming the wind 1s blowing to the
beach). This distance also can provide consicerable dispersion and aeilution
of the plume activity in traveling from the sits to the beach. (The magnitude
cf concentration decrease is depencent on existing meteorological conditions,
but could be several orders of magnitude.) Note: 1f dispersfon and dilution
are small, then the impacted, albeft "hot" ares must "e small and the
corresponding number of affecied persons is also con.iderably smaller and
presurably easier to protect.

It 1s alsc noted that when large, seasonal beach crowds are likely to be
present (on hot and sunny days?. the typical win¢ pattern is from the off-
shore, cooler surtace to the onshore, warmer surfaces of the land masses.

“his means that any "se2 breezes" would 11kely prevent the plume from
traveling cirectly to the nearby beach areas when the beaches are most heavily
populated., The se: breeze would also dilute a short terr plume even if a
portion of it was recirculated to beach areas.

The analyzed severe accident scenarios (core melt with early containment
failure) indicate that the major portion of the dose to the affected popula-
tion from such an event is due to exposure to ceposited radicactive materials
on the ground surfaces rather than from the passing plume, The
risk/consequence codes generally used (CRAC models or MACCS) all assume that
the population 1s exposed to this ground deposition for 24-hours after the
érrival of the first portion of the plume and to any additional plumes over
that area. In cther words, the codes assume that no protective actions are
implemented for 24-hours after the release reaches the beach (or other areas
of interest). In view of the NH plans for beach closure and access control as



early as the Alert classification, the plume travel time to the beach areas
and the relatively short (2 to 4 hours) time estimated to clear the beaches,
there is reasonable assurance that the beach populaticn would be adequately
protectec in the event of an accident at Seabrook Station. Thus, even {f
there were a prompt, severe, contaminating release and a portion of the beach
population were caught in or urder the plume for two hours during the
evacuation process, their exposure to deposited radioactivity would only be
epproxinately 2/24 or less than one-tenth of the code assumed dote. In
aaddition, they would be avoiding any additional exposure Lo the plume(s) after
leaving this area,

The overall objective of emergency response plans, as cfted in NUREG 0654, s
*...t0 provide dose savings (and 1n some cases, immediate life savings) for a
spectrum of accidents that could produce offsite doses in excess of the PAGS.
it has never been the intent of emergenCy preparedness/emergency plans to
guarantee that no one would ever be exposed to radfetion, or exposed in excess
of the EPA PAGs as a result of any accident or postulated accident. Rather,
he purpose 1s to minimize the risks (produce dose savings) to the extent
possible under the circumstances of the given accident. In this context, it
is clear that 1t would be inappropriate to Judge the adequacy of emergency
Flanning on the basis of whether or not the plans and prepiredness can
guarantee thet no one would be expoted in excess of the PAGs as a result of
any accident scenaric. As stated earlier, the PAGs are guidance tools for use
by cecision makers and are not levels of acceptable or unacceptable risks.
The acequacy of emergency plans must be based on & finding that “"there 1s
reasonable assurance that adequate protective measures can and will be taken
in the event of a radiological emergency.” FEdward Christenbury of the NRC
cefined the NRC position rclative t¢ "reasonable assurance” in his letter to
Spence Perry of FEMA, dated June '8, 1986, (copy attached). This position
éppears to be applicable to the protection of the Seabrook area beach popu-
latfons,

F osimilar analysis for persuns inhabiting non-winterizec facilities weuld
parallel the above. Further, this subset of the beach population would oppear
to be less at risk than the beach population with no shelter; would be a
smaller number than the beach population; and would generally be treated as
Fert of the local population group. (Those persons {n properties on the beach
front w?u’d be considered part of the beach population during daytime beach
season,

Since precautionary evacuation for nearby areas appears to be the accepted -
federal and state protective action strategy 1f the EPA FAGs are projected to
be exceeded, the sheltering potential of buildings, other than identified
special facilities, 1s generally not considered for populations within about a
¢ mile radius. Fersons inhabiting unwinterized buildings in this area would
te treated in the same manner as other (year round) residents, I
€vacuated, Persons outside this area may be considered separately on &n ad
hoc basis by the decision makers, Finally, it 1s noted that habitation of
unwinterized buildings 1s generic to all sites with nearby beach or resort
2reas and that this situation is not unique to Seabrook. The New Hampshire
provisions for these individuals near the Seabrook s1te appear to be wel)
ddvanced 1n comparison with those at other applicable sites,



CONCLUSIONS

Following are some of the areas considered above which were utilized in
arriving at a conclusion relative to the beach populations.

: Ni state and local plans essentially meet NUREG 0654 criteria
generically

Special provisions for beach populations in place
‘ ho icentified problems requiring unique or unsddressed solutions
Provisions for early warning of beach populations

‘ Rdequate transportation resources availatle for those needing
public transit

‘ Beaches are nearly twe miles from station affording delay in plume
arrival and dilution anc dispersion of plume

" Sea breezes would tend to keep plume from traveling directly toward
beach when beaches are most populated

tTEs for beaches are relatively smal)

; "keasonable assurance” goes not equate with "absclute safety", i.e.,
guadrantee of no exposures or exposures above the PAGs

Basec on the above, it appears that contingent on the completion of action by
the State to resolve the other RAC concerns with the New Hampshire and loca)
Flans, those pians appropriately provide for dose sevings for the spectrum of
Fossible accidents anc are adeqLate to provide reasoreble assurance that the
ceach and unwinterized housing populations will be protectec and that these
plans will essentially meet the criteria of NUREG 0654 anc the intent of the
NRC regulations in this area.

Attachment:
Letter from Christenbury to Perry dated June 18, 1986
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-

b Y NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
‘ : ‘a: WALHINGTON, O €. 20888
L)
’ '\,V,f Juns 18, 1986
¢c: J. Allan
J. Gutierrez
Spence W. Perry, Acting General : :::‘m“““
Counsel S. Ebneter
Federal Emergency Management Agency l. bt
Roow 840 T. ~o n: on
S00 C Street, S.w. ll- Beﬁa:y
Washington, D.C. 20472 B v
6/24/86-TEM

In the Matter of
Public Service Company of New Rampshire, et al,
(Seabrook Station, Units 1 and 2)
Docket Noe, $0-443 OL and 50-444 OL

Dear Mr, Perry:

In response to o request made by Edward Thomas of FEMA Region I, we
hevs evalusted, (n conjunction with Jossph Flynn of your office, an
ur 'd mewmorandum prepared by Thomas Dignan of Ropes and Grey on
i - of the applicants for the Seadrook nuclear plant  ("Dignan
‘ Memorandum®, Copy of which {s attached §e Attachoent A), O -
evaluation {s set forth {n the following discussion.
The Dignan Memorandum eddresses what are described &5 "three misconcep-
tions"™ pertaining to offsite emergency planning for the Seabrook nuclear
plant, and concludes that they are “false as matter of law"  Dignan
leoranduc at 1), These purported "misconceptions” are as follows:

A. That the plars must be shown to guarantee thst po
sdverse effects on the public health and safety wil)

OCCuUr no matter what kind of accident occurs at
Seabrook,

e That it must be Cemonstreted that the plans will assure
that all persons located in the Energency Planning Zone
Or some ceartain portion of it can be evacuated in some
certain tiws,

= In particular, there have been assertions that the
plans oust assure the sheltering or evacuation of
persons from the beaches in epproximately 1/2
hour,

‘lt should be poted, however, that under the Coaaission's regulations,
10 CFR ¥ %0.3, only writf{en regulctory Interpretations provided by the General
Counse! will be recoygniszed as binding upon the Commisdan.

ATTACHMENT




Spence Perry, ggq. . -2~

C. That the plans oust bde designed, and ghown to be
able, to cope with a particular type cf accident -- in
particular, one {nvolving an early release of
rudicactivity ofy/-site.

For the rcasone set forth below, {+ {4 OUr opinion tnat, with minor clari-
fcation, Mp, Dignan's conclusions dre essentially correct as to items (A) and
(B) above; however, his discussion of {tem (C) appears to contein an error
which requires correction.

DISCUSSION

A. Absolute Assurance of Perfec: Safety,

Ar set forth above, item (A) concerns the question of whether an eDergency
Tesponse plan must be shown to guarantee that no adverse health an¢ safety
effects wil) Occur, regardless of what kind of accident may occur at the
plant, In our opinfon, My, Dignan correctly concludes that "[n]ether the
Atomic Energy Act nor any regulation of NRC, whether dealing with

emergency Planning or not, requires absolute assurance of perfect safety"
(Dignan Memorandum, ut 1-2).

As you know, prior to {ssuance of & full power operating lcense, NRC regu-
lations recuire g finding "that there is reasonable assurance that adequate
protective measures Can and will be taken {n the event of a reciological
emergency."™ 10 C.F.R, § SC.47Ca)(1). Wit respect .o offsite matters, the
NRC  will base its finding on o review of the FEMA findings and
determinatiors "as to whether State and local emergency plans are acdequate
and whether th re is reasonable &ssurarnce that they can be implemented. "
Id., $0.47(e)(2). These regulations planly do not require any
emonstration of "absolute dtsurance™ that the pudblic will He totally
protected in the event of a rfadiological emergency. Rather, the intent of
the Commission's emergency planning regulations {s to reduce the impact of
AN accident and ackieve "dose cavvinge” through protective actions that take
into consideration pient conditions, evacuation times, shelter factors, and
other conditions that may exist af the time of the dccident. NUREG-0654/
FEMA-REP-1, Rev.1 states ag follows (at 6):

The overal! objective of energency response plans is to
provide dose savings (and in some Ceses immediate life
saving) for o Spectrum of accidents that could produce
offsite doces {n excess of Protective Action Cuides
(PAGs), .

The Appeal DBoard has siollarly Statec, "[tlhe basic goa! of exergency
Planning {g , . « the achieverment of maximum doge sevings in a rediological

eémergency," Cincinnati Gas o Electric Co, (wm. H. Zimmer Nuclear Power
. Station, Unit No. 1) A[AE-'J'.. IT RRT 780, 770 (1983),
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Ir Southern California Ed{son Co. (San Orofre Nuclear Cenerating Station,

Units an ” =89=10, 17 NRC 828, 833 (1983), the Commiscion
summarized  {{s rationale for sclecting an emergency planning basis as
fallows: '

The underlying dssumption of the NRC's Smergency
planning regulations {n 10 CFR § 50.47 1 that, despite
epplication of stringent safety measures, a serious ny-
clear accident may occur, This Presumes that offsite
{individuale may become contaminated with radioactive
material or may be exposed to dangerous levels of redi-
ation or perhaps both. Planning fec: emergencies s
required as a prudent risk reduction measurs for those
individuals.  Since o range of accidents with widely
dffering offeite consequences can bde poetulated, the
regulation does not depend on the assumption that o
particular type of accident @Ay or will occur. In faet
No specific accident fequences should be s.0dfled be-
Couse each accident nould have different consequences
both in nature and degree, Although the emergency
planning basis {g independent of specific accident ge-
Quences, & number of accident descriptions were con-
sicdcred in developmen: of the Commission's regulations,
including the core melt accident releage categories of
the Peactor Safety Study (WASH-1400),

These statements demonstrate that the gosl of emergency planning s to
recuce the impact and achieve dose savings for a spectrum of accidente, and
that cmergency planring me™ satisfy NRC regulations even though the

potential for adverse health effects in n emergency has not been totally
eliminated,

.\'otwithstmdin; our opinion that My, Dignan is essentially correct in his
corclusion as to item (A), two statements contained (n this portion of his
@ecorandum requis clarification.  Fipst, he goes too far in tsserting that
"it hes been recognized from the outset . . . that {f one assumes a major
accident with offsite releases, some adverse effect on the public will, b
elinition, oceur” (Dignan Memorandum &t 2; emphasis Added), Confrary to
this assertlon, tne occurrence of a mafor accident accompanied by offsite re-
leases will not necessarily lead to adverse health effects. Rather, in some
clrecumstances, "mergency planning may serve 1o avert the occurrence of any
adverse health effects Further, whether &ny such health effects occur,
and the extent of &ny such effects, wil depend upon a host of factors, such
&% the type and Quantity of relesse, the Plume direction, meteorological
conditions, exposure durations, and the timely implementation of an
ppropriate p- ective response,

So:on'&ly. ris memorandum states that emergency plenning f{s intended to
t any adverse health effects to s low a level as resasonably possible,
"given the facilities at hand® (Id.), possibly implying that edditiona)
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facilities will never be required to be built or installed to satisfy NRC
emergency planning regulations. In support of this statement, Mr, Dignan
cites the San Onofre decision, supra. However, that decision provides only
limited suppo : Tor this concluslon. There, the Commission addressed only
the fssue o) whether wdditional hospital construction should be undertaken,
and concluded that such extraordinary measures are not required.

B. Evacuation Within A Specific Time Period,

The second item addressed by Mr. Dignan {s whether the Applicante must
demonstrate that all or part of the plume exposure pathway EPZ can be
tvacuate” in some s;ecifled time; In particular, this {tem addresses the
question c¢f whether the beackes in the Seabrook vicinity must be evacuated
within spproximately cvne-half (1/2) hour. It is Mr. Dignan's conclusion that
HRC regulations do not require that an evacuation be assured within any
particular time (Dignan Memorandum at 2). We concur with Mr, Dignan's
conclusion as to this ftem.

Iu support of his conclusion on this matter, Mr. Dignan cites twe d:cisions:
Cincinnati Cas & Electric Co. (Wm. H. Zimmer Nuclear Power Station, Unit
No. 1), ALAB-TIT, €0, 770 (1983), and Detioit Bdison Co. (Enrico
Ferm{ Atomic Power Plant, Unit 2), ALAB-736, IT RRC 1057 1069 n.13
(1983). In Zimmer, the Appeal Board stated as follows:

The applican*s are . . . correct in their {nsistence that
the Commission's emergancy planning requirements do
not prescribe specific time limits goeverning the evacus-
tion of plume FPZs. The matter of the time in which
evacustion can te accomplished is left to be determined
0 & case-by-case basis upon consideration of all rele-
vant cor <itions prevelling in the specific locality, But
it does n> follc. as the applicants would have it, that
¢ particular evacuation plan need not be concerned with
the efflclency with which eva.ution might be accom-
plished given the conditions under which {t must take
place [n. 16). Indeed, the Commisgon guidelines sug-
gest the conirary. . . . I (he responsible govern-
mental officieis are to make an {informed decision
respecting what {s appropriate protective action (n a
given radiological emergency, they must have available
to them time estimates which are res'istic appraisals of
the minimum period In which, in Ug ! of existing local
conditions, evacuation could ressc-ably be accom-
plished. And, the nearer to (he plant the area that
edgat have to be .vacuated, the greater the importance
of acLarate time estimates,

n. 16/ Those conditions include, for example, the size
and” nature of the population, the available



fpence Perry, Esq. - ok

transportation facilities, the existing road netﬁork.
topographical featur : . ad political boundaries. . . ;

Zimmer, supra, 17 NRC at 170-71, Similarly, {n the Fermi decision the Ap-
peal Board stated: :

+ +« « (T]he Commission's emergency planning regula-
tions do not specify the time within which the plume
EPZ must be evacusted (n the event of & nuclear emer-
gency. 10 C.F.R. Part 50, Appendix E, ¢1v, requires
only thet applicants provide "an anilysis of the time
required to evacuate and for taking other protective

Fern{, supre, 17 NRC at 1069 n.13. Thus, there {s no requirement that an
evacuation De accomplished within 30 minutes, While some other functions
tust be capable of being accomplished within that time frame, those
functions generally invo've the notification of tppropriate governmental

officials ard notification of the pble. See 10 C.F.R. Part 5J, Appradix E,
§IV.D, h

- Planr.ing for A Particular Type of Accident.

The third issue addressed by Mr. Dignan is whether a facility's emergency
plans must be cesigned to cope with e particular type of accident and, in
particular, an eccicdent involving an "early release of radioactivity off-gite."
Two conclusions &ppear to be resched by Mr. Dignan {n this regard: (1)
theat while eTMErgency plans must be designed to cope with a spectrum of
accidents, the: need not be desipned to cope with a specific accident or
"any worst cCase accicent™ (Dignan Memorandum at 4), and (2) that
energenc, plens are not required to be designed to cope with an early
reicase of radicactivity (I1d., ot %-3), While We agree with the first of these
conclusfons, the second conclusion {s {ncorrect and requires clarification.

First, Mr. Dignan is correct in stating that the emergency plans must be de-
signed to cope with a Epectrum of accidents, but are not required to address
any particular asccident sequence or a "worst cas: accident . The
Commission has decided, on o feneric basis, that compliance with f{ts
emergency planning regulations Provides the reasonable assurance required
Oy 10 C.F.R. 1 50.47(a): accordingly, offsite emergency plens are nct
required to address particular accident sequences. In the Statement of
Consideration published upon edoption of the Commission's final emergency
planning regulations, the Commission stated as follows:

The Commissior, recognizes that no single accident..
scenario should form the besis for cloice of notification
capability requirements for offsite authorities and for
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the public. Fmergency plans must be developed that
will have the flexbility to ensure rtsponse to a wide
spectrum of accidents. This wide spectrum of potential
tccideats also reflects on the tppropriate use of the
offsite notification capability. . . .,

Any accident Involving severe fuel degradation or core
melt that results in significant inventories of flasion
producis in the containment would warrant (mmediate
public notification and consideration, based on the
particular circumstances, of Appropriate protective
action because of the potential for leakage of the con-
tainment buflding. In eddition, the warning time avail-
&ble for the public to take action may bde substantially
less than the total time between the oiiginal initiating
event and the *ime at which significant radicactive re-
leases take place . . . The reduction of notification
times from the geveral hours required for
sireet-by-street notification to minutes will significantly
increase the options available &8 protective actions un-
der severe accident conditions, These actions could
include staying Indoors {n the case of a relesse that has
already occurred or a precautionary evacuation in the
case of a potential release thought to be a few hours
eway. Accidents that do not result in core melt may
elso cause relatively Quick releases for which protective

ections, at lcast for the Fublic in the immediate plant
vicinity, are desirable.

No single specific eccident fequence should be {scicted
&8 the one for which to plan because each accident
could have different consequences, both in nature and
degree. Further, the rarge of possible selection for a
planning basis {s very large, starting with a gzero point
of requiring no Plaaning at all because significant off-
site radiological accident consequences are unlikely to
occur, to planning for the worst possible accident, pe-
gerdless of {ts extremely low likellhood, The NRC/EPA
Task Force did not sttempt to define a single accident
sequence or even & lUmited number of sequences. Rath-
er, it identifled the bounds of the paremeters for which
planning f{s recomoended, based upon knowledge of the
potential consequerces, tUming, end releare characteris-
tics of a spectrum of sccidents. Although the selected
planning baris is independent of tpecific accident se-
quences, a number of accident descriptions were con-
sidered {n the developmint of the guidance, (ncluding

Similarly, NUREG-0654/FEMA Rep.1, Rev, 1
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the core melt accident release categories of the Reactor
Safety Study (WASH-1400).

Accord, San Onofre, supra, 17 NRC at 333. In Long Island Lighting Co.
(Shoreham Nuclear Power Statfon), LBP-85-12, 21 NRT {35. i858 Zig’HS !étod
in Dignan llemorandum at ¢), the Licenxing Board dismissed o contention as-
serting that the emergency plans must be capable of coping with any worst
case accident (there involving the possible loss of offeite power); the Board
stated, "NURFC-06%54 does not require an adequate response for the 'worst
possible accident' at Shoreham. . ¢ o In sum, these regulatory
pronouncemerits and decisions clearly demonstrate that emergency planning
for a nuclear plant {s not required to be designed to cope with any
particular accident sequence or a "worst case accident.” In this respect, we
concur with Mr, Dignan's memorandum,

The Lignan Memorandum {s incorrect, however, in its conclusion that the
emergency plans are not required to be designed to cope with an early
relesce of radioactivity (Dignan Memorandum at 2-3). This error appears to
bave rcsulted by confusing the "worst possible accident® for any asccident
involving an early release. While the "worst possible accident” could involve
An early rolease of racdioactivity, other less severs accic.nts might also
result in early relesses and were included within the parameters which
established the Commission's émergency planning basis. The Statement of
Consideration. Quoted above, clearly recognizes that "early relesses" m: .
Ofcuri it is for this reason, in part, that the licensee (s required to not--*'
offsite authorities within 15 minutes after the lcensee has declared an
emergency, and that responsible offsite authorities have a capability to
rctify the public withir 18 minutes after they have recelved notification from
the licensee of an emergency condition.

The following guidence is provided in NUREG-0654/FEMA Rep. 1, Rev. 1 (at
13-14):

The range of times between the onset of accident condi-
tions and the start of o major release {s of the order of
one-half hour to several hours. The subsequent time
period over which redioactive material may be expected
to be released {s of the order of one-half hour (short-
term release) to a few days (continuous release), |, | |
(Gluidance on the time of release . . . has been used
{n developing the criteria for notification capabilities ., .,

stantial lead times to Carry out certain protective mea-
sures, such as evacustion, when this {s indicated by
plant conditions.)

It should be noted that the responsible offeite authorities are not necessarily
required, In all cases, to Aotify the public within IS minutes after they have
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received notification by the lcensee. Rather, the time in which the public
{s notifled will range from immediate notification (within 15 minutes after
state and local officials are notifled that & ctuation exists which reguires
urgent action) to the more Ukely events where there is substantial time
evadleble for them to make a judgment as to whether or not to activate the
public notification system. Also, it should be noted that the 1§ minute
criterion refers only to the time in which the pubdlic s to receive
notification, and does not refer to the time {n which protective actions are to
be completed,

In sum, responsible offsite authorities must have received notification of the
emergency situation within 15 minutes arter the licensee has declared an
eLergency, and the offsite suthorities must have the capability to notify the
public within 15 minutes after they have received notification from the
licensee, Emergency planning for scciden's Involving "early releases” s
required -- although the protective action recommendations may be fesued
before, during or after the occurrence of an offsite release of radicactivity,
There {s no requirement that protective actions be completed within 3¢
minutes after the licenses has declared an emergency,

CONCLUSION

For the reasons set forth above, the following conclusions are cffered as to
the matters referred to {n the Dignan Memorandum:

1. The basic goal of emergency planning is to
recuce the impact of and achieve dose savings for a
spectrum  of  accidents; however, there s no

requirement that absolute Assurance be provided that
adverse raciological effects will not occur,

2. The Commissicn's eémergency planning regula-
tions do not require that the evacuation »f &ll or part
of a plume expcosure pathway EPZ be completed within
any particular time.

3. The emergency plane must comply with the
Commission's emergency planning regulations and there-
by should be capable of responding to a wide spectrum
of uccidents; however, the plane are not required to be
designed for any spucific accident sequence or a "worst
case accident.”
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4. Accidents Involving early relesses are within
the Commission's emergency planning basis, however,
the regulations do not specify a time within which the
recommended protective uctions are to be completed,

Sinéenly.

%ﬁ%‘
Edward S, Christenbdry

Director and Chief Hearing
Counsel

Enclorure
ce: J. Tayler

E. Jordan
T. Murley



This merzrandum 4cdcresses thre. misconceptions wvhich

have ariser as to the standards to which state and municipal

emergency plans will be held in an NRrC lxccncinq Proceeding.

These misconceptions are:

A.

That the plans MYst be shown to Fuarantee that po
adverse effects on the public healthn and safety
will eccur no Balter what kind of AcZident occurs
At Seabrook.

That it must be demonstrated that the plans will

éssure that all} Fersons located ip the Emargency

lanning 2onmv or some certain portien of it can be
evacuated in scme certain time.

- In parsizilar, there have been assert.cns that
the plams mus- ASSUure the sneltering or
evacuation of Fersons from the beaches :»
APProximately 1,2 heur.

That the Plars must be designed, and shown t¢ be

able, to Cope with a Particular type of accident --

in particular, one inveolving an early releage cf

rld;cnc:zv;:y cff-site.

Each of these Frepcsitions is false 43 A matter of law.

First, the rssue ©f atsclute safety: Neither the Atemic

Energy Act nesr ANy reg.aticn of NRC. whether cealirng wish

eTergency pPlarning cr S, reqQuires absolute ASsSurance of
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“hat preposizion is net only bad law, ;¢ is directly
contrary to =re theory of the NRe emergency Planning
criter:ia The thecry UpPon which tle fegulations were based
was that the rplanners should consx#c: & spectrum o
accidents. The Key i1s that the plan be shown to be flexible
and capable ¢~ reducing the adverse effects ro the Jreatest

extent feascrably pessible. The Commiss:ion itself has

sStated:

"Since a Fange of accidents Vith widely
differ:ng offsite “onsequences can be
Postulated, the regulation does not
depend on the dssumption that a
Particular type of dccident may or will
Occur. In fact, neo SpPeciiic accident
Sequences should be Specified because
each accident could have diffarent
consequences Loth in nature and degree.
Although the emergency Plarrming basis is
irncependent of Specifie accldent
Secuences, a number ©f accident
descriptiens vere consideres in
cevalopment of the Commise:2n'sg
Tey.ilations, sncliuding the SSre mel:
aciident release Categories of the
Reaczer Safety Study (WASH-1400).

"It was never the intent of the
regulation to require direc:ly or
indirectly that State and lecal
§Cvernments adept catracrd::ary
neasures, such as construction of
acdditional hospitals or Tecruitment cf
substantial additional medical
Fersonnel, just to deal withk nuclear
Plant accidents. The emphas.s i on
prudent risk reduction measures. The

Aczident that can be imagined. "
CLI-83-10, 17 NRC at 533




Firthermore, there is No regquirement that

1% be

demonstrated that a plan will Cope with any worst case

accident. (VRZC-0654 simply dces not require an adequate

response for ite worst possible accident.

Lorng [sland

(Shoreham Nuclear Power Station), LBP-8S-12,

836 (1989).
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the sta ' which any emergency plan is to

i1s whether o fepresents the best efforts

of knowiedgea-.e pecple through the use of reasonably

available fac.lities to reduce to the maximuz extent

reascnably possible the adverse effects on the public health
and safety wh.c} esult from cff-site releases

resulting
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"Trere is no standard time reguired to
be met for evacuation in a radiological
emergency. Estimates are necessary to
determine accurately the actual time
recuired for evacuation. These
estimates are needed to aid in
protective action decisionmaking.

"No massive investment o€ resources
(stockpiling c: supplies or construction
of hospitals) are required for emergency
plarning. We will apply a practical
standard of efficience of utilization of
existing resources (such as roadways and
manpower) in evaluating the
acceptability of the evacuation plan."
LBF-85-12 at 782



