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1| PROCEEDINGS
I

2- THOMAS M. GERUSKY, sworng
3 (Exhibit No. 1 marked.)

4 (Exhibit No. 2 marked.)

5 BY MR. HARVEY:

6 Q Would you state your full name and your position for

7 the record, please.
i

8' A Thomas M. Gerusky. I am Director of the Bureau of
;

9 IRadiation Prctection, Department of Environmental Resources,
l

to j Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. !
4 ;

11 e Q Have you prepared a restsee for submission into this

12 | deposition?
I

13 A Yes, I have.
@

14 j Q We have marked that resume as Exhibit No.1.
\

15 Is this resume complete and accurate as of this date?

16i A Yes, as far as I know, it is.

17 Q Are there any changes or additions or deletions you
i

18 would like to make to the resume?
i
'

19 A I re rieved it this morning, and it looks like it is
I i

20 j okay,i i

.I 1

21 .t Q I would like to go into the background, some background
,

22 information, on the Department of Environmental Resources, and
!

23, specifically, the Bureau of Radiation Protection within the !,

!

24 , Depa rtman t .

N
25 | What are the day-to-day duties of the Bureau of

,

' 2..,.........,....c i,..m...u....... ....e....... . . , - -

1913 023
|

.

_- _

- _ _ . _ _ . _ . _ _ _ . _ __ . _ . . . _ . _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _



_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ .

3.

. - . _. _

'
.

1; Radiation Protection within the Department?

2 A We have a total staff of 25, with two vacancies atQ
,

3 the present time. A total staff of 25. j
i

4j The majority of the activities are related to inspec.
1

5 ! tion, licensing and determining compliance with a big set of
't

i |6 j regulations for all non-NRC licensed users of the radioactive

7 ~ material and x-ray equipment in Pennsylvania.

8; We have field offices set up in Harrisburg, Reading

9 and Pittsburgh. People operate out of those offices doing

to ' routine inspection programs. !

d.

11 There are over 9,000 registered users of radiationi

12 |sources in Pennsylvania. That takes up a major portion of our

13 : time.
4 :|

14 | The second part of the program is me environmental |
d

15 surveillance and emergency planning , laboratory activities ,

16 and that is in the Division of Environmental Radiation.
!

17 . The laboratory has four people, and the total number:

18 ! of PeoP e in that division, I think, is seven or eight.l

i

19 i All the reactors in Pennsylvania are involved in --

$we are involved with environmental monitoring around each of |20
9 O

21 the reactors and also the nuclear (processing plant in a couple
1

of locations in Pennsylvania and just generr.1 background radish;;
'

;

23 tiot. monitoring. I

24 , Q So that division would be involved with NRC licensed .
i

l
y,

25 facilities?

.,...u.....,...~. ,,..m...u.. . . , . . . . . , , . . . . . . . , , , _ d'
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1| A Right.
|

2 !| We also have a nuclear engineer on board who is
|

4
i I

3, responsible for reviewing the technical aspects of reactors in
!i

t

I particular. We are all involved in every hearing that NRC has| 4
NIvh :

5 ,had. Also, we are involved with non-NRC reactors ameopt

6 Shippingport and Shippingport light water breeder, which we | |

|
7f had a deep involvement in and suggested many changes to Admiral

! !

8f Rickover as a result of Bill Dornsife's, our nuclear engineer,

9 review of the procedures to operate that plant for a short

10 period of time. !
'

i

11 | Q I take it that originally the Bureau of Radiation |
|

12 | Protection was a part of the Department of Health within the

- 13 , Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. i

4 1 |
'

14 j Could you give us the background on how that split ;

off occurred?15 ;

16: A In 1970, I believe, the D6partment of Environmental

17 q Resources was created under an Act of the General Assembly, at
l

,

18 , the time when there was considerable concern about protecting '

I19 , the environment.
1|

Most of the protection programs were situated in the ;:o ;
,

21 Department of Health. They were all transferred to the new
i

22 agency. Thi, new agency combined three departments, the Depart-

I23 ) ment cf Mines and Mineral Industry, the Department of Forest
: i

3 and Waters and the regulatory portion of the Department of3
b iHealeh.25

1 !
! ., ...<. . ...... ,. ,, , . . ~ . , , , ...,s.<... ,, - - a
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1( We were in the Department of Health, I believe, as

( 2 an office of Ralistion Protection at the time, because our
3

!

.1, program had a significant relationship to the air-water programs,

|
.,

4 ) and we were doing a lot of environmental monitoring activities L t

!

5' It was felt that the whole program should be trans-

'
6 ferred to the new agency and keep the small staff we had

.i

7 q together, because there was a very serious need to have a staff

8 ] interact with one another and not have them compete from agencyI3
| 1

9! to agency.
|

|
a

10 ] The whole program, even though it was related directly 1

11 ] to health, was transferred to the new department. Thathappene|d+i

! not only in radiation protection, but it happened in sanitati12
!

.,

- 13 [ The restaurant inspections were transferred. That is directly
b '1

14 related to health. It is environmental sanitation.
:

15 1 We kind of consider radiation -- there are personal
|:i

16 ] environments and general environments and industrial environments.
I

17 It is an environmental agent, and radiation naturally falls i

18 under that category. It was a nice way of putting it anyway. |

19 :, Q Would it be fair to say that the split from the
'

20 1 Department of Health and going into the new Department of I

i

21, Environmental Resources was following the federal model?
I

A Yes. I don't think it would have ever happened if |.3,,
,

j i

23 i EPA had not been created.
i

Q When the Bureau of Radiation Protection, or as it,4

6# 25 was then an office, went into the Department of Health and was
L

i'
.e....<........, .x. ,,,m._,. e. .....s. .s . . . . . . , ,

1
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_

i
_ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ . __ _ ._ - . _ - _ _ _ -. - _ .



, _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

6,

__ _ - . _ . . .. . . . . -

-
.

1 involved in inspecting and regulating, let's say, a medical

( 2 ( radiation facility, was there any problem in the working
i!

3 i relationship between, let's say, the Health Department and the !
Ii |

4 | Radiation Protection Office with respect to monitoring and

5 relating medical facilities?
|

t

64 A No, not that it caused a serious problem. I
O

7| Whenever there was a problem with a hospital or a
i

8| physician, there is a tendency to back away because these --

9 at that time anyway, I am not sure it would be the same today,
l
I10 there would be a different attitude today in the whole country, I

|

11 I but to back away and try to resolve it in a friendly manner l
f i

12 | rather than to go and resolve it in a regulatory manner. i
| '

13 | There is a pressure to be nice to the doctors becauseh !

14 there is a doctor who is our boss. When we ran into trouble

15 l in ec-tain instances , we got the problems resolved but it took '

16 longer than it could have taken normally -- than it does take

17 j now in this department.

18 || I am not sure, but I think the staff now and then

19 j felt that they could do their jobs without pressure from above.
'

20 ]We found out that we have been able to do it. We have very
U

21 ji little control placed over us by our supervisors. They believe

!,2 we are doing our job and unless they get any serious cosplaints,
!

23 they let us continue to do it and they haven't gotten any I

,4 |. serious complaints.
h

,5 There was more control exercised over~ us in the Health
I

: ...x....,..< .. 4.s.. . . , , . _

|

1913 027
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1, Department than there was in DER; mainly because we were affect-

|

Q 2 ing the medical profession, being in the health and medical

t

3 |l| Profession.| i

4i Q Are you aware of a proposal that originated from the

!
5 || Department of Health, and has apparently been forwarded to the

!i

6 Governor to in effect remerge or reunite radiation protection

7i Programs into the Department of Health?
i

8' A Yes, I believe it has already been approved as part

9 of their reorganization plan to have a Division of Radiological
: i

i

10 ;! Hoalth.

Q How do you understand that would affect your operatih?11
! 4

i A I think it would affect our operation significantly12
.!

13 [ if it went forward. We have a good program in the Department4b ||

14 | of Environmental Easources. If only the health-related

|
15 Pactivities went, it would do the same thing we wanted to stop

16 |doing and that is to stop from occurring back in 1970. It
| .

17 | would split it up into two areas , and I don't' think -- as long
I

is (!
i

as a government agency is carrying out the job and doing satis-
'

i

19 factorily, either the whole program goes or it all stays. I ;

i

20 ;; an opposed to any split in the program. I do not think it would
!! |
i,g ; be satis factory in the Health Department under that system. {
l !, , il Again, working for a physician, back to the physician-g ;

23 i Problem of regulating M.D. 's. '

i

Q3 .. When an NRC licensing facility is being proposed,

,5 j f I 8288Ple, licarsing proceedings are occurring, what role
I j-

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

1913 028
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1| has the Bureau played, for example, in licensing of the TMI

| g 2y facility?
|!

3 j|i A In every hearing -- I believe in every hearing, and
a

4 there may have been one hearing where we intervened in opposi-
( |

5ftiontotheplant,inmosthearingsweenterthehearingasa|

6 ' state, under the Atomic Energy Act, and be provided with all
J

7; the information needed that everyone else gets.

8| We would not -- we would participate not as a party
I

9 | but as a state with all the rights the parties have,

to i In the past this has varied from when I was involvedi

11 g with this Peach Bottom I and lawyers from the Department were
J

12fjthemainspokesman. In other cases where lawyers weren't
,

13 :j available and the hearings dragged on, we took over the respon--

U |14 ' sibility of representing the Connonwealth completely. j

15 |i We have promised our bosses and the Governor that we.

16! would participate in all hearings to insure that the proper

17 areas of concern are addressed and resolved before the licensing
..

,

18 j board finishes its job, r.i. T.. nile-Island. |

,

s pr thL '

19 j
'

One, the Commonwealth brought up the subject of the
n

,

20 ; aircraft, a possible aircraft strike from the new International
9 j

21 ' Airport. It was, at that time, a military base, and very few |
'

2 flights would be coming into the airport, and hopes of the i

23 c-mity at least, to ade it a major international airport.
6

24 The question on whether the plant could survive a
y J

25al P ane crash was brought up and as a result the design of thel
!

'
, . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ~ ,,,,,..m. ... ....n...<. . . ,

,

1913 029
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1; plant was changed to withstand a large aircraft.

There were hearings that were schsduled a week after,2y
a I

3.]ltheTMIaccident to determine whether the plant could withstsud
! !i

4 j an accident involving a larger aircraft than the 707, whichtI

5 believe was the one that was designed -- they were talking
i

6 |, about the larger aircraft coming in on a routine basis and

7{ whether the plant could withstand that. The hearings had not !

! l

8I yet begun. An engineering evaluation was being done, and I

9 don't know what the results were.

10 , Q So that the Bureau of Radiation Protection has played
i

i

11 | a role in the licensing of nuclear facilities as the state's

12 ! representative at the hearings?
i

13 [ A In the majority of the cases, yes..

) i

14 i Q Raising concerns that the Bureau has identified in :
1 1

1 I15 the licensing process?
!!
I'

16! A Either that or answering ouestions that had been

17 h raised by other people concerning our role in the prc;ess.
! !

18 . The majority of the time we have not testified, but |
a

j

19 did cross-examine witnesses and made statements.
i

20; I do not think in any case that we came out either
1

21 for or against the facility except in the case of one plant in;j
22 New Jersey, on the New Jersey-Pennsylvania border; where,

23 because of its closeness to a high population center, we

p)opposedtheconstruction.
( :i

25 NRC subsequently or AEC , I guess at the time, sub-
,

e O p d S 4 ( as G # 4 45se as % C ., IF 4 LS 5 . pt t f' . 4WE, e t teegetJG4 P4 s t lJ
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sequently suggested that tha oito bo moved, and it.io now in'

i

southern New Jersey away from large population centers.
Q. 2

3 L There is only one plant where we really went in, in |

I; ;

l )4 | opposition and that was Newbold Island in New Jersey. t

5 Q Has the Department played any role in the licensing

6 or the loading of TMI 27

0
A Yes. We were involved in the hearing on TMI 2,

7 ||

3 fagain, representing the state. We did not present testimony.
I

9 Testimony was presented by the Civil Defense people in Dauphin
4

ig q County Civil Defense in those hearings. Our lawyer arranged
f

11 | that testimony, but we, ourselves, did not participate as

wLenesses in the hearing.12
I

13 | Q Is part of the work of your Bureau involved in

(2 i

! developing radiological protection plans and emergency nuclear14
Il

15, incident, an emergency preparedness plan, for NRC licensing

f**iliti''I16

A Yes.
3

18 j Q In cwnection with Three Mile Island nuclear station,

il !
19 j has the Bureau come up with a plan relevant to that station? I

s i

gf A Yes. |,

9]
;

\ '
'

Q I show you what has been marked as Deposition Exhibitg
I

f4 No. 2 and ask you if this is a ecpy of the plans relevant to

i Three Mile Island that have been developed by your Bureau? |23
| A Yes. 1913 031,

4a ,

Q Who is the person principally responsible for developing
25

a

.. . .. . . _ _ - . - . - - - . - . . . - - -
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.

1 | these kinds of plans?
' h

Q, 2h A Margaret Reilly, who is the Chief of our Division S!
4

3: Environmental Radiation.
! |

4' Q These plans, the package that I have marked as Exhibl.t
|

5 No. 2, really include three documents. First is a letter dated
I

6qJune 18, 1979 to Bruce Lundin, L-U-N-D-I-N , of the Commission
n

,

7i staff signed by you transmitting the plans. !

| i I
8' Second, a document entitled Three Mile Island Nuclear

i

9, Station Annex to the Pennsylvania Plan for the Implementation !
:

!

to | of Protective Action Guides. !
l

i |
'

411 Third, a September 1977 document entitled Department
: 1

!

12 ! of Envirnn= ental Resources, Bureau of Radiological Health Plan
i

13 | for a Nuclear Power Generating Station Incident.
D ,

i

14 j Were these two plans developed by Margaret Reilly? i

\
15 A Yes , they were. '

,

l

16: Q Under your directica and control?

I A Right.17 ,

3 Q
18 ]

Am I correct that the firu plan, the Plan for the !

>

19 i Implementaticn of the Protective Action Guides, is an attempt

20 ] to develop a plan to implement guidelines promulgated by the

21 Environmental Protection Agency at the federal icvel?

A22 I believe it is the other one that includes the i

i

23 guidelines.

24 9 That is the September 1977 plan?

|
L ;f 1913 032 |A Yes.

| t !
! . . . . . . < . . . . . . . . . . . ,,....m. . . . . .......... . . , , . , --

|
|
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1| Tha specific cito plcne are for tho sito itsolf, I
.

Ae
3( 2 believe. Protective action guides for melt'and so forth.

! i

3( Q Referring to the 1977 Plan for Nuclear Power Generating
h

4 i Station Incidents, could you describe generally what this Plan
l
i

5 is designed to do and the reason why it was put together?

6j A Well, it is a guidance for our program and other
I

7 individuals who may be involved in a reactor accident, which
'

8 shows -- which gives us procedures to follow and methods of

9, using the EPA protective action guides in a particular -- in
:

10 q any accident. j,

11 i One has to turn specifically to the site in question

12 to -- because of the uniqueness of each site, to determine what

13 [ actions are takan at that site. It gives procedures and it3
.< h

!14 j gives us general guidelines on how to handle an accident at a

15 h nuclear power plant. It fills us in on the kind of accidents !
.

Ii

16j that can happen. What the actions that we can take or reconsen,d
i

ih|shouldbe.
' ~

,

!
gg ] Q Could you describe briefly, what the EPA protective I

a

19 iaction guidelines are?
1

'

20; A Off the top of my head, I would have to look them up !
'l

i4 just to make sure.
l21

. !

, , ' Q What they are designed to do? l9-.

A They are set up to prevent serious exposure to the
|

23

:
_4 population where immediate action is required and to give 1,

,

Q it

,5 j guides for action that can be taken at lower levels to reduce j
e

- o.es c. n e i e . a.. w at *. i m .aia>e ..: .aeeneves. e.. er a - '

g

_. .. . . . . . . . .

= , .

, , , - . . *-** ~ '
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i exposure as a result of a major accident at a nuclear power1

2 plant .4
3 Q For example, would the guideline give a specific

4| level of exposure and then recommend an action that should be
,

5: taken? .~

[ .savuj
| A Yes. The action would depend upon the separtty of

6 |i
a

7 the exposure.!

8| Q Your plan here incorporated some of those protective
1

9 action guidelines?

A Right.10

11 Q Turning to the Three Mile Island Annex to the Plan,

12 ; the Annex is designed tc implement the larger plan to a specific
|

13 site?

14 g A Right, and to try to evaluate the kinds of things
I; -

i that are happening at that site to determine what kind of off-15

site consequencos there will be, because this is a PWR, it's16;

got some features that ot.her reactors do not have and it has
17 g

some features -- it is lacking some features that other reactors18
, !

19 do have, and that has to be taken into censideration in the
!
! 1

20 ) problem. :

'

0

,1 ] We have tried in the plan, to evaluate the kinds of ;
!i

,.,g| accidents that could occur. So that we could see the sequence |'--

d that occurred and what kind of protective action would be !23

required.
3

| i(
25]1

'

Q Under the plans and under the scheme in the :etate |

d
u _.......c........, ~. ,,,....m. ... ....s., , . . . . , , ._

-
- . . -. ._ .- __ - _ . _ _ - -- - .- . . - -
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1 ! government as a whole, the Bureau of Radiation Protection --

Q 2 i| A We just changed the title in the last year. That is

i
3 what is causing everybody problems . It is still in the telephone4

,

|

4| book as Radiological Health.

5 Q The Bureau of Radiation Protection is responsible
1

6 ] for evaluating exposure of the population and then recommending

7, to other state agencies the apprcpriate action to be taken?
|

'

8! A Right.

9 Q If radiological exposure --
1

to A As a aseter of fact, we have a written agreement ,

y
'

11 | with the Pennsylvania Emergency Management Agency s:, to the

12 responsibilities of both agencies. That spells out that we
; i

13 | assist them -- we provide them with guidance sad recommendations, I

N 1 l

14]but they are the ones who assat take the action. |
ii i

15 || Q So that the Bureau is the egency which would reconsend

16 * Particular action to the Civil Defense or PENA, which would
!

17 .; then implement that action?
1

18 i A That's right. !
:'

19 ) We are their technical arm when it comes to general '
i .

20 J radiation exposure, even through a weapons program because -- !
l.
'

21 a weapon probles, because we have agreed with them that we
i: !

22 ) would assist them if there was a major attack on the United
ti

23 if Stat es . We are involved with Civil Defense as their radiationi
~

i,

24 .' exp erts .
L

25| Q Prior to the Three Mile Island incident, was there
''

i.:....c. . ...s..m ,. ,, ,. m . 4.>. . . . . . .......,.s . . . , , . . ,

1913 035.
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'

I any provision made in any of these plans for the input or

2 recoannendations or integration of federal agencies in a peace-4
3 time nuclear emergency?

4, A Yes. The telephone numbers and -- there is available

5| to the states , federal interagency assistance. That, in our
I

6 l area, comes from the Department of Energy either at Brookhava

7 National Laboratory or at other Department of Energy locations

i

8; in the state where they have emergency response teams.
!

9 ! The Brookhaven emergency response numbers were

10 included in the plans. The Departmast of Energy was incorporated

I

11 into the plan.

12 We have a written agreement with the Brookhaven
!
I

-

13 office of the Department of Energy to assist us in handling

14 any accidents in Pennsylvania.

!

15< Q Their principal function would be environmental ;

16 a nitoring and waluation of data?

A Right.17,
9 ,

t

18 !i Q They would not be recommending protective actions to
! i

19 ) PEMA or other state agencies?
1 !

A No, only at our request. I
20 ,

!

g ,' Q Was there any provision in any of the plans for the i,
i

i

2, rec meendation by federal agencies for protective action to
;.

;

23- state agencies? f
A No, and in particular, the NRC.3

Q i! !

23 :! Q There was no provision for NRC?
i '

....u...........:. ,,.. m .. m . . . . ...,s. m .. , , . . _ _
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A There was no provision for NRCIg p

Q 2; Q Turning to the question of environmental monitoring

by the Bureau, prior to the Three Mile Island incident, could3

4 you describe, just generally, what the monitoring program was
i

5| by the Bureau, or let's say the Three Mile Island station?

6, A It was a small operation designed mainly as a check

7 on the monitoring program of the utility, which was by NRC
8i regulation much more detailed than ours.

9; We had one air sampling station located at the

to observation building, which included a charcoal filter so !
1

11 iodine could be sampled. We had, I believe, four Thermolumi-
I

a

12 nascent Dosimeters in locations that were the same as the

utility locations, north, south, east and west of the plant.13

14 a Five, including one at the observation center.
I

Samples of water, milk, the nearest cow, was sampled!15 ,

Again, the same locations as the utility. We weren't splitting |16'
i

17 sagles on those. On some sagles where fish or wildlife

18 ; samples were taken, they would be split with the utility and >

19 | our analysis would be done separately.
i ,

i;o- In most cases, there were separate analyses, but in ;

l uost cases they were not split samples. They were indeed21
v

.,, i samples collected by our own people. River water sanglen.-

23 were collected. That is about it. River, air, food samples,
I milk and radiation.,4

&'

251 Q As far as the air monitoring program was concerned,
'

,

. . . . . < . . . . . . . . , _ . . . - . . _ . . . . . . . . . , . . . . . . . . . . . g
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1 is it fair to say you were generally -- it was a program to

Q 2 check on the data collected by the utility itself?

3 A Yes. The whole program was designed for that purpose.

i

4' We wanted to expand it to do our own thing. In

5 effect, the program was designed as a check on the utility's

6 I program.

7, If the utility did not find something in a sample

8| where we were at the same location, there would be a way to

9 verify.
!

10 $ We got stung in a monitoring program prior to this

11 at Shippingport where hearings were held by a special Governor's
i

12 ; investigating committee because of allegations made by Dr.
I

13 Ernest Sternglass, that people were dying around the Shipping-

14 port plant.

2

15 We did not have an environmental monitoring program

16{ in existence around Shippingport because it was a Department
i

17 [ of Energy facility, a naval reactor fac'ility.
d

is Our program was not available to verify the program :
i

|
19joftheShippingportcontractor. Some of the numbers that were'

;

20: reported by the contractor were high. There was no way to tell

l !21 ( whether they were real or nod.
I

22 It took months to determine whether or not there i

i

23 ! indeed were exposures around the Shippingport area and whether:
1

24 there were any effects. In effect, the committee said there

| Q: I! |
25 | wasn't enough data for them to tell whether there was a problem

i,
.

. . . . . . . . . . . . , . . . . . . . . . . . . . _ , . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
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I
| . 1 or there wasn't a problem, but they serongly recommended that
|

g 2 the state increase its environmental monitoring program so

| 3 ,that we could determine whether there were indeed releases
| 1

| from plants, and so that we could check on their program and| 4

i

5 we could do our own program. All we have been able to do is

6 to check on their program.

7[ We do have funding from NE to provide them with the
:

8| data from our monitoring programs. That funding requires us

I

9> to do certain minimum things. We are carrying out the minimum

1
to U program required by NE at each of those locations.

i

1 1 .; Q Prior to the Three Mile Island incident, you were

12 i carrying out this minimum NE checking fail-safe program. liad
i

. 13 : you applied to the Legislature for a more coaprehensive program?
Y j !

14 i A Yes. ;
9 4

15 j Four years ago, I believe, we testified -- I testified
|;

16 j before the House Mine and Energy Management Committee and ;

recommended that our environmental monitoring -- anh emergencyg-
q ,

18jresponse programs be increased. That they are tied together
.

j l

19 j and that the present -- the ones we presently have were almost!
P :

3g j useless for seergency response or for determining emergency |

0: levels, radiation levels in the environment as the result of |
f21
i

an accident. I. , ,

|
__

t

23 L As a result of that, legislation was writta to fund j
1 !

an additional environmental monitoring program'and an emergency3
b

~5 j response program.,

1913 039a
.
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1[ The legislation was introduced later in the session,
1,

'

Q 2 four years ago. Then there are two-year sessions. It was re-

1

3 gintroduced in the session in the last two years, and it passed |
o

4 f the House and it didn't pass the Senate. There was $300,000
1

5 [under appropriations -- $300,000 that was added to the legis-

6 ] 1stion. |

7 This year it was reintroduced right at the beginning

8 of the session and it just passed a couple of weeks ago.
i

9 The Governor, apparently, has signed it. I haven't |

|

10 0 got a copy of it. |
'

ii

11 j We had a telephone call from a reporter who told us i

12 the Governor signed it, but I don't know whether he si sed it

13 d or not.
Q l

14 It doesn't make any difference, because the money, i
'

i
,

15 0 the funding for the House Bill was transferred to the General
I

16 Fund budget, which was passed, and we did get the $300,000 in

17 the General Fund budget; specifically, to upgrade our environ '-

c |

18 mental surveillance and emergency monitoring program.4 '

19 We have a commitment from the Governor to keep the
a

20a funding at that level, maybe $350,000 next year, to do it in a ;
d

21 two-step phase. It is awful hard 'to build up a program to
n

.,, ! double the size or triple the size of your program in a very | i

-p I
J

23 short period of time. !

24 ))
We have the money now, and we still haven't been

( 25 ] able to start spending any of it, with rebudgeting and everything
;

someence a seesnes. >=c ar =. tere. ston air. .a e.,s e.2es p. , es..: _. w
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1 else. By the time we get things going, it will be September.

Q 2 i Q The funding for that monitoring program came after

3| the Three Mile Island incident?
. !

| 4i A Yes. The funding was proposed prior to it, and it
i
1

5j was the same amount of money.

|-
6; Q The Bill that had originally proposed it had died

7 without funding prior to Three Mile Island?

8, A No, had died with funding.
|

9| Q Had died with funding?

10 ] A Yes. There was always $300,000 in appropriations ,

11'ineveryversionoftheBilluntilthelastversionwhenthey|l
;

I

12 i took $300,000 out and put it in the budget. Then they passed |

13 it after they passed the budget bill.

C '

14 Q So the Bill died before the Three Mile Island aceident
,

!

15| and then was proposed -- !

16, A It was reintroduced before Three Mile Island. After|
!

|
Three Mile Island it was taken out -- the funding was taken out

17 ,! '
!

18 and put in a budget. |
!! i

19 | Q As far as the pre-Three Mile Island accident monitoring
i

20 ] program is concerned, do you have a document that reflects ,

,1

what that monitoring program was? |
I

21

A Yes. I can d eliver it to you tomorrow. |,,
! --|

| i MR. HARVEY: We will use that as Exhibit 3, and we |

23
, .

p . will introduce it into the deposition at a later time.

1913 041
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1 Q Just to summarize the state of the monitoring program3

i I

Q 2 y at the time of the Three Mile Island incident, is it fair to

3 ) say that the Bureau and the state, as a whole, was not equipped,

: p

( 4| to monitor a nuclear incident of the proportions of Three Mile
'

5 Island?
1

6 A We are not equipped to monitor the incident as well

7j as it should have been monitored. There is a difference

8 between being able to monitor completely and getting enough

9| information to make an evaluation.
I

10 When, in this particular case, it was detemined that

11,; there were no radio iodines of any consequence being released

12 ' from the plant, our monitoring program, our individual monitoring

13 i program using survey equipment in the field was acceptabic asb
14 ! a means of determining levels off site.

|

7' q

15 We did not have the portable air sampling equipment
,

i c, i that we would have liked to have had, which would have included
I

i171 the iodine monitoring. In this case, we had to rely upon the !

18 utility air monitoring setup to determine whether or not there

19 !was indeed radioactive iodine.
. !

9 In reactor accidents, the first thing you think of j
20

t

is exposure from radio iodines because that is the most important21

22 ] isotope that could be released from a biological point of view |,
, .i

23 insnediately anyway. !
1 .

p We were very concerned about iodine concentration.

23 We couldn't sample ~it except at one location, and the wind '

;i
_ _ _ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ,, ,. . ... m. ... . . . . . . , > . . . . . , , , _

1913 042
,

. . - . . . -- --



s

22
,

. _ _ _ . _ ___ _._

t
-

i

1 wasa't blowing that way. We did have problems until the

!2 utility was able to do it.
.4
I

3 When DOE came in and EPA and everybody else later,
I

4 there was adequate capability,

5j Q As far as the state's capability was concerned,
i

6i without the participation of federal agencies, is it fair to
:

I
7, say --

|
8 A We would have been in trouble, yes, without the

9 participation of the Department of Energy, in particular. I

10 don't think -- although they came in and we were able to use

11 | them, the EPA involvement was nowhere near as important to us
|'

12 i immediately as DOE, in this phase of the accident.
|

13 | We still got a good couple of years to go before weY ;

14 ' are out of the woods. The EPA role has become of major

15 importance and DOE is almost out of the picture.
I

16f Q Did DOE come into the picture at your requeat?
i

A Yes. We did request them, but I think when that
{17 .,

18 request came out they decided they needed more than the team

19 from Brookhaven and wham, everybody came. They had hundreds
1 :

20 i of People up here fross all their major facilities around the |
!

21 country. They did a heck of a job. j
.I

22 ] As Maggie wculd say, they were the grunts, the .|

PeoP e who knew what a reactor was, knew what the problemsl23

24 were and knew how to go out and get the samplea and analyze

25 than and get the results in a hurry. 1913 043
|| ,
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' 1| We had complete faith in what they were doing. Joe
| !

Q 2 ] Deal, the person who was in charge of the operation, did a

3 magnificent job.

1

4|: Q One further question on the monitoring related
i

5 subject.

6] On Thursday, there was a discharge of waste water

7i from the plant into the Susquehanna River that apparently was,

8' to some extent, contained radioactive material.

9] Could you give us the background of that incident?
1

1 A I believe a telephone call came into our desk on
10 |

i

Thursday morning, on the midnight shif t, midnight to 8:00 o' clock, |11

12 , and I believe it was that morning, saying that the plant had
j

13 ' to release some of its industrial waste that contained quantities
ib |

14 i of Xenon dissolved in the water. Those quantities were below j
l !

15 ' the allowable concentration that was proposed for the technical

16 ! specs for Three Mile Island.
i

3- } They had already submitted an application or a request
!

'

18 to the Nuclear Regulatory Commission for release of water con '
l '

19 ] taining dissolved noble gases. |

4

20 In nobody's regulation is there a mention of gases

dissolved in water. There is no maximum permissible concentra-21
'!

,, ? tion listed for noble gases dissolved in water.
.I

23 Margaret Reilly received the first call on that. :

She did not see a problem provided that NBC agreed that this,,
-,;

,5 ) was -- that NRC had made the statement that yes , this indeed4
;
f

1913 044
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1' was going to be their maximum permissible concentration and
|

Q 2 they were below it, and it just hadn't occurred yet. She saw

3- no reason not to release the water so r.he water started being ''

,

4 released.

5i From that point on, it got kind of hazy. All I know

6 is that somebody else got inforumtion that water was being
,

7 released and it was contaminated. It got to the Lt. Governor's
i

8 office, the Governor's office, our water quality people and a
i

9i lot of people got involved, and it was stopped by NRC at our !,

i l.

; i
l10 j request, I believe, in one of two ways.

11 ; Then we were involved, and particularly, Margaret
,

12 , was involved in a discussion over a period of the next few

13 | hours to determine whether or not -- I don't know, maybe Ih ! '

14 j was involved with that, too. There were so many of us involved.
I

15 ) We were having the milk problem at the same time.
!

16f
I was probably involved with that. I remember being

17 in the secretary's office discussing it. We agreed that the .

|.;

18 ! releases could continue, because the ecocentrations were indeed

19 | below the allowable concentration. !

l |
20: Downstream users were upset. They were notified. ;

!

21 ]Marylan~d was notified. Everybody started doing river sampling |!
., , I at that point.
__

,

23 We didn't believe it was a big deal. It just turned;
: 1'

p iout to be. I guess we were reacting from a technical point of ,
( ; I

25 jview, and we were not considering the public relations aspects'

,

. ..........,..-.m . . . . _ . . . _ . . . . ....... ... ... ..... _
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i of the problem.

Q 2[ We learned quickly that the public relations aspects

3 of the problem were probably more important than the technicali

4! aspect.
I

5! Q At that point in time?

6 A Yes, in an accident situation.

7 Q So is it fair to say that the discharge into the

|
8 I water had been, if not approved, at least made after consulta-

|
9 tion with Margaret Reilly?

!

to A Te8

11 Q And that the contents of the discharge were within |

12 the proposed or below the proposed technical specifications?
!

13 A From my knowledge, yes.
h ;

14 Q That the decision to stop the discharge, at least

15 1for a period of time, was based --

16 i A I think it was more to verify. I don't think that --
i

17 | I have a feeling, and I am not positive because it is something
!

18 I did not try to recreate, because things started happening '

p

F
i

19 ) again. j

i

20 I have a feeling that they did not realize that we
1

y; j had given approval to do that prior to, and the word came back!
,

,, !! that they were discharging and it was contaminated, and then !
-- 1

|
,,hitwasstopped. Apparently, there was a lack of communicationds;

a

,4: either between us and our water quality people or, I think,

_ probably, NRC people on site,with the NRC people on site,
"1

'i ................c. u .. t e c. .m e. .n . . . . .n n . . . . o- -

1913 046
-- ___



_

,

26
_ _ . . _ . . _ _ _ . _

,

I
1 because they also were aware of what was going on early -- in

(' 2f that early call.

i

3 |i Q Is it fair to say that the discharge into the

4 Susquehanna on Thursday was not the result of a management
|

5 error or a misunderstanding by the utility?

6, A No.

7) They had to discharge the water, from what I recall

8' the situation was, because if they didn't, it would have over-
;

9| flowed on the ground, this routine industrial waste water.

10 Their tanks were full, and they had to discharge. They were
,

i

11 going to be using more water. i

One of the problems |;

12 , It was not normally radioactive.
i

13 with the discharge was, it would go into the discharge pipe at

14 a point below their routine monitor so that it could not be
!i

15 j included in the monitoring program.

16- Samples had to be collected and analyzed as it left

17i the pipe going into the river.
I

is , I guess we had guys with scuba diving outfits go |

19 | down, and all kinds of things, going down and checking locations
ic

20<where the discharges were occurring.
|

;; Q What I would like to establish is that the discharge |
1

22 n Thursday was not the result of an error on the part of the |
:

23 : management, it was an intentional discharge? f
A Yes. They believed they had our approval to go ahead24

'( i.

;3 ,' and discharge. I was under the assumption that that is all |
i

.....c.........c .,sm.s,. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . , , , , _ _
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1 i they needed at the time, was our approval.

Q 2 Q When the discharge was ultimately resumed, do you

3 recall what period of time when it was resumed?
.

i A For how long a period of time it lasted?4
f

,

5! Q If I understand correctly, there was an initial dis-
|

6 charge, it was stopped, there was an evaluative period and
!

7 then it was resumed.i

8 Do you recall the period of time when it was resumed?

9| A You mean how long it took between the time -- no, I ,

i |
'

to don't recall. | .

!!

11|i Q Thursday night? |
1

A I don't remember. I think we kept getting notifica- |12 ,
: 1

13 | tions that it was going to be delayed, that the discharge had |

Ca !
14 not started yet. They hadn' t finished the evaluation or |

15 something. |

|
16 My guess would have been Thursday night, earl,7 '

17 > Friday morning when the discharge started.

I

18 It is in our logs. You have copies of those, I '

I !

19 think. We sent copies down, and I think they made copies of

;g that particular log (indicating) .

!i
23 j Q Is it fair to say that by Thursday night, let's say |

8:00 or 9:00 o' clock, it was known by the state authorities !

22

23 || that this discharge would be resumed?
I

A Yes.p

Q l
25| Q I would like to turn to just a very brief sequence -

1
.c....<. . . . . . . . . ..< ,,m........- . . . . . . . . . . . . , , , ,
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i
1; of events of the accident. Particularly focus on your involve-

2' ment in the decision to evacuate people from the area.(;,
3' As I understand it correctly, you said before here

4i today, that the state plan as a whole is that the Bureau of
i

5 i Radiological Protection, Radiation Protection, recommends to

61 the state Civil Defense, PEMA, protective action based upon

7| its radiological monitoring program and its assessment of what

8| the potential exposure could be if the releases continued at
i

9 the rate they were or at a later rate.

10 i A The EPA guidelines are based upon the potential

11 exposure of the population, not on the real exposure of the
I

i

12 peputation. You try to prevent an exposure from occurring in

13 , excess of these numbers . In other words, keeping the exposure
k,r ,! !

14 q elow those guides; action to be taken if you think the ;b

15 | *KPosure will get to that point. !

i

16| Action can be taken at any time if you think that

17 over the long-term course of the accident that it would indeed;
'

i

18 , cause exposure to the public at those levels.

0 (Please turn to the next page.) !19
l

!

20
i

t
I

t

21 ;) !

b
22 |

;
'

23 1
l

24 )
(L

25 3
-!
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1| G So that just to take a hypothetical, if you have
,

Q 2I an omission that reads at 1 R/hr, and it looks as though it
!

3; may continue over a period of several hours, you would
!

4! recoamend action before it got to 5 R/ hrs?
!
t

5i A Sure -- well, a 5 ren total.
|

6 0 A 5 rem total?
I

7| A Yes. We would evaluate what would be happening in

I the future, the number of hours, and say, "This is too much
8|
9, exposure for the population. Let's move them before they

10 get to this point."

11 : G The process would be the bureau recomunending to

I12 the state Civil Defense --

13 A Evacuation of people within a certain area who

14 : would receive - who could receive a potential exposure

wie de E g de.15:
I 4 On Wednesday, I take it that you first became aware16!

of the Three Mile Island accident through Margaret Reilly.
17

A Right. |gg
'

i

O Would you describe briefly what she said? i19 j

j A Yes.,~g
q

f She informed me that Three Mile Island had contacted
21 ,'

Civil Defense and that civil Defense had contacted our duty

I
officer who was Bill Dornsife. Bill had called Margaret.

23:
, There was a problem at the plant and suggested that I get in

24|,

.3| to the office as quickly as possible and establish an opentur'
; .

'

i. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
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I line with the control room.

2 I said, "Okay.", I finished my coffee and jumpedg
3 in the car and drove downtown, and I opened up a line. She

4 called me at about 7:05 -- between 7:05 and 7:10, and I was

5 in the office at about 7:25 and opened up the line at that

6 point.

7 0 would you describe generally what your activities

8 were on Wednesday, the kinds of things you were doing?

9 A We were trying to evaluate what was going on at

10 the plar.t. We put them on the open line, we put them on a

11 speaker phone, so we had constant contact.

12 We were trying to determine what was going on.

13 What the potential for a release to the environment was and

14 trying to determine if anything had been released.

15 , The information we had from the plant was that

16 nothing had been releasad to their knowledge.

However, at the time we called they were in a,,

# 61;

gg ; si&&ghbt emergency, which, under their emergency plan,
i

39 ' indicates that there are no serious off-site consequences

20I and that there are probleme on the site, and I believe a

site evacuation was taking place.

Then they declared a general emergency. A gmieral

emergency includes a potential for off-site releases.
23

I
' This was sometime past 7:35, I am not exactly sure

24!
\w i what time, but while we were on that first phone call, they

.

25i

! . . . . . - . . . . . . . . . . . . . n .. i .o .u .. . . ... ...m . ... . n o
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1 went from a site emergency to a general emergency. Sometime
i

|

I- 2 af ter that r>oint, and I don't know how long a period of time,
-me

6

3 but in looking at '._Zerent logs since and our recollections

4 of it, that between 7s.;0 and a quarter of 8:00 that morning

5 an evaluatior s done by the Health-Physics staff at the

6 site of the potential exposure of people off-site based upon

7 a dome monitor reading in the containment building of 9

8 900 R/hr; by calculating the exposure to the nearest popula-

9 tion using wind speed, direction, weather conditions, and

10 the nearest population center.

11 It was calculated and given to us that the dose
|

12 rate directly west of the plant across the river would be
,

;

13 10 R/hr from noble gases. That is the information we got

14 over the telephone. That information may not be accurate.

i
15' He did not cross-check that at a later date because it was

16 quickly determined that indeed there were no exposures.

17 | This could have been iodine exposure, thyroid

i

13 exposure instead of noble gas exposure. It would have

19| caused evacuation to occur in any case.

We then called PEMA and informed them that there20
!

was a potential for an exposure, a serious exposure, across21

, , ' , the river in York County and recoamend that they be prepared
.,

to evacuate people from Yorkhaven, I believe, on up to
23

! Goldsboro where the wind was blowing at the time.
24j.

'W ' The Civil Defense said they would notify York and

;

......<...........c. ,,..i.c...w...... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . , , , , ,
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Dauphin county. Dauphin county wasn't involved in the

{ 2 evacuation.

3 We then requested verification across the river.
4 ,

We thought that the state police helicopter was there -- at
5 least a helicopter was there that could get across the river
6 to verify. Becaus f3fteen minutes later we were told
7 indeed they were across and there was no radiation and that
8 still there was no_ radioactivity on-site of any consequence.
9 They couldn't measure anything on-site.

10 We called civil Defense back and told them that no,

there wasn't a potential for exposure.11

12 From that point on, we were then trying to inform

b. people up and down the chain of command and get our forces13

14 together to plan what we were going to do if a release did

We tried to evaluate what was happening at the plant.15 occur.

The information we had was that the plant was shut down and16

17 that it was, in. iffect, under centrol. We learned subsequently

18 that it wasn't under control.

19 | Actually, between the tir:e of the 7:30 call and

20| about 8:30 was when the core was uncovered, and that is
something we did not knew.

PO So that as of Wednesday morning the pgant had
** ""* *23

! A.
24! It worked beautifully.

5 en a rea rm e dome monitor from'
!

!

...............<.me. , , .. t.c . . m .. . n.. .....-....n.
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I the utility, calculated the off-site dose --

2 A Right.

3 0 -- found the dose to be in excess of permissible

4 limits, recosamended to PEMA that they put people on alut to

5 evacuate downwind of the plume or at least to calculate the |

6 plume, PEMA did that --

7 A. The reason we said alert and to evacuate was that

8 this was based upon a two tenths of a per cent per day leak

9 rate from the containment. That requires some overpressure

10 , in the containment building.

11 The question was: What is the pressure in the

12 containment building? They said almost normal. There should

13 have been no leak rate from the containment. We j ust didn 't

14 want to take any chances that an instrument was wrong, that

* #***** "" 'en i n was n ng and dat 6ere was15
!

deed a bdidup of pressue in de conta3mt and dare16

was a release. It was a precautionary survey. There should1
'l

never have been 10 R/hr. We knew that, but,you kncw, at this18

point you are not taking any chances.gg

If there were pressure, we would have said20

evacuate. If there had been pressure in the containment

building, we would have said evacuate.

O But in this instance it was a precautionary measure

to place them on alert until you could verify the actual
24,

b off-site dose?
25

i .....u,,..........< ,,....<...u....... . . . . . . . . . . . , , " ,
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1 A Right. We didn't believe it to be there, and we

h just didn't want to take any chances.2

3 CL So the plan ultimately was working?

4 A It was working very woll..

5 I think it worked well to that point. Really, the

6 plan is only supposed to work until about that point.

7 As Maggie said, there are emergencies -- each

8
.

emergency has its own characteristics, and the plan is based

9 for a general type of an emergency; and al'1 at once this did

10 not follow the emergency that one had anticipated.

11 Since there was no release of any consequence,at

12 that point to pull back and ycu say, 'Well, the plan was

13 good, communications are still there. The communications

14 Portion of the plan continued, and our consuunications with

15 Civil Defense continued."

16 0 As of Wednesday, for the remainder of the day, it

17 was primarily a wait-and-see monitoring?

IS A No. A quarter till 10:00, approximately, we

19 | received a call from the plant saying they were detecting

20 increased radiation levels off-site.

21 We sent our people out and verified that there were

indeed increased levels off-site, and right around the site

23| Paru m M . h we ested assistana fras M. May

came in, in early af ternoon, and there was still releases;

occurring; and releases occurred through the next three days. , .,

,
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . < . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
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.

I at relatively low levels. At that time there were some

beauts.g 2;
I

3' 'During the time frame, the readings we were getting

4 from the utility over the phone, every reading that they

5 made they would, at times, come in and go through the whole
j$ 5i

Wiw% of readings and give all the information to us.6

I
7 Most of the problems were on-site, the high

8 readings were on-site. Every once in awh'.le one could find |
|

9 a reading off-site that was 15 mr/hr at 3:00 o' clock in the
,

morning but it was gone the next day.10

0 Say, as of Wednesday afternoon, the plan had worked
11

Pretty much as it was s apposed to, the readings were c-ing12

in from the utility when you recognized that you needed some13
be monitoring capability, DOE came in and was on-site in the

34

"' **" "7
15

hery% was wormg fhe.
16

G Is that true of Wednesday evening as well?
1,

es.
18 j

I We continued to work under the plan throughout the
g9

a ident. Although, we started to strain from it depending0i
'

upon circumstances.

We basically worked under the plan for the whole

two weeks that we were in a state of readiness.
23i

! Twenty-four hours a day for two weeks people on
24i

h twelve on, twelve off. We had some on constantly with the

'

......c............ . n .. t c . ..u.. . . ... . . . . , , . . . . . . . , , , , ,
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I phone with the utility. We had someone set up at a desk

2 gathering together all the information and putting it into a

3 log book. We were referring all telephone calls from the
!

' 4 press to the proper press people.

5 0 Who were the proper press people, generally

6 speaking?

7 A. It was either our press office for the department

8 or the Governor's press office, the Governor's press

9 secretary.

10 We learned, as I said before,from the 1976 Chinese

fallout episode, that we couldn't get data and talk to theyy

12 press at the same time. That may have been a mistake. I

13 don't know. There was still a need for someone technically
b-

14 competent to be explaining what these numbers meant, what was

g ing n at the plant. We tried to do that at the press15

16 mues, but I am not sure that was often enough during

the early days. |

41g What would you have done in retrospect if you were

to do it again?
19

* * "* E '20

hopefully -- I don't know where we would find that person at

the time, but somebody available to keep the press informed
22 i

|of what our amadings were and of all the information that we

| had, somehow in a press office, some place -- maybe even in
241

h our building.
25!

!
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. .. .......... ... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
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1 IIe could explain to them wC 6.hese numbers maant.

2 What a millirem is, what a reactor was, maybe the whole{
3 process because they didn't really find out what was going on,

4 they didn't understand the mechanics of nuclear power until

5 Saturday or Sunday when the massive group came in frosa all

6 over the country and the world to cover this, and then they

7 were still having prob 1 cms.

8 0 Were you finding there was just a technological

9 vocabulary gap?

10 A. Right, that was the gap. People did not understand

what we were talking about. Why isn't noble gas a problem?13

12 You have to sit down and talk to thsm and explain it. You

13 could breathe it in, and you can breathe it right back out

again; and it is not going to be an internal exposure problem-
14

It was probably our fault for not recor:: mending;

,

stronger that we have a technical person there to explain

the technical aspects of it only,g

I think that maybe just available at all times,g
;

9| and even the Governor's press office would be a perfect
P ace, whre Gey wee all gaderd anpay, M M bel

.:0

there and have the data relayed to them so everyone could be

aware of what was going on.
22,

4 Is it fair ta say that during the incident,

particularly Wednesday and Thursday and those first couple of
24

b days, there was no resource person like that for the press?
25j

i
.....u.......6. . . . ,,.6.<...u...n.. . . . . . . . . . . , , , , ,
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1 A Right, there was none.
!

2 We would have a technical person at each of the

3 press conferences explaining the technical details of what I
! l

4 was going on. That was the one time only, and then we lef t.

5 No one stayed around to fill in the cracks.

6 There were lots of questions. Most of the time

7 questions didn't follow in sequence and because different

8 rebters who were asking different questions, and there may
1

9 be a question you really wanted to expand upon, you never had 1
;

1

10 hance for clarification purposes.a I

When the press conference was over, we all left

12 and went back to work until the next press conference was

ca led.13
D

G What kind of problems do you think this communica-14

tion gap created?

A I don't know. The public was really upset, but

they were not getting information. People around the plant
i

18 | w re upset that they were not getting information concerning
:

what the exposure was and what was happening at the plant..

Things were happening at the plant so rapidly, and

we didn't really have all the facts, I guess.
21

Still, to give out the information we had would be
22

23, better than no information. The problems occurred on press
}
| statements from out-of-state, mainly.

24:
h ! O Do you have any idea where that information was

25;

i . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
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1 coming from?

2 A Most of it was coming from NRC headquarters.(
I

3 ! Somebody from NRC headquarters would say that the accident

4 was very serious and that there was potential for a meltdown,

5 and that is all that they would say.

6 They didn't say that there would be a time frame

7 between the knowledge that we have a meltdown and a serious

8 accident, a serious release of radioactive material to the

9 air.

10 I have a feeling -- it was just so new to everybody,

11 We were learning. It was a process of learning,and no one
|
!

12 had gone through this before, at least during a time like

13 today, where people are very concerned. We are very concerned. !b,
I

14 about. nuclear power.

15 There were people coming in causing us problems and

16 making statements for the press.

17 0 Like who? |

18 A Like Dr. Sternglass flying in with a Geiger counter
I'

19 and saying he found levels ten times higher than we were

20 rep rting or a hundred times higher.

21 Statements on Monday, I believe, by Dr. K. Z. Morgan

i saying we weren't doing the proper kind of monitoring to one

* *"* * ****
'3-~

i

G Are you saying in effect that these were people who
L

,3,; were not even involved, who knew nothing of the accident,
.

i . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . < . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
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1 except what they read in the newspaper --

2 A And were making profound statements concerning that

3 we were doing it wrong.

4 G Did you ever hear any discussion in the Governor's

5 office or among the press secretaries of people in state

6 government concerning any attempt to keep people like Dr.

Sternglass or others from coming in and making what they7

,
g considered to be infla-tory statements?

A No.9

We just knew they would be coming. There is
10

nothing you can do to stop it. I don't think you should. jg

2| It is a free -- I think we should have responded to thema,

1 <

which is something we didn't. I
13 |y

G Was there any discussion of how to respond to them
14

or whether to respond to them?

L No.
16

As a matter of fact, mcst of us didn't know that

they had said something until you heard about it later.
18 ;:

! I didn't read the newspapers for 3 weeks. Then I
19 ,

,

found out why everybody was scared. I didn 't have time to

read the newspapers.
21

|

| G Getting back to our chronology here, as of
22

Wednesday night things appeared to be stabilizing and DOE is
23

on the scene doing --
24

h ! A NRC is on the scene.
25

1

,
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. .. .......... .... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
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1 0 Region One?

2 A Right. Two of their people came up and briefed

3 the Lieutenant Governor and went to a press conference and

4 explained what was going on. They did the same thing the

5 next night. In most cases, it looked like the problems were

6 resolved and no more serious problems would occur and that

7 things would slowly come back to normal.

8 G Did that seem to be the case as you moved into

9 Thursday?

A Yes.10

G Outside of the early Wednesday morning evacuation |1g

12 alert transmitted to PEMA by the Bureau of Radiation

13 Protection, outside of that alert recommendation, when did

b
y u first hear of an evacuation recommendation from any14

* *
15

'

16 "Y I' " " '# "*

Civil Defense or from PEMA to us saying they had just
l ,e,

received a call from Doc Collins at NRC recn-nanding evacua-

tion downstream, downwind ten miles. They wanted to know if9

we would verify that. "Were there any problems at the plant

that would cause that?" We said, "No, and we will get back

to you.*
22

C Prior to that Friday morning conversation, had you
,

had any conversations with any other state officials con-
24

h cerning evacuation?
,

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . i,..m...u....... . . . . . . . . . . . . .
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1 A There had been discussions with the Secretary of

2g Health concerning the possible need to evacuate pregnant |

3 women from the area.

|

4 G What period of time are we talking about? )

5 A I don't know. Those three days are all one big
1

6 day. I don't recall when the Secretary of Health first

7 became involved. That was one of the first things he

8 r - ended.

9 G That was certainly before the Doc Collins call

10 on Friday morning?

11 A Yes.

12 S Why don't you tell us how that recnemandation came

13 to you?

14 A I think it was just - possibly in the discussion

15 in the Governor's office, but I am not sure.

16 0 If I can try to jog your ===nry at all, do you

17 t recall a e nference call, a telephone conference call, with
i

gg the Secretary of Health 7

19 j A Yes. There was one on Thursday evening, I think,

|
20' that he had received a call from the director of NIOSH

recnemanding evacuation of small children and pregnant womeng

as a precautionary measure because we didn't know what was

9 in9 8 8t t * P ant.l
23 1913 063

! He wanted us to give him an indication of whether
24;

we agreed or disagreed. I don't remember who else was on.5,
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I that conference call. We said, "No, there was no reason

2 to evacuate pregnant women and small children."

3 0 Do you recall whether any broader evacuation was
i

4 proposed during the call?

5 A No, I don't. It is probably in our logs, but I

!6 don't remember it.
i

7 0 Do you recall how the Secretary presented this
|

|

8 proposal, what he was saying?

9 A No. Only, I believe, that he got the call from
:

10 the director of NIOSH.

11 0 Dr. Robbins?

13 A Robbins. ''

13 Robbins, I think, I said he evacuated people atC
34 Fort Saint vrain when there was an accident in Colorado. {

a ew rec e 8ame n9 aPPen W W e. I15

1

g That the earposures were low, but they could be very |

1

1., serious, and he would recommend evacuation.
|

.

e

4 Is it your sense that Dr. MacLeod, in that conver-

{ sation, was transmitting the recomunendation of someone else,gg

' ** * "" " * "*20

i A I got the feeling somehow during the first three21

days that Dr. MacLeod was indeed concerned about especially22

the fetus in prognant wrunan. The ultrasensitivity of the

| fetus to radiation exposure and especially radiciodine.'

24'
b '

He felt that an evacuatM, as a precautionary25-
t

!.......m.....c. . . . 6.c i m .. m.. -=== '""
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1 measure would be something that could be recomunended and

2 should be recommended.(
3 I got the impression, and I don't remember what

4 conversation it was, but I know I met in the Secretary of

5 Health's office, I believe it was Saturday morning, but I

6 am not positive, and I suggested to the Secretary of Health

7 that he -- that since he didn't have expertise in his own

8 department and he felt he needed that expertise, that he

9 contact Neal Wald, who was a member of our Advisory Cammittee

10 and was knowledgeable in the field, to give him advice con-

11 cerning radiation protection, especially since Dr. Wald was

12 chairman of one of the schools -- one of the programs in the

13 School of Public Health, and Dr. MacLeod just came from a
C

program in this School of Public Health. They were prettyg

well associated in the School of Public Health -- the

Graduate School of Public Health Programs in Pittsburgh.

O So you suggested to Dr. MacLeod that he bring in

Dr. Wald to consult on radiation health problems?

A Right. He wanted someone besides us to discuss

the medical aspects of this and that Dr. Wald would be the

person to contact.
21

0 Did you make that suggestion because you were in
22

disagreement with Dr. MacLeod's reconenendation concerning
23

i

j the evac uation of pregnant women and children?
24:

h A Probably, but I don't remember.
5 ]g}} Q6}

I
i

. . . . . . . . . . . . , . . . . . . . . i, .. .....u.. .. . ............n.
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1 I know I was concerned about the statement because
l

2g I didn't agree with it based upon the exposures that were

3 occurring at the time. I thought it was premature, and I

4 didn't agree that the fetus was that susceptible to radiatica.

5 as susceptible as he thought it was.

6 G As of that Thursday telephone conversation, Dr.

7 MacLecd was transmitting the recommmidation that he had

8 received from Dr. Robbins and in effect transmitting his own
1

I

9 recomendations as well? !

!

10 A I am not positive. I don't recall. I would have
1

11 to look it up in our logs, if it is in there. I am not even

12 sure it is in there.

13 G But the result of the conversation was that no

14 recomendation was made?

15 A Right.

16 G Was Col. Henderson involved in that conversation,

17 , as you recall?
I

18 '; A I don't remember. I believe he probably was, but

19 I don't remember.

20 0 As of Thursday, no recommendation concerning

evacuati n f any kind was made?
21

2~, | A Right.
'
,

'3| G Was there any --
~!
,4|. A Except for what Dr. Sternglass recommended when he
.

g t of f the plane. ]9|} gf,5

i ......c...........c. n .. i .c . .. w. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . , , , , ,
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I O But within the state government itself, this con- |

2 ference call resulted in no official recommendation?

!

| 3 A Right.
l

| 4 Dr. MacLeod, in the meetings in the Governor's

5 office, seemed to always bring up the subject of pregnant j

l
'

6 women and small children and the need to evacuate them, but
i

7 only under discussion. No general discussion, just his !
l

8 concerns that maybe we should do this, but it was not a f

)9 consensus.

10 0 When would those discussions have taken place? Do

11 y u recall when the first discussion in the Governor's office

12 took place?

13 A It had to be Thursday, but I am not positive. I

d n't think we met with the Governor. I think we went to14

the Governor's mansion on Thursday evening -- Wednesday
15

"" 9*16

O e nesday evedng?
17 I

:

| A Yes. We briefed him on what was happening with theg

NRC people,19

| 0 Was there any discussion of evacuation at thatg
!

time?
21

A It may have been brought up. The NRC people and I

would have said, "No." It may have been brought up.

O Do you recall who was at that meeting at the time?

'

L/ A Chick Gallina from NRC, and I don't know -- a
25 f

I
i

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .,.....u....... . . . . . . . . . . . . , , , , ,
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1 nuclear engineer, and I don't know his name.

2 g Anyone else from the state?g
3 A I am not sure Dr. MacLeod was at that meeting. |

4 g Were there meetings on' Thursday, as you recall?
:

1

5 A There were meetings, I believe, in the Governor's j
1

6 office on Thursday. I may have even been in the Governor's !

7 office on Wednesday. In any case, I was in the Governor's

8 office on Thursday.

9 Early during the day, a press conference was held,
1

10 and then in the evening a press conference was held; and in i

11 each case there would have been a meeting prior to that press

12 conference.

13 G' Do you recall who attended the meeting in the
i

14 morning?

A No.
15 |

16 G Do you recall whether Dr. MacLeod may have been

there?17
i

A I believe that Dr. MacLeod was in Pittsburgh when
18 |

19 the incident occurred and came in to Harrisburg and got

I inv lved in the discussions probably late Wednesday or early20

ursday.
21

| G Do you recall what recon:mendations he was making?
1

A Nothing except for his cocsoent that he was concerned
,3-

about the pregnant women and children.
,4-

,_- G Was he recommending an evacuation at that point?
_,;

4 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
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& I didn't take it as a recosamendation.

2D
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1! Q das he raising the possibility?
1

Q 2 | A Ile was raising t+,n question and I said I didn't

3 |N think it was necessary and maybe we ought to, you know --t

4 the person who is better qualified to talk about this than
|

5 me and radiation effects is Neil Wald. If you want

6, someone who is beyond me, we can bring Wald in. I believe
d

7 ! he was in on Friday and Saturday and Sunday, because I met
I

8' with him a couple of times and met with the Secretary of
9' Bealth on Saturday, and Wald.

I10 Q So that on Thursday, at least, there appear tol
r

11 have been at least one meeting where the Secretary of Health

12 : was there with you, perhaps others, and raising the possibility
!

13 '
D that perhaps pregnant women should be evacuated and causing

14 you to recommand Dr. Wald as an expert on radiation health 1

t>

15 effects?

16 i]l A Yes.
!

17 , O Is it your sense that that meeting occurred
n t

IS before or after the conference call in which Dr. MacLeodi
i'l

19 transmitted Dr. Robbins' reconumendation? '

: !20 A Robbins was in all awful early. I have a feeling ;
,

21 it came after that, but I got the impression that Dr.
i !MacLeod had made a statement concerning at least the sensi-''

1

( !1
!

| 23 i, tivity of the fetus prior to the Robbins call. I am not !
1 .

1 |
'

,4 positive. As I said, those days are all one big day to me.
O i

25] It is very difficult to recreate without looking at our
i

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
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I logs, and they are almost useless for those first three days.

Q 2 Q As of Friday --

3h A I expect the Governor's office has a list of

!

4 the people who were in all the meetings and a pretty good

5i sununary of what was happening in each meeting because
Il to u k

6 ] somebody was taking M nc,tes. I

n .

Il I
7a 0 were those discussions on Wednesday and Thursday !

0 d.L.
8| the only times, outside of the 10 hour calculation that you

! i

9i recall evacuation just being proposed or raised as a |
!. :

0 Possibility?10

! !

11 A It was never raised except when it was brought up i

'
12 | by Dr. MacLeod either from his sources or from Robbins?

|

13 ' O That now brings us to Friday, which started with3h 1

14 a call from the NRC.

15, A Yes. Bill said he saw a transcript cf it this
:

16| morning. I didn't-hear-that conversation. They were in the

17 other part of the building, but I heard about it after they

18 : came back and realized it was as nasty as it was from what '

|

j i

19J Bill tells ma.
e

20 :| Q Is it safe to say that on Friday morning, at
; I

21,least as far as you were aware, that the radiation levels [

22 off site were not much different from the preceding day? i
|I !
t

i

23 [ A They may have been a factor or two or three higher.:

24 We knew a venting was going on. We knew that levels were

O $ |

251 detected off site, that the helicopter was up there tracking
! r ..,....e.......... u...u..~..... ....n.s.. .....a -
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1! the plume as it had been doing.
I

l

2 In talking with the plant and talking with NRC and4
I

3' our people and DOE people, there didn' t seem to be anything

4 that would have caused us to panic. Itisjustamoniter[

5; and the big question was: If these levels are going to
I

6 h continue then we may have to do something. If we are going
i

7| to be releasing off site 20 mr/hr for considerable periods

8 of time, it is rapidly going to get to a stage and we should

9; do something.

! !

10 | If levels did not start to go down we were concerned.

11 Levels started to go down immediately. The hi@ reading

12 I off site was maybe 35 at one spot, I don't remember. NRC
I

13 ! got a reading off site of in the range of 20 to 30, I think,3
4,

14 in one spot. They couldn't find it again and when we were
|

15 down there the levels were 10 to 20 and you would drive back

16 up to the area and you couldn't find it. I drove down

17 Saturday morning and ju t driving around the area with a GM
,

i

18 ; in the car you could drive through a spot where the GM
|

19j would go crazy. A few seconds later there would be nothing
| I

,

20j then you go down three or four miles and the GM would go I

21 wild and then there was nothing. It was weird. I

22: On Friday we were jiut getting detectable radiation
:

23 levels in Harrisburg. i

i

24 Q Did the levels appear to be decreasing?

25 j A Yes. As a matter of fact, asourguyswereheading!
. , . . . . . . . . . . . _ . . . _ . . _ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ~
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1f for the plant, they weren't going up as fast as we had

2 anticipated them to go up. When they did get down there,Q
I3 the levels were lower than what NRC had earlier. NRC was

4| reading the same thing we were.

5 Q Did you receive, on Friday morning,or prior to
4

6 that time, notice that there was going to be a significant

7; detecting or radioactive material?

8 A No.

9 I thought I had seen in the logs a notification that
i

10 someone had received during the night that there would be

11 a venting occurring the next day. I have gone throu'gh the
I

12 logs and I can't find it. I don't think we were notified.

!13 Qbg As you moved into Friday morning the levels were
i

14 ) not much different from the day before and it appeared to
': |<i

15 4 be decreasing and it appeared to be going down?
!16 A Right. And then all at once they went up. I

!!

17 Q Well, you got a call from PEMA concerning an NRC '

,

18 ' recrunmandation for evacuation fro.s Harold Collins -- a

19 recrunmandation by Harold Collins. Did you receive any notice

20]1 of a significant radioactive emission before that call? {
G
.; I

21 ; A I don't recall. There was discussion about the. '

3

; :

22, 1400 nr/hr reading. I don't ramanher if it was before or f

i 913 073
'

23 after.

il

24 Q Why don't you describe the call that was received

c I
25) by the Bureau from PEMA. .

e

momegace e o nesA4-.% af 4. 60Cae u ce est # 4 90' bel *% . 84 If et



,

53,

.

1 A PEMA notified us that Collins had called

h
Q 2 recommending evacuation 10 miles down wind because of a

,

3 release which was occurring at the plant at the time.

4 We said we know of no such release occurring of any

5j consequence. We knew there was a venting occurring but we

6 didn't believe it was of serious consequence.
I

7i I then got on the line with the plant and Margaret and

!
8| Bill vent to call Collins to find out why the reconumendation

!

9 i, was made and also why the reconsnendation was made to Civil
!

10 | Defense and not to us.

I

11 j The information I got back from tha open line was that

12 ! there wasn't anything going on at the plant of any consequence.
i

b, 13 )d
There was a release, it was uncontrolled because there was i

i

14 ) a venting occurring from storage tanks and that the pressure |
i j

15 had built up and the valve had popped and until the pressure !

16' went back down the valve wouldn't reseat.

17 t O With whom were you speaking at the plant?

18 ; A I believe it was Galina. We told him the recommen-
i

19 'dation had come in from Collins and he didn't believe that
,

20 , it came in and he was going to check to see what was going .

|

g on, too. He tried to get back through to Washington.

22 Q was it your sense that he was surprised? |

|
'

23 ; A He was very surpri' sed that a rec - ndation would

| 24 come from Washington. i913 074( l '

25 | 0 It was his sense that there was no neai for an
l

.,....:. . ......m m . . . . . . . - . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ,

|
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-

1

sevacuation? .

,

!'
A Right. IIe said, "They didn't get it from us. I2{

.

3 | don't know where they got it. We don' t think there is a
i

4| need for evacuation."
I ,

5 O what did he say he was going to do as a result

6 of your telling him --

7, A He was going to try and contact Washington and

8! try to stop it, the concern down in Washington.
!

9 At that point we still had enough information from our
a

,

goo people, from DOE people, from the helicopter from NRC, that [
t

11 there wasn't anything significant off site. Bill went to

12 Civil Defense and I went to the Governor's office.

13 Randy Welch, the Deputy Secretary of Health, was with us3b
y|intheofficewhenthecallcamein. I believe he talked

'

| to Collins, too, or he was one of the first, to get a hold
la_

of Collins because we were pretty tied up.

4 '

17 Q Could you cummarize just your sense of what you
I !,

18' have learned was the conversation between Bill Dornsife and
I

i

,
i
,

19jMaggieReillywithCollins? {
a i

20j A Collins in effect refused to give them information
!!

21]astowhytherecommendationhadbeenmade,thebasisforthe

22 reconumendation. Also, why the call was nada directly to

23 PEMA instead of to us. 1913 075 !

24 ! Then he said he was doing it under orders. One of them |q- t

25 sa M , "Who made the recommendation?" His response was, they
i I '

.....c.....:.., ..c n , . w c . . .. o . . . e ......u.e.. ,m -
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I!o are telling me after he made the call was, that Dr. Hendrie

U over there - "Did Dr. Hendrie make a recommendation?"
!i synh % |

3 "Well, there are other people over there. Dr. 4ded6 son I
i 1

4| is over there and so forth."

5| He never did say. He just said, "I was told to make a
,

"i call. I didn' t do it on my own, this is what I did and thisf

7 is our recommendation."

df Apparently, he then called Civil Defense back after we

1
9 I contacted them to say that it wasn' t -- the recommendation

!

10 | came from on high and it wasn't his reconsnendation. We

!
11 ' didn' t know that for weeks later.

i

12 Q At the time --

13 | A Also, in the call that we had received from
i

14 0 Civil Defense, the only indication that we had -- the only
I i

15 indication of anything happening at that point, that there

16: was a need for any kind of extra effort, was that Collins
)

17 , han called. We were not told by Civil Defense that people |

18 from the plant had called saying that there were problem at
;

f
19 j the plant. They were planning on evacuating the site. We

'i i

20 !| weren' t informed of that call. |
:! !

21 Q So you weren't aware of calls from the plant | |
i

22' coming into PEMA? |
'

23 A Right, prior to the Collins call. 1913 076 ,
-

t

24 Q At the time that Bill Dornsife and Maggie ReillY |

b |
25, were calling Collins, you were calling Galina at the plant?

!
t __.,...m .....<..:. n. inc.. m . ... . . . .n u . <. ...r-

t
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i

1| A Right.

!

2| 0 The substance of your call was that he was sur-

1

3i Prised that any evacuation recommendation was coming out of
.

I Bethesda?4

A Right, because there wasn't any indication of a5
!

6 need for it.

s

7! Q At that point, after those two calls were com-
|

8 Plated, you went to the Governor's office and Bill Dornsife

9 went with you --

10 | A - and Randy Welch.

11 Q Randy Welch is -

12 A The Deputy Secretary of Health.
i

13 Q What happened when you got to the Governor'sy

1
i14 j office?

1
i

15| A We walked in, stated that we had tried to get
.

t

16| back to Civil Defense and to them by telephone and we
i

17 couldn't. That a call had come in from Collins recommending
'
,

18 ' evacuation and that our indications are that there is no
; i

.

19j need for evacuation and we would recommend against it. |
?

.

20] Q Who was at this meeting?
|'

! |

21 A I believe it was just Randy and myself and the |

t

22 Governor's top staff. It would have been the Governor,
!

23 J. Waldman.
;

1 i

1gjJ 0777
24 | Q Paul Critchlow? '

! Q h
-

| 25 !| A Paul Critchlow. Paul was in and out of many
i -

.,.........,....m . , , . < - . . . . . < . . . . . . . . . . . ~ . . . . . -

_ ._ ._ _ _ _ . . . _ _ _ . . _ _ _ _



, . _.

- - . . - _ - . - - -
57

|
'

1' meetings. Probably the Lt. Governor and the Lt. Governor's,

Q 2j aide Mark Knauss, K-N-A-U-S-S, or K-N-O-U-S-E.
:|

3 h Q So that you got to the Governor's office and there

4, was an assembly in which the Governor was present, Jay

5 Waldman --
n

6 A There was a few people present compared to the

7 normal numbers of people who were there.
wao ,%

8| My boss, the Secretary of Environmental Resources -Seem-
D.;_,4a vs

9| Pittsburgh, the Deputy, Pete Duaxin, the Deputy Secretary
' i

10 may have been with us at the time.
,

'

I

11 ' Q But the important personnel were you, Randy Welch |
|

12 from the Department of Health, the Governor himself, the

13 ! Lt. Governor. The four of you were in the office at the
Iw

14 I same time and you were informing the Governor of the Collins' .

j

15; call?
:

16i A Yes.
!

17 Q What was the reaction? ,

i !

18 A That they had already, I believe, had contacted
:

1 I

19 j Hendrie and Hendrie had stated he didn' t know who Collins
.

1
,

20 g! was and that they had made a mistake and that there was no |
|

;;J need to evacuate.

Q Were they saying at that point that they were ]33
!

23 issuing or had issued an order or an advisory for people I

!

24 ; to take cover? 1913 078
4

25 c)
.

A I don't remember that advisory. That is something
. : . . . .o .......,,,c. ,, - e- ...>...t -...,m.. ...-u -
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1 I possibly was involved in but I don't remember it at all.

I'
.

2 Maybe because of the battles we had later and the4
|commentsandcalls--thecallsbacktoHendrie,thecalls3
<.,

4 from Hendrie, the concern about the bubble, all the rest of

5 the stuff I forgot.
II

6 I walked back to my office about one o' clock in the {
l

7i afternoon and there was nobody around in the street and I
l

!

8| couldn't figure out why no one was around in the street. I
'

!

9! walked in the office and said, " Gee, it is a nice day.
\;

.

10 Didn' t you all go out and enjoy it? This is beautiful

11 i weather." They said, "No, they wouldn't let us out of the |
|

12 |
building. We are supposed to take cover." I said, "What?"

13 ! That is, I believe, the first time that I knew thereob F

14 ) was a take-cover measure. I

'
<

15, I recall hearing on the radio before I went to the
i

16: Governor's office a statement by the Dauphin county Civil

17 Defense Director that if evacuation is required this is what '

18 you should do. I said, " Gees, it is out already."

19 | Things happened awful fast after that first call. It [-

t

20,! may not have been - things may have happened before that call!
:
121] from Collins. That may just have been the icing on the cake i'

!l

22jtoCivilDefensebecauseofthetwopreviouscallswehad
23 gotten from the plant.

24 , O. So from the time you got to the Governor's
Y

23 , office the Governor --

.i .... .. . .. . . 9 1 3 079
n
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1 A I believe things had already taken place including

2 a call to Hendrie.Q
:.

3| 0 Therehad been a call to Hendrie by the time

4 you got to the Governor's office and had already been asked

5' who Harold Collins was?

6) A Right.

7 0 At that point the subject of the evacuation

8| and reccamendation came up or was the subject --

9 A I don't recall if we were involved in the first

to , call. I believe there was a subsequent call that was made
.5

11 to Hendrie where they wanted to talk about some general

12 j things.
i

13 About sending -- the President had decided to send up
he,

14 Denton and so forth. That conversation - at that point,

15 Randy, who was carrying a message from the Secretary of
;

16 Health saying he would recommend that small children and

infants and pregnant women be evacuated--that was stated
17:l !

16 while the conversation was going on with Hendrie. Hendrie !
I

|

19 ' was asked the question, "Would he recommend - let's

201 proceed - I hope you got that on tape, because I !;

21 l don' t remember which one I was in. I think there was only

122 one I was involved with.
|

|23! Q When you got to the Governor's office it was.your '

3

24 ) sense that they had already been in contact with Chairman

25 Hendrie about the Collins reconumendation? 913 080 I
,

-
I
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i A Right.1

,! O What was the substance of the meeting prior to| & iy
I

-

3 the Hendrie call at which you were present?

!

4 At that point it was a discussion of what reallyA

5 was going on down there and trying to get information about
*

6q what was happening at the plant.
'

In the middle of that a siren went off in downtown7
!

8 Harrisburg and that caused about a half hour discussion of

9| why the siren went off, and who was responsible for that.

i The telephone lines were all tied up. There was a lot '
gg

.i |
of panic. There was a discussion, how can we calm the ii

11 11 1

12 j people down and tell them that things are all right? This

13 had obviously gotten out of hand. Then the contact - I am
b.a

5 not sure whether it was a call from the President or the14
,

15 , Governor made a call to the President, I wasn't involved with

16f that conversation either.

17 Q You are jumping ahead of me a little bit.

18 A I don' t know when it occurred.

19 i O If I can focus on the discussion at the time that I

.;

20 you were in the office and the siren went off and the |

21, question arose of how to calm the people down; what kind 1

,

,,i of proposals were being made? '

-i
n

33 ' A To go to a press conference and to explain what !

had happened at the plant and that the levels were'ecreasingd,,
-'

e*' 1 i

5 and that there was no need for anybody to evacuate.1
'

;

i

1 RT O_A1. , . . . . < . . . . . . . . . . . . < ,,m.._.... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . -
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1 Q That was proposed as a possible press conference

Q 2 to calm people down?
i

3 A Right. Hendrie was on the phone. I think HendrieI

i

4' called a second time.

5 Q Just before the point that he called, had there
6' been any discussion in your presence at this meeting about

t

7 evacuation? For example, was Mr. Welch making any recomunenda-
!

8| tion or was your opinion solicited?

9;I A I am not sure if Randy did make the reconunendation.t
ii

My recommendation was that it wasn't necessary. If he did --10

11j well, I am not positive if he did.
i

312 Q But you reconumended to the Governor before
i

Chairman Hendrie came on the phone that there be no evacuation?. 13
Y

14 ] iA Yes. No evacuation was necessary. And then the
4

! 15]subjectcameupaboutpregnantwomenandsmallchildrenand
|

16! I said, "No, no. evacuation is necessary," and then it died.
I

17 i O Who raised the question of pregnant women?
'
.

18 ' A It was again raised during the call with Hendrie.
;.

+

19]IthinktheGovernorraiseditwithHendriesayingthe
i

! l,g? Secretary of Health had recommended this and what is your I

I
,

,g| opinion. ! l

!
.

i
'

;; Q That was during the call at which you were present? !

23! A Yes. l <

|
''

Just prior to that call coming in, was there any34 Q

kf 0 '

,

3":idiscussion about evacuation?3

In other words, was y5"13 082
- -

L . _ _ - . - . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . , . . . . ~ . . . . . - . . . . . . . . - . . . .
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t 1.

I1 when you arrived at the Governor's office, did he solicit
9

Q 2 your opinion concerning evacuation?

i
3h A I said evacuation was not necessary,of anyone. |r

4 Q At that point and prior to the Hendrie call,
!

5 did anyone raise the possibility of evacuating or issuing
a

6' an advisory concerning pregnant women and young children? |
!
f

7 A Did anybody raise the question?

8 Q Yes, sir.

9, A No, not as far as I was aware.
,

10 i G So that when the siren went off the discussion

11 was centered around the possibility of holding a press

12| conference saying that there is no reason to be alarmed, no |

13 | evacuation is necessary?g
.

I14 i A Right. !

i

15 Q At that point Chairman Hendrie calls?
i

16: A I think Hendrie called. Somebody said he was on

i17 the phone - one of the secretaries came in and said that '
<

*

18 , Hendrie was on the phone.
|
i

19 O Was it over a speaker phone? I
,

20 A Yes.
;

21 ., O Why don't you summarize what happened.
.i

i

22 3 A He apologized for the error that they had made in I

l
23jrecommendingevacuation. '

24 The Governor made a statement like, "You said it, I didn't,"
U l

251 something like that.

I'
......,....,.,n v.. ~ . . ~ . . . . . .....,.,.c. ...u -
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1| Hendrie said, " Governor, we really don't know what is
,

1

2 I. going on." At that point, although we know it is bad,Q
i i

3 g our communications are almost nonexistent. There are

4 problems. The plant is not under control and it is not
:.

-

5 ! performing the way we expect it should. 1

1 1

6 In my discussions with the President, he said it was I

. 1

7 !| agreed to send the top level guy, someone maybe with some l

!
8 military background, I don't remember, to go up there to

!9 direct the activities at the plant site.

10 Q With whose discussions with the' President?
i,

11 i A Hendrie's discussions with the President.
,

'

I

l

12 O So that Hendrie was saying that he nad already
'

13b; spoken to the President and he had agreed to send the top

14 level person to the site?
1

15 : A Right, and that Harold Denton would be that i

j '

16J person. He would be leaving to go to the site to get
J

17 briefed and then report to the Governor later in the day. I

;
IS , They were going to send up a mass communication system '

i

19 because the communication system was really bad. That '

20 there would be a direct line to the Governor's office from |
;i ;

'

21 the White House and the Chairman.

2; O Is it yoursense that Governor Thornburgh, at that

23 point, had already talked to the President?

A Yes. I was not involved in the calls to the34;
%v 25,' President. |

.

4
...... . . ...,..
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1913 084
,

- . . - - -



_

*
t
!

'
. _ . _ . . - -

,

' .

,

1 A call, I think, may have come in later that day from

Q 2 | Jack Watson saying that things were done, but I didn't hear
hi

3 y the conversation.
,

:

| 4 Q Chairman Hendrie was saying that Harold Denton

5 | was going to come to the site. What else did he say?l

I

6 A And that he would be up as soon as possible. |
i
.

d

7 !! Then they discussed the situation at the plant and then

E

8; the question came up that the Secretary of Health had
1

9 [ recommended that pregnant women and infants be evacuated
!i

10 j from the immediate vicinity of the plant. ,
'

j
11, Q Who first raised -

i

12 A I think the Governor said that to Hendrie and

13 Hendrie's response, I think, was, "If my wife were pregnant
ba ,,

1

14 a and I had small children in the area, I would get them out
1 |

15 because we don't know what is going to happen." He said, |
|

16: "I go along with you on that, Governor, and I think there

17 :, ought to be an evacuation." The Governor said, "What are

18 ' you talking about in distancewise?" He said, "Two or three

19 miles."

20) At that point it got down that two or three miles ;

21'i
'

is ridiculous. There was a discussion of how far out we

1 i

22 ' were going to go and what the logistics of such an evacua-

|

23 tion - it was just a reconenendation, it was not a call for

24 evacuation.
u

25'| He said', "If I were you, Governor, I would recommend '

4 .

. . . . . . - . . . . . . . _
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I

I1i that. ,I would concur on that." I just put up my hand 5and
a

l2 said there is nothing we can do. If something goes wrongQ
s

3i at the plant now I see no reason to evacuate, but if some-
t

4' thing goes wrong at the plant and pregnant women and sostil

5 children are still there and we didn't evacuate we are in
6 trouble, so we have to go along with that recommendation,

E

7 ' although I don't agree with it.

8| Q When the issue of the evacuation of pregnant
i

9| women and small children came up during the Thornburgh-

10 | Hendrie conversation at which you were present, who raised
t

11 - that issue?
.

12 A I believe that the Governor raised the issued with
|

13 i Chairman Hendrie. )
i ! |

14 1 Q Had. Randy Welch made any recommendation in your i i

15 presence?
il
i

16r A Yes,
i.

.

17 O What did he say?
i

18 - A Earlier to that call, he relayed the information
;

.. ,

19:' fromthe Secretary of Health. The Secretary of Health
,

-|
,

20 ; recommended evacuation of pregnant women and small children
i i

;i from the vicinity of the plant based upon the exposure that

22 were occurring. |

23 Q Based upon the exposures? )h
24 - A The exposures that were occurring.

Y l
2 5 ., The recommendation that Hendrie made was based upon his

'
. , . . . . < . . . . . . . . < . . < ,, < <x....o . ... ........t . . > > - - I
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i

1| lack of knowledge as to what was going to happen at the
i

(* , 2 h plant in the future. That was the one where I said, "We
B

3 ) can' t disagree with him. "

4 0 When Mr. Welch raised the recommendation of the

5! Secretary, was it a recommendation?
h

6' A Yes.
i

7h 0 IIow was it phrased?

i

8' A I don't recall. "The Secretary of Health wants
j

9 you to know that he feels that there ought to be an evacua-

10 y tion of pregnant women and small children based upon these |

|
;

11 exposures because of the sensitivity of the fetus."
i.

12 ( 0 It was based on recorded exposures off site?

!

13 ' A The levels that were occurring off site, yes.1b
14 i Q Was Dr. Robbins' name brought up at all?

$ '

i

15~ A Not at that point. Although, we knew apparently
'

i

16! he was coming into Pennsylvania to discuss -- I don't know,
!

17 4 I think he was coming in to Pennsylvania to discuss occupa-

18 ' tional exposure, but I am not exactly sure what he was coming i
19 ;|' in for. !

l
..

i ,

20} Q Did anyone mention him during those discussions?

21 :| iA Not as far as I know. |
1 !

t

22- Q What did the Governor say when Mr. Welch brought j
i

!

i913087!23 up the Secretary's recommendation?

;4 A He just repeated what the Secretary had said.

kr '

2 5 ., O Did he put any particular radius on the evacuation .
|

_.---...x.....s... m. ,,,m...,m. ... ........;...,,, ._____
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t

1 ! recommendation?

|Q 2 ij A No, not ac far as I know. ;

d

3 || I think it was in close proximity to the plant. I
|

4 don't think five miles or three miles or anything-like that

5 I was discussed.
f

6 O How was the five mile figure reached?

7 A Well, I think in the continuing discussion with

8' Hendrie, I believe, he was asked how far out and he said,

9 "Oh, a mile to two." The Governor said, "Well, that is going

10 i to be difficult because the exposures aren't that different
i

11 i two or three miles:away."

12 | I probably said five miles because that seemed like

13
b,a that was our area of concern at that point. We had a plani

14 out to five miles and we could handle it. j
i '

15 ' I said, "I think it could be handled up to five miles, "
i

16 and that is the way it was decided.
f

'

17 Beyond five miles the exposures weren't that significant i

18 1 anyway. Even in worse case accidents in areas that we were
i

19 |, thinking of, the exposures beyond five miles, were not that

20[,significant.
'

21 j Q How was the line drawn between preschool children
a

22 or younger children?
I-

r23i A It was decided that you couldn' t talk about
i

24 j infants, you know, what's the difference between a one-year
h 4

,
'

25 ! old and a two-year old. The only difference is a birthday. ;

. . . . . . . . . . . . . < . ~ ,,..m...uo..... .......u...... .. ,
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1| It was decided that you couldn't evacuate just the one-year

2j old and leave the four-year old there.

3f: Anyone who had decided -- to make it easier > anyone who
i

4| had preschool children should evacuate, anyone who had or
i
i5 who was pregnant should evacuate and anyone with preschool

6: children should evacuate. At that point it was decided
t

7 ]i that people who are in that area of the schools, if they do

3i have brothers and sisters, the schools will also have to
\

l

9j be closed down because the people will probably have other

( l

10 i! children beyond that age that they will have to take with |
i
:.

8 1

11 them. So the schools were closed down.
!

12 That was decided after the telephone call. That was in

13 the discussions afterwards. You know, how do we implementY !

;4 this darn thing? How do I make the statement and that kind
1I of stuff. '

15

|161 Critchlow and the other people who were there, were !

|

17 discussing how to implement the recommendation. It is
|

gg possible that at that point they called for the Assistant.
.

19 jTsey asked that someone knowledgeable about evacuation from
,o Civil Deftase be brought over. j

I Q Who is the Assistant to the Director?,g
:

,,1 A Craig Williamson. He was asked to come over to_a

33 discuss how evacuation could proceed and where people would,
i

,,i be put up and so forth and then they went to a news conference.
-4 .;

'

Q251 So that as of the time Governor Thornburgh and
|

.<...<..........c r r .. i n c .w . . . e-. .....se2 2 ..- +u
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1 Chairman !!endrie hung up --
,

t
2 A After that phone conversation is when the alarm

!
3 went off.

4 Q But as of the time they hung up from their

5 conversation, it had pretty much been decided, or the
i

6L possibility had been raised anyway, of advising pregnant
\

7 women and young children to leave the area?
1

8 A v es, and also, I believe, that the decision was

9, made, ara I (gain don't recall how, to call off to take
,

!

10 i cove . I am not positive when that happened, whether it was I

l11 .c noontime or -- I think it was at noontime. I
I

12I O When the phone conversation ended, the logistics
13 of the five miles as opposed to three miles and the pre-
14 , schoolers as opposed to two- or three-year olds was decided? !

i |

15| A No. I think the five miles was decided and
16 maybe the preschoolers, but that is as far as it went, the

|
i !

17 school closings and things like that. |
li

18 ; I don't believe Hendrie was involved in it.
|

19 ' O So it may have been decided during a telephone j
n

!
20 9 conversation about the five mile radius and drawing the |

|
21 line between the two-year olds and the four-year olds and ;

,

22. going all the way to preschoolers? |s
'

23 A Right. It might have been right after he hung up.

| 24j Q And then after he hung up the conversation turned
& .

23:, in logistics by bringine in someone from PEMA and also the |

|
. . . . . < . . . . . . . . . .< ,,.,x...so..... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . -
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1 question of how to tell the public?
,

g;- 2 || A Right.

3 Q What were the discussions on how to convey this

4 advisory to the public?
,

5 |
A As a precautionary measure, I think, the decision

U6 ;! was made that the Governor would make a statement that he
I

7 | was recommending, because based upon Chairman Hendrie's
!

8| recommendation, that preschool -- pregnant women and pre-

9 school children leave -- if they were in a five mile

i

10 | radius of the facility to leave.

where11 | I think at that time they gave them a location

12 i the shelters were that they could go.
!

13 . There were some discussions on the side about locationsb.
14 of places that could be used for evacuation. Telephone

15 ' calls were made to Hershey, for example, and someone said

16' that Hershey was available. This was a Civil Defense

17 operation and I didn' t get involved.
j
,

18 i O Was someone from Civil Defense present during |
!

i

19 , those discussions?
,

i i
i 1

20( A Yes, the discussions concerning where the mass i

i
21 | care facilities were to be set up, yes. I believe Williamsoni

22 was involved in that and he was also available for the

23 l press conference.
Li i

24- Although, the Lt. Governor may have picked up the phone
kh l

25 ; and contacted Henderson and said, "We are going to make this
:

.<....c........c n . . a c. .. . c . . . . .......s., ...o, --
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i
1a recommendation and we need locations for evacuation sites

. 2 and what can you come up with in a hurry?" They came up
il,

3 f with the informati)n being carried over by Williamson.
I

4 Williamson was there for the press conference.

5| 0 Was any alternative method of informing the public

6 [ discussed at all other than the press conference vehicle?
l

7} I wasn' t involved in the discussion of how theA

8 ! Public was to be informed. I think that they thought that
!

9| that was probably the best vehicle.
!

10 Q Was Mr. Critchlow present?

11 A Yes.

12 ||
Q Do you recall what kin of comments he was making?

!13 A No. IIe didn' t say very much during the whole3h
;4 thing.

i

15 0 Were there any --
'

!

A16| Jay Waldman was one of the people who did the
|

17 most cross-examining of the people who were there, askingi

j
|18]allkindsofquestionsandbringingupallkindsofproblems
;

,

i

19j and so forth.
.

20 0 What, for example? '

21 A Not only with us but with the people from the

;;] Utility that came in the first night, or the first day, the
q

-

.,
i23! NRC people. Ile would really give them a good cross-examina-

24 tion of what was going on.

25 They would come in and make statements and he would come
.

'
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1! back. 11e is a good attorney, apparently, and that is what
I

g 2 he was using, his skill as a cross-exaniner. The Governor

3 || would just sit and listen and then ask questions as he

4 felt were appropriate.

5 I don't think the Governor had any problems with the
i

6 people with trusting or believing the people who were there
i

7j except that because of the Met-Ed press conferences and the
i

S! statements that Met-Ed was making versus the statements NRC

9 was making, the discussion centered around we better have

to ) one spokesman and that spokesman would be from Denton and
,!

11 :I the Governor. They would be the ones making statements to
1

12 the press.

I
13 Ob. That discussion came Saturday?

*

l14 i A I believe it was Saturday. I
!

i

15, The Governor requested that Bill Dornsife go down to the

16: plant, be involved in the briefings and report back prior
17 , to Denton arriving and filling him in on everything that

i

IS Denton had learned. Denton came in and he did exactly what f

19[Billhadsaid. i,

!
j20 The Governor asked us if we could trust what Denton said !l

i
,

i
2I since Bill was going to be down there everyday and be

j

22 | involved, and we said, I
"Yes."

i
1 1

23 y Q This was on Saturday?

,4 , A Friday, ~

y 1913 093 |

-

23 , O Friday?
4
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1 A It was on Friday because of the briefings on;

g _2 Friday that Denton got.
;
'

: '3 (Please go to page No. 74.)
;
f
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1| Q Was there any discussion of evacuation on later

2 Friday extending the evacuation?4
t

3: A For the pregnant women?

4i Q For anybody,
l

5! A On Friday the discussion centered around the

i

6 h possibility of what was going on at the plant. The possibility

7 of a celtdown and the time frame that it would take.
|

8 I don't ever recall a conversation where a recosamenda-
|

9 tion was made of the 20 miles. I believe that was a recoesmonda-

10 !| tion of Denton's that evacuation plans should be readied out
'l
!!

11 i to 20 miles in case we have to take some action -- do some-

12 thing to the plant that could cause a major release of radio-

13 , activity or if something happened at the plant that we didn'tg
b a i

14 cause, if thinga just got worse at the plant, that 20 miles ;
'

!

13 was good. Ten miles was -- the planning was for 10 miles. {
:

-

|16i The circumference took place after the call from Collins, |

1- c and I believe on Friday night it expanded to 20 miles, either }!
! !

>

is , that or Saturday morning.
,

; i

19 j Q Do you think that 20 mile expansion was a result of j
i
,

20 j a recommendation from Denton? !

21 A I think so. !
>

,2: Denton and Hendrie -- Hendrie came up, and I am not

23 sure if it was Friday or Saturday that he was there, and they

,4 : were both talking. I don't recall ,sho was discussing what,

25 and then they informed us about the President. 1913 095
i .....-.....s... m. , , . m. .m . . . e ....,.o.m .. , , , ,
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i Q Wero there cny discussions concarning svacuation er1

;

Q 2| other protective action that took place in your present e on
:

3 | Saturday or Sunday?
|

4| A Yes. There was a discussion about whether the KI
I

5| ought to be distributed to the workers and to the NRC people.
k

o Q Other than the distribution of potassium iodide? { |

|
7j A No, none that I can recall. -

1

8 |l As a matter of fact, the 20 mile thing, I don't even |
-

9 |iremember being involved in it at all, because on Sunday, I
i

10 i, think, when I went home for a break, I noted that there was an'
1

' announcement in my mailbox saying where we should go to11

12 evacuate,, and we were beyond 10 miles. I said , "I didn 't know
|

13 i this was being done." Somebody else told me that we would be

Q !

14 ; evacuated to a location past Carlisle with radio conusunications|
-

4 !

15 and everything else all set up. An awful lot of evacuation '

16 Plans were going on without my knowledge. I just didn't know

17 they were taking place.
|
i

18 Q Were you present when the decision was made to have
y

19.,one spokesman?
1

A Yes.,o

Q When did those take place?21

! A They took place, I think, Saturday, after -- maybe |

23 ; it was Sunday. 1 13 096 |
3 I think there was a call to the White House suggesting

that the White House put seme pressure on Met Ed to stop holding,5
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1 ) press conferences, but I think they had their last press con-

( ference on Saturday. l'
,

l
3 Q Who was present there? >

l

4i A The Governor, the Lt. Governor and the top aides. '

l

5, Q Mr. Waldman, Mr. Critchlow?
i

6i A Probably Waldnan or Critchlow. |

!
7 Q You were there as well?

!
8 A Yes. |

l

9 Q How did that meeting occur?
,

10 A I can recall on Saturday night as the Governor and j
3

| I
11 Denton were going out to the press conference to brief the i

l12 W Press on what was going oa, that we were getting calls -- we
il

13 ||were getting through the ticker that was cor.ing in.
I

14 Q The wire service? j
i

A The wire service. The statement < that were coming15 j ;

!
16 out of Washington that so and so said that the plant can go

17 critical, meaning have a meltdown. There were also additional! .
i

18 statements out of Washington. '

19 C Meaning NRC in Bethesda?

A NBC in Bethesda. Particularly the Washington Post |,e

:

, g ' and the Washington Star were headlining statements made in i

1

| ,,[Bethesda. 1913 097 -

j__

i

Q When had these statements occurred?23-

3| A Friday and Saturday, I think, because there was kind

O of a panic down there on Friday. Statements were being made,5

;- ~ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .i.c... . i.e ...o.a.. . . , -
!

;
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' 1! to the press about a variety of things by a variety of people.

2 The problem was , Met Ed -- the bigger problem to us(
i'

3 was the information that was given out at the press conference

- 4| by the Governor and by Denton was cospic ely different than
|

5' the information that was being given out by Met Ed. The

6 ;]j credibility gaps seemed to be widening even with Denton there. !I

7| Met Ed agreed that they wouldn't make their own press
i i :

8' conferences and that they would let the NRC make the statements. l

I l

9i Q How was that agreemmt reached? |
1

\

10 A I think that came from the White House, I don't know,
;

11 j exactly.

Q What happened at this meeting on Saturday with the
12 |i

.

13 i Governor and you and Jay Waldean and Mr. Critchlow concerning
Y i

14 ] onen spokesman and the call to the White House and Jack Watson? |
i

-

A Again, just so there wouldn't be mass confusion, i15
p !

16 that if people had anything to say, they could say it through

i

17 || two people. The person -- the President's personal envoy on
a

'

site or the Governor for Pennsylvania. There were people in
18 4

19.| Pennsylvania that were making stataments too. I

;

Q Who initiated the call?20

A I think we did. I don't know who the individual was.21

Q But someone in that group placed a call to Jack !

"*****I23

A I believe it was Watson.
3

Q Were you present at the time the call was made?25
-

.......<.....s.. m. ,, , .m..s... . . , .....,,..s . . , ,

1913 098
-

__ _ _ _ _ ._.
- .



_ -- ~

78
. . _ . . ..- _.

I.

1 A I think so, but I am not sure. There were so many
i

2 calls. I cc: ,.dn't recall who made the call.4
3f Q Do you reca ll -- ;

4 A I don't even know who the people were, really. This

5| was only the third day and I wasn't sure who these people were

6 that were in the Governor's office at that time. I learned

7 later on who they were. I am not sure who was on the phone.
!

8 Q This was Saturday?

9| A I think it was Saturday.

ia ] Q What was the ._ubstance of the call to Washington, do

|
11 y u recall?

12 A That statements were being made out of NRC, Washington

13 ] and out of Met Ed that were causing everybody lots of concern

14 i because the information we had was entirely different than thej
i ;

statements they were making and that there should be a spokas- |15

16| man for the President, a spokesman for the Governor and a
!

17 | spokesman for NRC and that no one else should be talking about -

18 | what was going on at the plant. |

19 Q Who was saying that?

,g. I think it was either Waldman or one of the staffA '

i

1 ; in the Governor's office. It may have been a joint effort,,

!

~~ b
at NRC agreed that that should be the way it should be done. ', , J th

1 don't know, it has been so long ago. I don't think I could i
23

have told you three days later exactly what happened.. ,,

! -4:

,; ||-

Do you recall what the reaction was on the other endQ
i

| 1
-

. .... . . ...... . ., _.._... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
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I of the phone?i

4 2; A An agreement. There was nothing negative. There

3 ; was no argument about anything. It was all agreed that the !

'l

4 f headlines were causing more problems than the reactor was .

5: Q Was Jack Watson on the other end of the phone?
'

i

6; A I think. That was the contact -- he was the contact

7 ! in the White House -- was he or was he not the contact at one

8, point? I mean, there were calls to him and there were calls j
'

i

9| to Powell, and I remember somebody saying, "Get Jody on the

10 | P one." I don't remember, maybe it was Powell who the contacth

i 1,
'

11 | was with. I believe he was with the President, and the I

l
12 Presidet was out in Detroit or someplace like that at the j

'

13 time. ,

Y
14 Q When the proposal was made to limit the number of |

i

15 5Pokesman making statements, and there was general agreement

16 F in principle that that should be done, was there any discussion
i

17 | about how that should be carried out? Who should contact Met
!

I Ed? '

1g

19 , A I don't recall, but I thotrght that the Met Ed contace

;g was supposed to come through the White House.
:

Q So that the White House would make the request of i

21.t.

iMetEd?
., , J j
--

| 23! I thought so, but maybe it was NBC , but I thought it |A

3 | was the White House.
.

| 5

Q Do you recall any discussion about how the logistics ,| 25,

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

i913 100
|

.

'
____ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

_ .. - -.



e

80
. _ _ .- -.-- -

|
1: of that would be set up? Who would become the spokesman and

g 2]howtheywouldmake--
3 A It was recommended that Denton would be the spokesman

1

4 |
at press conferences in Harrisburg or in Middletown.

i

5: Q Who reccommended that?

6 A I don't know. I think it was just an agreement
I

7, between the people that Denton would be a good spokesman. Ha !
1

8| is the President's envoy, let him speak. He is at the reactor ;,

I !

9' and he knows what is going on, instead of having it come out

to ] of Washington, and that the Governor's office would be fillingi

11 ' PeoP e in on what our activities were and what action would be|
?

l ,

12 , needed in case -- what the ongoing situation was.

13 That Denton would take care of the technical aspects

v3 i

14 | of it and that the Governor would take care of the less
I.

15 ! technical aspects of it. j
j '

16 ) Q What role was the White House to play?

17;i
'

A Just to coordinate the other agencies.,
,

.

'

18 One of the other problems was all of the other

19 agencies that were involved and to coordinate what was going on
.i

20 in the other agencies down in Washington, although very few ,

I
'

' people were making press statements from other agencies, but |,i

on Monday morning Califano testified. i
l 3

i..i,

23 ] Q Was there any discussion of a general order going I

:

: out to state agencies not to speak to the press and to route3

, 3 all press inquiries to one person?
' ;i

'
.....<.......1. .c
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1| A Yes. I don't know if we got a written order, but
;

:

( 2 ! we did get verbal orders that the only person to speak to the
|

3 Press would be the Governor or the Governor's press secretary.

4 Q When was that order?
t

A About Saturday. That is in our log, too, with the5 ;li
1

6 date.

7 Q Was that as a result of this phone conversation, and

8. the agreement reached there? ,

! !

9! A Yes. |
.1

!to e There were some statements that were being made by -

j

11 | Civil Defense, public relations officers, that were a little

12 bit out of date. I don't know if that had anything to de with j
t |

13 it either. I wasn't privy to very many conversations. It was |V. |
'

14 i che technical stuff we went over and discussed with him. We ; i

!15 ilwere there, Denton was there, and then we left, and then Denton 1
J

16 left. There were a lot of meetings going on that I wasn't
!

17 involved with.
I

18 Q Was there any discussion on how information would be i

19 coordinated through to the Governor's office so that what the ;

I
20 ; state agencies knew or the Covernor would know? |!

3 A Yes. |21

] !

22 ]
We were supposed to report to the Governor anything

i23 naw that came up. We had telephone lines that would go directly

24 to the Governor or the Lt. Governor, usually to one or the
~

Y 23 J other, but usually the Lt. Governor, and to Critchlow. '

. - . . . . . . . . . . . . , , , _ . . _ . . . . . . . . . , . . . . . . . . . , . i
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1 We were constantly on the telephone updating them

2 as to what was going on at the reactor from our standpoint.Q
\! |

3 ]| What the radiation levels were and if anything significant was |1
4 going to happen they wanted to know about it ahead of time.

5| We were given the telephone numbers to contact the

6 Governor's of fice , the Lt. Governor's o ffice, and Critchlow's ||
;

7 office. i

l

8 Q For your Bureau, did you put out an order advising

9 the people in your Bureau that they weren't to speak to the
|

10 press? I

il I

it A Yes. All calls were referred to the press office. !1

!

12, That was the first statement that was made by me. Nobody

13 answer calls from the press. We transferred them to our press .

d
14 | officer who could handle them.

15 ||
Calls were still coming in and at times we hesitated j

i
16 inot taking them, but we didn't. The girls answering the phones

i

17 ' were sometimes answering questions from the public until the
,

'18 Governor's hotline got set up, and we were referring them to

19jthe Governor's hotline for answers. !
'

20 Q After the evacuation advisory to pregnant women and
i

21 Pre-school children, there eventually came a time when they |

22 had to be brought back. What happened there? How was the

23 decision reached to lift the advisory? |

24 Almost every day the Governor asked Denton if theA

23 , pregnant women -- if that advisory could be lif ted. Denton

- - . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . , , - . . , . . . . , . . . . , . . . . . . . . _
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1 |a said, "Well, we would like to come to a point where there is a
|

break, something that happens like cold shutdown, and we think |24
k | |

31 there will be a cold shutdown tomorrow. By tomourow afternoont
!

4, I will be able to tell you thst if there is a cold shutdown

i .

5| you can bring the women back." That happened almost every day. )
,

ll After a week it got to the point where, " Hey, we are |6 i
1

7 ' not going to see cold shutdown. Cold shutdown isn't going to
|
'

sj come the way they are talking. If it does come, it will be a

i

9 couple of weeks from now and there is no reason to leave these

to j people out there."
i

11 Everybody agreed that we have to bring them back,'

1the crisis was over. The potential for a release was basically12 ,

13 small and we had lots of time to get them out if something did
3

4 ! li

| |14] occur.
1 We wanted to hold -- NBC wanted to hold until they15

16 q had a break point.
1

17 ] Finally, I got on the phone with Dornsife who was

18 down at the plant to talk to Denton and say, "Look, try to

19 : convince hi:n to come up with some three or four items that

2g , could be used as a break point. The levels of radiation are ,

i

21, dec. easing from the plant. The plant is in the state of being-

gjreadiedforcoldshutdown. There is nothing that could occur |
1

i that could cause people to have a massive exposure before we,3

, , i .ould be able to get them out."i

+

4 There were four or five items they finally put together
,

,5
! 1

. . . , , < . . . , , . , _ _ _

|
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I and he and Hendrie came together to a meeting in the Governor's
I

2 ofi' ice and said , "Because o f these things , we think that it(
3 would be appropriate to advise the women te come back."

4 By that time, most of them had left Hershey and had

5I already come back anyway. That was maybe 10 days, something

6 i like that. It was a long period of time before that finally |
|

i

7 came.

9, Then Hendrie apparently went back to Washington and

9 told then that he had agreed to this. A call came back in

10 quickly, I think, saying, " Hold on let. ting the pregnant. women

11 come back because we've got to have a vote frrns the Commission."

12 The Commissioners wanted to vote on it.

13 ' Q You mean the NBC Commissioners?3b
14 | A Yes. The NRC Commissioners voted, and they agreed |

| ,

15 | that it was all right to let the pregnant women come back and i

16, then Hendrie said, "Go."
l

17 ' In the meantime, I think he was going anyway, but j j
! 1

is , somehow maybe he called down there -- when he got back to TMI, ,

19 [he called down and told them what was recommended, and he

20 J called back saying hold, then they all voted yes.

'

| 21 Q What is your sense of the reason for the NPC 's
'

1

I22 ;insis . mca on the break point to bring back the pregnant woman?
,

A Well, when there is no good reason for making a !23i

2,; recommendation to start with, one hae to have ecnaething to I

b
23 justify the first recommendation.

i . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . _ . . . _ . . ~ . . - . . . . . . . . . . . . . , .

| 1913 105
- . . . _ - - - . _ . . . _ . . . - . - _ _ _ _ - _ .



-

85'

.

j
,

!.

1i If you can have a standard and say, "Okay, this
:

4 2 ) standard has been exceeded, therefore, you have to take this

3 action." There was no standard, it was just . . I think.

l

4 they wanted more credibility to cover their first decision.

5 Q In effect, they were saving face as a result of having!

I
i

6 made the recommendation?
:

7 A I think so. i

;

8j They just didn't want to come out and say, "Well, we

9| really didn't need to have you people leave, but now we think
i <

10 it is all right to come back." If they didn't know enough j |

|
'

11 e about the plant then, how would they know enough about the
'

!

P ant now to say, "Come back."
12 | l

13 ' They wanted something positive that had happened at
Y

14 ], the plant to make it look like it was safer, and it would be
,

' i

i

15 ! in effect, safer for the people to return except that kept !
'

l
16 | dragging on and dragging on and dragging on, and we still

i

17 ihaven't got a cold shutdown.
,

i

18 Q Did Dr. McCloud or the Department of Health, as far i'

19 as you know, participate in any of the development of the

20 criteria for bringing back the pregnant women?
, i

'

A No. The criteria was all developed by NRC. They,3

22. brought in the three or four or five different criteria, and |
'

;\

23 )i
I don't remember what they were. Everybody agreed that that !

was acceptable. }gj3 }Q6,4

! b Q Do you know whether the Department of Health or Dr.25

-.............,e. ,, ,. m .. m . ..e .....m... . . . , , . , .

I
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.

I ! McCloud was involved in any way in urging that the pregnant

Q 2 women be returned? !
|f

A I don't recall. I dcn't think so. '

3

4| Q Do you know if he made any recommendation to the
|

Governor?5;

6 A No, I don't think he did.

7| Q Potassium iodide was a problem throughout this
!

8| incident at least logistical 1. I understand that you were i7
i

9| the first contact in the state government concerning potassium

10 | iodide supplies.
3

11 Could you tell us when and by whom you were contacted?

A
12 |

I believe it was Thursday evening, but I am not

13 - positive. It was either Thursday or Friday that I got a call l

h
14 f from John Villforth saying that they would make available to i

q i

15 ; us potassium iodide if we so wished, if we would accept it

iand use it.16
;

17 Q John Villforth is the --

A -- the director of the Bureau of Radiological Health !18
I

'

'

in:in FDA.

20" Q And that is part of Hi!W? ;

| 21
A Yes. |

,', j I said, "Yes , get it together and send it." I then-j

23 fj went to my boss, the secretary, and said that potassium iodide |

,;is coming in and that we should logistica11y, to handle it, |, ,

1 ,

1.

turn it25 ver to either the Civil Defense or the Health Department
c,

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

1913 107

. -. .. -. . . _ _ _ - - . ._



_ __ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _

87
. . _ - . . _ _ _ __ _

!.

i'

1! and Civil Defense, because it is a drug.
I
l

2 The Secretary of Health -- we could get the SecretaryQ
1 1

3 lof Health involved in the process, since he wanted to be
,

i:

4, involved in the process . That we shculd have a meeting with
!

5 the Secretary and discuss it with him and find out whether they

6 hvould handle the KI distribution, sad they said, "Yes." ,

: I

7' We met with the Secretary of Health and the Deputy |

l

8| Secretary of Health and discussed it. They said they would 1

9 ( take it, and I believe I called Villforth back and told him ;

! i

10 J that the Secretary of Health would handle it. !

I
'

11 : Q Prior to the contact to you by Jolm Villforth, was

12 there any discussion that you recall by anybody about bringing

13 ,in supplies of potassium iodide?2L
14 i A No, Mainly because we had been investigating the ;

15 Ipossibility of putting KI into the environment of nuclear '

16! Pwer plants for the last four or five years. Every time we

17 ,went to the federal government or the state government and i

is | requested assistance in purchasing or establishing a system to !
|

1

19 |get KI in we were told the state is going to have to spend the
'

i |

20 > money if they want t, and we didn't have the money to set up
I

I

21. the KI program.
,

;

2, It was not even thought about. The zwason it wasn 't

23 i thought about was because we didn't have any idea that it could

even be made available. i913 108243
4 !

254 Q Did it occur to you at all on Wednesday or Thursday
:

.e...,c.,......., , ,,s.... . . . . . . ....,m.. . . . . .-

|

|
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'

i prior to tho V111forth contact, did you think to y ursolf,

2 maybe we should try and get ahold of some potassium iodide? f..

b i

A No, especially since the releases showed no iodide.,
,

,, We had thought the incident was going to be over each day I

5| through Friday morning.

6 Q So that when John V111forth called, if it was i

j |

7 j Thursday -- |
|

8 A It still would have been nice to have. I told him,

9 "It would be nice to have, John. If these things go on, we
: ,

gg !may need it. You can make it available, and we will take it." j
; !

11 | Q Was there any discussion of how much? |
| |

12 .| I think there was discussion of the number of peopleA

13 'I that would need it. I don't remember the details. He knew I

Q |

i more about it than I did. The number of people in the vicinity34

15 | and the number of people who might be evacuated who might need j
4

|
it. It **8 88t up -- they set it up based upon that discussion.16;

It was his recommendation rather than mine.37
I

Q From that contact with John Villforth, you went to |18

19 :| y ur boss , Secretary Jones --

A Yes, and suggested a meeting with the Secretary of,g,

Health and request that he handle the KI situation.

,,4 Q What was your reason for bringing in the Secretary
,

-- ! l

23 ; of Health? |913 109, i.

A One, we didn't have the staff to logistica11y handle |,,
r;

b , ,_ ' i t . We would have had to turn it over to Civil Defense to ,

.

'
. . . . . . < , . . . . . . . ~ c, o :. . -. . .r . . . . . . . . . . - -

;
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'

i, handle, and that means spending a lot of time with them and

2 telling them how things should be done. Or have the Secretary |
,

' of Health, who should have the staff of people, who were3
l

4] knowledgeable in drugs. They have a drug device and cosmetic
|

5 | Program. They have people who are druggists on their staff dio

6; know how to distribute and know how to give out instructions.

7 They would also know how to take a look at it and see whether

8| or not it was good or bad.

!

9 Apparently, they had some problems when it came in
j

10 |with the quality of the material.
|; ,

Q So y u met with the Health Department, the Secretary |11
|

12 of Health, the following day, on Saturday?

A It may have been the same day if he was available.13

U !

Q What was the substance of the meeting? ,

14 Nd M
15 i Just that we brought with us, I think, an ICK band-A

book on potassium iodide and explained to him and to Randy,16:

17 ] ams I believe to Neil Wald, because I think Wald was there at
the time, that the KI was coming and V111forth -- HW was18

I

19 . making it available to us. They would contact us about when
i

|;

20 ( it would be coming in. |

We needed help, logistics in getting irked.
,,

1

from the airport, locating it out where people could get to it j l,,

|s
--

and so forth and could he handle it, and he said, "Yes, we ! |23
'^ would like to." At that point they took it over, and we were

'

~3,just not involved with the decision making process.,_
,

J _..,............m m ,,.m..m..... ....s.... . . , _

1
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,

I' Q Did they raise any concerns about the side effects

2 or the logistics or anything like that?Q
3| A In general discussions with them, yes.

4j I met with the Secretary and with Dr. Wald and with

5 Randy Welch, and I think that was probably Saturday norning,

6 i in the Secretary's office and discussed KI in general and what :

7 the side effects were that Wald knew about and whether we

8: thought there was a need for it and what the limit, you know,
i

9 the 10-R thyroid exposure prevention.

to It was more, how does one determine the dose to the !

11 || Patient. And would we infor: them when the KI should be dis-

12 tributed based upon the estimated 10 rem thyroid exposure,

13 and that kind of a situation, rather than where it should beb,
14 ilocated. It was not the logistics of handling the KI, although,

<i |
15 4 I attempted to get. KI for our staff.

'

O

16 We had received a call from -- at Civil Defense fron-

| .

17 ' P80P e in the Bell Telephone System who had installed alll

!

18 these new lines and were required to be there, probably til |
|
'

19 ' the last , they would be the last people to evacuate. I said ,

!

' "Why don't you just go over to the Health Department and get20
'

!

21 | some KI and get it down to than and tell them they will be !

j !

22g contacted if an evacuation was necessary and to take the KI
123 % instead, and we would tell you when to get out?" |

f

24 ., A call came back and said, "No, the Health Depart-

25 ment won't release it." !

.1,0..:...u.....,.... , ,,..m...e. ... ,,
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1f At that point we got indications that there were

Q 2| problems with the release of this to anyone.
I

3! Q You tried to get potassium iodide or KI for your
!

I

| 4j own staff?
I i

5| A I suggested it for the staff of the NBC people down
i

6 there on site. We had even suggested that it could be located
i I

7' at the State Police -- the State Police had set up a comerunica4

8 tions setup at the trailer park. We had suggested that the
i

;

9 f State Police could be responsible for keeping it until it was

10 " necessary to be given out to the people who were down there, i

|
'

11 , Subsequent discussions with health physicists down

12 at the site and with the NBC people indicated that they didn't
!

13 ! want it and didn't believe they needed it. And that the on-3h '

14 site people had potassium iodide available to them in capsule j
I j,

15 i form. 3

;

li

16: Q From Met Ed7-

|

17 A Yes.

18 !! Q So Met Eo mid supplied KI to its own personnel, I

l I

19 j apparently? i

i

20 j: A Apparently it was always there.
I

f '

; 21 ' Q You wanted potassium iodide for your own personnel ;
. I

22 that were going to be in the vicinity of this site?
,

;3 A Right.

Q Did you make the contact with the Health Depart:nent24
>c

25, to get supplies?

. ....c. . ... ..< ~ n ,. . m ..u e . . . <. . . . . . . . . . . . . . , , . ,

|
|
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1| A Yes.

2 Q Who did you contact?Q
I

3 A I think Welch.

4I Q What was the substance of the discussion?
!

5| A That, "Sorry, but if we give it out to anybody, the
i

6 i; general public will find out about it, and they will want it, ,

| !

7 everybody will want it. We cannot give it to select individuals."
1

8 Q What was your response?

9i A I wasn't too happy. I said, " Damn, we will make our

to ! own if we need it." i

11 ' We thought about going to the laboratory and making i

12 our own.

13 The thing that bothered us was that the people fro:n3b l j
14 ! HEW that were all up there had their own little bottles, and );

'

1 !
!15 j nobody else could get any.

e ,

16; Q So that the federal HEN people had their own supplies-

17 , of KI, the Met Ed people had their own supplies of KI, and the ;

1s NRC didn't wont it, and the state heaith Department.: wasn't

19 | going to make supplies availabis to on-site state personnel |

,

20 j until they made it available to everyone, including the general
; !

| 21 ! Population?
'

| |.

'

A Until t'2ere was a problem that would be reason to22
. .

23 i give it out. ! |
.i .

! i

It ws not -- I mean, there could be the potential;4

L 25 j for a release. At that point things were not , you know -- the

i
.e....e........< , ,,..<..m. .. ....s. .. .. . ., _._

i
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1 exposure levels were down and thingo lockcd pratty good, at
1

Q 2 least we thought things looked pretty good, and they felt
i

3 ) there wasn't any reason to give it to us. The potential just

?

4- was not there. If you need it, you will get it in time.
!

5 Q Did they seem to have distribution plans to make it

6 available, were you aware of that?

I A They were working on distribution plans to make it7 ,

i,

8j available. |
|

'

9; Q As of what point? )
l

10 -| A This was as soon as they were told it was going to
1

be available.11

12 , Q When did you make a request for potassium iodide?
I

13 '. A I don ' t know. Sunday, Saturday, Craday. When we
Y \ |14 | realized that we still may have some problems and need to

i,

15 evacuate. I said, " Jeez, we are not going to be evacuated
i

16jhere. We are not going to be the first ones out, we are going
a
n

1 to be the last ones out. We are going to have to go out and !17
;

18 find out where the devil the radioactivity is going, and we
& peti &lQ

19 , are going to be probabLy supplied air and it will be a good

20 , idea if somebody gets out to have the KI." ,

!
I thought that everybody shild have it with them |,i

.,, il and for their faeilies, because they wouldn't be able to be f. _ ,

with their families either. !
23

But no, we couldn ' t get it.,
4

i 6

Q And as of that point, the KI that had come in --35
.i

.e....<. ....s.... ,, ,..m..m .. ... . . . . . . . . . . . . , , . , ..

:
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|
1

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



~

94
3- ,

_ _ . - . - - - . . . _ . -

I -

I
'

-

1 A There were problems with it. I wasn't very aware of
:

2 what the problems were.Q
3 Q It was also in a warehouse in Harrisburg? |,

'
i j

4 i A Yes, and we were told that they had to keep it under;l

5! lock and key with guards, because people were finding out

6 j where it was and they were afraid people were going to rush itj
7 or something.

I
8' Q Was there any suggestion made by ths Health Department

i

9 to take some supplies of KI out of the warehouse and put it !

to down near the site and hold onto it for state personnel? :

11 A No. We reconnended that the State Police trailer |
i

12 he a storage location for it, but NRC said they dida't want it
I

t

13 I was under the assumption that it would be distributed3

!'

14 to local connunities where it could be handed out by people if
i

15 there was a need to evacuate. I

i

161 Q But you vern unable to obtain it for your own staff?-

17 A Right. ;

'l,

18 Q As a final topic, I would like to just go into, very ;

19 ; briefly, the interaction of the federal agencies from your ;

:

20 ] perspective.

i
2I I think you mentioned that the Department of Energy,

22 DOE, came in and did a creditable job and were prepared for a

3 reactor incident. Is that a fair statement? !'

1913 115
24] A Yes.

L ;I

25i Q Was it the DOE data and monitoring efforts on which
i__ _ ___...........s... . r, m..m.. ..u . . . . . . . . . . . . , -

_ . , _ , . .--a e- - , -



95
6" _..__. ___ . _ _ _ . . .

,

)-
,

1i you relied principally?

Q 2] A No.

The utility data was vitally important because they |4

3

4| witre doing the monitoring on site and immediately off site,
!

5f
a'id up and down the river.

'

6 NRC was doing monitoring right off site and up and

7 ( down the river.
8i The DOE people were couplementing all the work that l

!

9 | they were doing further out, doing air, water, milk, everything ,

I l

10 that could be imagined that should have been done early on
i

'

that wasn't really finished. ;
11

12 ! The first people that came in from DOE came in with
;

13 survey equipment and were doing field survey work. Later,

y ; wnen the rest of the DOE team got there, they were set up to j

i |
15 do milk, water, soil, everything in the environment. They

|
|

16 i came in with C-47 's full of equipment and set up their opera-
i

17 tions so that they could actually do much more detailed evalus-
I

:

18 , tions than the first people who came in on the helicepter.

19 Q You already had a prior relationship with some of .

. l

|
20 || the DOE response teams?

'

i

21 | A Yes. |

22j Q Y ur agency had been working with them over a periodj
iq

of time? i 9 l 3 } } [) |23

A Since 1961 when I got to the state. When I was at ,3
y e>

Brookhaven, I was a member of the response team that was samt25
|

.-e...c....... o. . n. . . c . . u 3. .n. ....s.o s ,. . , - - __
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1 up at Brookhaven when I was there in '57 and '58.

2 Q Was there a prior relationship between your agencyQ
3 I and the NRC Region 17

4 A Yes. A very good, close working relationship.

5 These were the people that we would go out on inspections with

6 and would be discussing emergency planning with. We would be,

7 involved with a mock accident at a reactor with telephone calls

8 and all.

9 All of the Health physics staff, at least, at the

10 regional office, we had been closely working with for a long

11 time. We worked with them with routine emergency accidents

12 involving transportation or other types of accidents where we l

)
- 13 could handle it or they could handle it. It was just a good

|

|
14 working relationship at the level of people who are the workers, |

15 not the bosses. )

16 Q And is it your sense that the Region I people were -.*

-

17 A They did their job well.

18 Q They did their job well but were superseded or over-
:

19 ! shadowed by the Bethesda people as the incident developed?

20 |: A Yes.
|

21 On Friday when Denton came up, the regional people --

22 well, the regional people never got any credit. The only

23 thing they got was criticise for not being there when the phone
!

24 rang.
L

25: Q Criticism from Bethesda?
1

*
--.....x........... ,,.....uo,..... . . . . . . . . . . . . , , , , . . --
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1 A From everybody, in particular, Bethesda. They did
'

2 not get any credit for being there and keeping the situation

3 under control.
1

4 I think they did as credible a job as anybody or i
l

5 maybe better than the people down in Washington did. |

6 Q Were you consulted or did you request the EPA to

l

7 come in and do environmental monitoring? '

8 A I think they called and said they were available.

9 Someone who mas on the shift at that time said, "Yes, we could

to use you, particularly in relationship to water monitoring and

11 could you come in."

12 I am not sure who made the request. It was not that

13 thef showed up or if they did show up, we agreed to work with

14 thee. I am not sure who asked. I didn't.

I
15 Q It wasn't a formal contact with you? |

!
A No. I Ussn't there at that desk 24 hours a day.16 .

17 ,When the call came in, I am not sure who got it and how they
i

18 j got involved.

fw
19 Later we found out that EPA's Montgomery lab' in.. Maryland

! M
20 hwas sitting and waiting fem their portable equipment and theirj

21 van to come up and help us. Apparently, they had contacted us

and asked if we needed their help.22

23 Someone in our office said, "No, we already have the

EPA here. We dca ' t need more EPA." At that time we had feds4:,
i

L 25 |i411 ver. There were hundreds of federal people around, maybe
i
i . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ,,..i.o..u....... . . . . . . . . . . . . . ,
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up to a thousand at one point. They were all over. You

2, couldn' t turn around without seeing a federal representative

3 ji from one of the agencies. ;

They would have been a tremendo|us
'

4; They were sent back.
i l

5 help to augment our laboratory situation, because we were ;
,

|
6t inundated with samples that had to be analyzed -- that they j

I '

7j wanted analyzed by the Department of Agriculture, our Depart- li

8 L ment of Agriculture or Hershey Foods , or somebody wanted us to l

i

9| analyze, not one of the federal agencies. There was a problem , !
! ,

10 ' with FDA. !
!

11 Q Before we go to the FDA , when you first became aware

12 i of the EPA involvement, did you assuee that that was the office

- 13 of radiation programs?

Y. I

14 j A Yes. |
'

|

15i Q Was it? '

A No. ,16
-

|

i-, Q Where were they from? ,

t

18 ]
A The IJLs Vegas operations office. i

i
19 Q When you talked earlier about DOE being prepared for

p

20 a reactor incident, what did you mean by that?
1

A They understood what kinds of materials come out of i,~1
!

g ! reactors. They understood what the consequences of a reactor |
|

23 q accident would be and understood how reactors t=ork. I

3| Q Is that true of the EPA team from Las Vegas as well?

A,3 The EPA team from Las Vegas were mainly laboratory -
!

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ,, , .......,. .. . . . . . . . . . . . , ,
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1i people who were involved with the weapons testing program.

2 They were good Imboratory people, but they didn't

3 ;| have any -- very good working knowledge of what a reactor I

4 i accident was all about.
1

5 As a matter of fact, one of the guys from DA who '

6 was up, who was s nuclear engineer, gave cham'a short course :

!

7| on how reactors work. i

'

8 Q Is it your understanding from being in this business

9, since 1961 that the FA people from the Office of Radiation I
|
!

10 Programs would have been prepared for a reactor incident?
|

A Yes. The Montgomery people were very prepared. i11

Q And they were not on site?12 ,

- 13 ' A No.

14 Q At one point there was --

A
15 I find no fault with the people we got now. We

j

16i didn't need NA there, but when DA then took over after dog

17 ]i 1 eft, I have no problems with what they are doing now, except
18 it takes a hell of a long time to get information back from

|!>

19 ! IAs Vegas.
,

!

;gf One of our problems is that when samples have to be
.

.

?
I

21 analyzed in a hurry, we have to do them in our laboratory i
I

|linstead of shipping them out to Las Vegas to be done. It is j

23 Just overloading our lab, even though they have some people

g|here. They have some technicians, I believe, that are operating
b ne piece of equipment. In Harrisburg they just cannot do the25

!

. .... . . ... .._ .. ...m.._..... .... ,.... . . . . ,
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1 job.

2 Q Were you aware of a conflict or a disagreement between{
3' NIOSH and NRC during the incident or its aftermath?

4 A Yes, but only in hearsay.

5 Apparently, NIOSH -- apparently Califano felt that

6 there was a need to have somebody independently look at the

7 exposures of the workers on sit.e, because he didn't went to

8 trust the NBC and that NIOSH was responsible for radiation --

I9 occupational radiation exposure and that they ought to be

10 f allowed to go on.

11 NRC said, " Hey, you are not responsible, and we are

12 not going to let you wander around the site, there are too

13 many other problems." There were a couple people from NIOSH,
L

14 who showed up and wanted to get on site. There was a subsequent

15 agreement between NRC and NIOSH saying, "We will give you the

16 data and the information of the exposures," and that was it.

17 Q You were mentioning the FDA figures. Was there a -

18 problan with the FDA laboratory work?
rC e -

19 ! A There have always been problems with the' chester
i

20 i laboratory work of FDA. Their numbers consistently come back

21 higher than anybody else's. As a result, our Secretary of

22 Agriculture -- we would split samples, for exaayle, and their

23 numbers would cone back higher than ours. It would cause

!
24 ! problems.

L. '

|
Our Secretary of Agriculture said all of our samples25

I . . , . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . n..i.<..m.,..... . . . . . . . . , . . . . . . .
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I we are going to do, so that meant an awful lot of samples.
-

2 In the meantime, though, FDA had the authority to{
3 go in, and they do it routinely, sometimes without telling us,

4 and collect samples around reactors and run them off at

5 Winchester.

6 In the past, we have gotten calls in the middle of

7 the night from Winchester saying, " Hey, we found all kinds of

8 problems as a result of a milk sample collected at Peach

9, Bottom three weeks ago."
|

10 You know, it stirs everybody up, and then you find

11 out they made a mistake, and they were running the calibration s

12 standard instead of the actual milk standard.

13 We are not very happy with the way Winchester

14 Performs. ;

15 Q Did that same problem occur during the incident?

16 ' A Yes. A cross-calibration afterwards from -- with

17 the National Bureau of Standards, EPA supplied iodine and

18 indicated that they were high, and everybody else's was pretty
;

19| close to the actual number.

20 Q Did that cause a problan with the context of the

incident?
| 21

A It was small. If the numbers had been higher, it22;
1

23 would have caused a big problem. Forty versus twenty -- we |

,4; were finding some contamination, but the levels were so low

L i

25| that it didn't make any differeuce.
...............,.c. ,,......u....... . . . . . . . . . . , , , , ,
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1 Unfortunately, the numbers they were reporting --'

|

2 they were reporting a lot more positives than everybody else'

(
3| was, and that did cause problems with milk being delivered

4 out of state and milk being purchased in local areas.

5 I spt a call yesterday from a reporter in Minnesota

6 asking me if the milk from around Three Mile Island was being

7 shipped to Minnesota.

8 I said, "Why would it be shipped to Minnesota? You

9 got too many cows out there anyway." He said , "I don ' t know ,

10 but we heard it anyway."

11 | I said, '*ralk to the Department of Agriculture. It

12 is not contaminated. It is okay to send it out."

13 There were also some other problems, the lab in New

14 . York -- the New York State lab indicated that they found con-

15 tamination in milk sanples that were coming from Pennsylvania,

and that was an error. That was not a positive sag le.

16|
17 - There were people from all over the country -- there-

18 was a guy up in Maine who said he turned hic geiger counter |

\ |

19 | on and it went off scale, and that caused problems,
i

20 | Q One last discrepancy between federal agencies and

their numbers.21

There was a discrepancy between DOE numbers and22

| NBC numbers at one point. I
23 <

24 ; Could you describe briefly what that problem was? )
L I

:|
A It was on Easter Sunday night. The plant was putting25

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ,,....<....o...... .....m......,,,,,
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1 out iodine in increasing quantities of radiciodine that was

i
'

2 being released from the plant.{
3 I received a call from llarold Denton saying that it

,

4' looked like che problem was the filters, the charcoal filters

5 were not as ent as they were when the plant first

6 started.

7 There was iodine that was being released, and they

8 were going to work on changing the filters.

9 In the process of changing the filter bank, they

10 i did not replace -- when they took filters out, they did not

11 replace them right away, so there were some blank spaces.

12 Iodine was being released from the plant. I got a call from

13 the DOE team people who were monitoring air monitors indicating

14 that the levels were 60 to a hundred times the maximum permis-

15 sible concentration off site.

The NRC utility team surveys indicated that they16 '

17 were at MPC off site or below. They spent all night sampling

18 at the same locations that were coming up with these different
!

19 numbers.

20 Finally, at about 4:00 in the morning, I said , "Look.,

21 why don't you guys get together and get all your samples
|

22| t gather, bring them into one location and we will check them
i

23| on our counters , because to find out which one is high -- if
,4! there is a high one or a low one, at this point we weren't sure.

k' ,5| At about 8:00 o' clock I got a call, and maybe it was
,

eene.caCe e acessat. seC. If 4. LOC E SILL os e v t., wasetseges. Pa. spgs3
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1 prior to 8:00 o' clock on Monday morning, saying somebody else

2 had come in to take over the shif t and had one a quick recal-{
3 culation, and they forgot -- DOE forgot that they were countin.g

4 minutes and the activity in seconds. Sixty makes a big

5 difference, and that is what the difference was between the

6 two of them.

7 Everybody in state government was ready to go.

8 Sunday night everybody was wide awake, and I am sitting there

9 all by myself saying that I might have to do something. I

10 procrascinated a little while, because I couldn't believe --

11 I wanted to make sure which number was right. We had time,

12 but we didn't have much time, because a hundred times MFC

13 was , you know, a lot of iodine and the exposures, if they.-

14 were going to continue that way, we would have to do something

15| about getting people out of there. Luckily, it worked out.

Q It was a mathemat ical errcr?16 '

i
17 A It was an error that anybody could make after spend-

18 | ing -- you know, people had been there for a month, and they

19 were tired. 1913 125 !

20| I am glad they reported high rather than low. If

21 they are going to make an error, make it on the high side and
i

22 ! we don't take any chances. That is what I told him when he
1

23 called and apologized for keeping me up all night.

| 24 Q Throughout the incident, I imagine that errors or

L '

25 events like that occurred on a small basis?
|

!
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1| A Not many. Most of the time the reliability of the

2 data and the information was good. We didn't have many cases

3 f
where there were any conflicts among groups or even within the

4 organizations as far as I know. .

5|
Everything was wide open. The information uma all

6i there. You just had to be there. We had people down at the

7| site and people over at the facility over at the DOE setup at
i

8 least once a day. All the data was reviewed and discussed.

9; There are some' things that we probably should have
.I |

10 don e. We could have done more strontium 90 checking. That |

11 | 1s something we just got EPA to start on today.'

12 Overall, I think it was handled well. We needed'

1

'

13 more Tim's out of the environment. They are being placed out
N a

14]oftheenvironment.
The NRC is coming in on that. They are

15. Putting TID's all over the place.
I

'
16: The problem is that they are asking the states to

!

17 3 set them up and take them doun. Do you know how long that
.!

18 ' takes to rta all over the state changing TID's?

S eaking of TI2's, this is my Inst question.19 Q P

20: Were you aware of the FDA putting out 237 TID's?

21 | A Yes. We went out with t. hem and showed them where to
:!

aPut them. -

22

1913 26
23 Q What happened to that data?

'

I
'

A It is all down in Washington. The data indicatedy

b 25 q nothing but background levels if I recall. j
I !......c........<,,e .,..,x.4... ..e . . . . . . . . . . . . , , , , ,
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1| Q Were those appropriate TLD's for the monitoring?
,

A No. They were as good -- they were TIE's. They( 2h
0

3 |were not calibrated for the types of radiations that were
g uw

4 [ involved, but they could be and they isesen.!.c calibrated, and
i

5 they came up with a plus or minus 20 percent of the real
1

d
| 6 j numbers, so there was no real problem. ,

a |

7[ You know, it was good that they -- it is just another
c
:

8 j backup. They were down there thinking, and you can't -- it
t

9 h wasn't a bad idea at the time to put those out,
i

t0 J I have no problems with what the Bureau of Rad
:

11 h Health did. They have no control over what FDA does and what ,

12 |the federal Department of Agriculture started to do was to
!

13 condeen meat right away in the area. They shut down meat
C

14 0 P ants because they thought the meat was contaminated without |l

1 i
15 j asking anybody.

All in all, I think that the federal agencies -- the16| '

:

17 L working levels of federal people worked out pretty well.

18 Q Is it fair to say that the technicians who were on |
:, t

19 | site doing the monitoring and doing the laboratory work ;

20 7 unctioned smoothly and that the problems came at the decision-f

I i
1 making layer, Bethesda , HEW -- |21

i,

,, !! A HEW's superstructure, whatever that is. I have no |~~ !:
23 f idea whatever happened with the federal Department of Agri-

culture except that they did open up the meat plants again. I,4

( :1

;5 ) don't know what they did. I wasn't involved.
r
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1, MR. M RVEY: I have nothing else.

2!! Mereupon, the deposition was concluded at 4:00 P.M.) ,

3k
,
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