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(9:05 a.m.)

CHAIEZMAN SNEITH: All right. let's proceed, ladies
and gentlement.

¥r. Tourtellotte, ve have received ¥r. Cutchin's
letter of April 9, 1981, fcrwarding N¥r. Basdekag' nmemcrandua
to you of April 7, 1981, And there is stiil an area that ve
feel is not fully addressed. Y¥r. 2asdekas states that he
cannot ansver your question as to whether there are any
facts that have not been brought to the attenticn of the
Board, because -- among other reasons is that he is not
familiar with all the testiaony given to the Bcard by the
staff and others.

We had hoped that he would read particular
portions of the testimony. Certainly we did not expect hinm
to read all the transcript and the exhibits. €So somevhere
along the line we are not getting cur thoughts through to
Mr. Basdekas.

And ve would like tc discuss perhaps a fail-sgfe
vay in wvhich that could be done, perhaps sending hia a-
memorandum ourselves, bringing hiam down here, telling him
vhat ve wanted to do or something else. Eut we thought you

ight have some helpful suggestions cn it.

¥R, TOURTELLOTTE: Well, ve -- I dc aot knov vhere

to go from here. When we talked with him, we tried to point

ALCERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC,
400 VIRGINIA AVE. 5. W, WASRINGTON. D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345
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to certain important parts of the transcript. Ve did not

siaply suggest that he read 15,000 pages. And he did not,

" apparently, want to do that, or he did not do it. I do not

understand exactly.

But I dc not know what else to do.

CHAIRMAN SMITH: Ckay. I suppose that was -- I
should have asked directly if you had pointed cut the
pertinent parts of the testimony to hinm.

ER. TOURTELLCTTE: Yes.

CHAIRMAN SNITH:s All right. Then I just cannot
understand his ansver. I just do not believe he is
approaching us with full candor on the subject, if you have
given him the parts of the testimony where the subject
matter has been addressed and he comes back with this
response.

And I might ask that you might communicate that tc
hia, that ve do question whether he is being fully open with
us, that he does no*t understand what we want.

¥R. TOURTELLOTTE: I think maybe the real turning
point, though, is the ansver to the first gquestion I think
really ansvers the other questions. #Znd that is, he really
has nothing to offer to the Ecard that he has not already
offered to the Commission directly or to Congress. And

although he is =--

(28
<
-
-3
n
<
(=)
(=)
o
.

CHAI I suspect that that is true.

ALOERSON REPORTING COMFANY, INC.
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¥E. TOURTELLCTTE: Although he has a generic
concern £for his -- the application of what he has =aid to
Congress and to the Commission, he has made no direct
application of that tc Three Mile Island. And, nct haviag
made any direct application, I do not really know that he
vould possibly have anything tc say that would be ¢f a
specific enough nature to do any good in this proceeding.

CHAIRNAN S¥ITH: Well, ve suspect that that is
probably the case, but I 4o not understand why he siaply
cannot say that. I mean, the time that ve have srent, the
vasted effcrts on your part to try to comaunicate this idea
to him. It is not a complicated idea at all. It is quite
siaple.

¥R. TOURTELLOTTE: You know, in a sease ve are
rying to mind read him here, and I can understand why he
might say that in those vords. He feels very strongly adout
the generic views that he has, and I think he would be
reluctant to say precisely what I said a fev acments ago.
And I do not knov that it is out of a lack of cander as much
2s it is he simply has strong feelings in this area. And he
may not -- he may not vant to actually come cut and say, I
really have pothing specific to give you in this case, and
instead simply talk arcund that point.

CHAIRMAN SNHITH: It is difficult for us to

understand the scientific approach ¢o a scientific greodlen

ALDERSCON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
400 VIRGINIA AVE. S.'W . WASHINGTON, 0.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345
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with that type of logic. %e will have ¢o consider it scme
more.

2ut you did point out to hi= the particrtlarc
testimony that we had discussed?

¥R. TOUBTELLOTTE: Yes. Ny understaadinq is he
has read -- he aust have read some of it, because as I
recall he referred to Denny Poss' testimony. Sco he smsust
have read -- must have read sonme of that.

We tried to point out to hia wvhere that testiaony
vas and suggested that he read it, and he apparently has
read scme of it. Whether he has read all of it or not, I dc
not knowe.

(Board conferring.)

CHAIRMAN SNMITH: We will ccome Dback tc it. We will
coze back tc it later.

MR. TOURTELLOTTE: The cther thirg, I understand
that the Bcard vas vondering if we could have an early
ansver date on the Sholly =aotion.

CHAIRMAN S¥ITH: Right.

¥R. TOURTELLOTTE: Is that -- that is due, as I
anderstand it, on the 29th, ordinarily?

CHAIEMAN SMITH: Well, ve ~--

¥R, TOURTELLOTTE: And you asked it be moved up to
the 21st?

CHAIIVAN SMITH: We suggested the 21st. 3ut ve

ALCERSCN REPCRTING COMPANY, INC.

400 VIRGINIA AVE.. S W, WASHINGTON, D C. 20024 (202) 554-2345
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invited recoamendations for an early respcnse.

(Counsel for Staff conferring.)

¥8. TOURTELLOTTE: We can do it by the 22nd, I
think. §Fe will trye.

CHAIREAN SNITH:s All right.

I think earlier in the hearing ve had indicated
the five extra days that the staff has in response to
motions should not be used unless necessary. 1 think wve
have come to the time in the hearing where it should noct be
used at all unless there is a specific request for it, a
showing of need for the rest of the learing.

ER. TOCRTELLOTTE: ¥We actually Jjust gect this
yesterday ourselves in the msail. So 1 think if we could
have until Wednesday wve can handle it.

CHAIEEAN S¥ITH: Nr. Trowbridge?

MR. TROWBRIDGE: We will filc the 22nd alsc.

CHAIRMAN SNITH; Ckay.

¥S. STRAUBE: I have talked to Mr. Adler. FHe
vanted 3e to say that the Ccazcnvealth did not get a copy
until yesterday, either. Eut is Wednesday the date, then,
the 22nd, for vritten resgonses?

CHAIRMAN SEITH: That is satisfactory to the
Beard.

¥S. STRAUBE: That would be fine.

o
n

CHAIRNMAN S¥ITH: We want tc come back. tc ti

ALDERSCN REPORTING COMPANY. INC,
400 VIRGINIA AVE., S. W, WASHINGTON 0.C 20024 (202) 554-2345
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2acsdekas matter after ve have had a chance to confer and

identify particularly the transcript pages and the sritten

b ¢ ]

his ccssents, which

O
h

testimony wvhich would be the subject
none cf us have defore us right novw. So if you could come
back after the acon =--

¥R. TOURTELLOTTE: It aight De -- the one thing
that ve 3ight do is zake 2 specific list cf that testimony
and ask hias to read that testisoay.

CHAIRXAN SEITH: fhat is what we thought.

¥B. TCUBTELLCTTE: VWe did not nake a specific
list., What we did generally is tell hims what the testiszony
vas and vhere it vas and ask hia to read it. And ve
understcod that is wvhat you vanted his to dco.

CHAIRNAN SHITH: Yes, that's wvhat ve vanted his to
do.

BR. TOUSTELLOTTE: Whether he did or did not I do
not know.

CRAI?!A; SNITH: I want to _esolve it. I think it
should de resolved ncv. I mean, I think ve should £ind ocut
if the man has anything to tell us that has not Leen
covered. And I think it is a sisple enough statement for
hia to make, with a reasonable aacunt of effort. 3But his
efforts so far have deen diverting the Board from -- I nean,
have not been productive at all.

I knov he intends to be helpful, >ut he is nce

ALDERSCON REPORTING COMPANY INC,
400 VIRGINIA AVE. S W. WASHINGTON O C 2002¢ 1202) 534-2245
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helgful. Fe has deen counterproductive in not deing
specific about what his concerns are about this hearing.
And ve just cannot afford any more time on him. We are
going to have to have a specific answver from him, if it
means bringing hiz up here cor something else.

He is going to have to be specific. If he is not
capable, does not have the capability of deing more
specific, then I do not see hov he could make a contrilbuticen
to the record.

But in any event, ve are going to recoammend for
his attention the transcript of this discussion this
aorning.

¥R. TOURTELLOTTE: I might suggest, if we can make
a list and along with any other specific suggestions that
the 2oard has, we can telecopy that list of the transcri,t
along vith specific directions from the Bcard as to what he
should do with the list and specifically hcw he should
address the issues.

Then I think we can get maybe a more meaningful
ansver out of him. And even if the answver ultimately is not
a direct ansver, then that is a meaningful ansver.

CHAIRMAN SMITH: That is fine. That vould resolve
it. Cou.d ve come back to it in the afternccn, the
beginning of the afternoon session?

MR. TOURTELLCTTE: TYes.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC,
400 VIRGINIA AVE., S W., WASHINGTCON, O .C. 20024 (202) 554-2345
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CHAIFMAN SMITH: Ckay.

We had pending from last nicht the cfficial notice
of the Commissicn's papers on potassium iocdide thyroid
blocking. We bhelieve that the initial papers fronm the staff
to the Commission should be juacluded in any official notice
that wve take, to put these subsegquent papers in ccntext.

Now ve want to hear from Ms. Bradford concerning

the objections she might have to officially noticing these

papers.
(Counsel for ANGEY conferring.)
MS. GAIL BRADFORD: Sir, I would like a little
more time to speak with ¥r. Cunningham about it, if I

could.

CHAIRIIAN SNMITH: All right. We will take it up,
then, at your rleasure, some time today.

MS. GAIL BRADFCRDs Thank yocu, yes.

MR. GBAY: Mr. Chairman, ve ;:e having a fresh,
easily read, complete copy ¢f SECY 257 sent by express mail,
one that has no markings vhatsoever or anything on it. We
vwill have that tomocrrov.

CHAIRMAN SMITH: That is fine. Thank you.

Anything further?

(No response.)

¥S. STRAUBE: I know that Mr. Corbin wvas scheduled

to de first today, but ¥r. Cosgrove and Mr. Cray have asked

ALDERSON REPCRTING COMPANY . INC,
400 VIRGINIA AVE, S W, WASKINGTON, O C. 20024 (202) 554-2345
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if he could come later so that the FEMA witnesses could
continue and not be *:1d here longer. Mr. Corbin s=aid he
vould be avallable here later. I suggest ve just go ahead
with the FENA witnesses.

MS. GAIL BRADFORD: Did we vant to talk adout
other scheduling or delay that until later?

CHAIRMAN SNITH: NMs. Bradford had submitted to the
Board and apparently the parties a propcsed scheduling for
vhat appears tc be everything in the foreseeable future
vhich is ready to be heard. Is that vhat your intenticns
vere?

BS. GAIL BRADFORD: Well, I wvas just trying to
make a list of everything that needed to be heard and try to
put it someplace. I do not know that this is the best place
to put things.

CHAIRMAN SNITH: You mean tc us? You mean ~--

MS. GAIL BRADFOEDs Ch, no, I do not know that the
time slots that I have assigned are appreopriate for the
vitnesses.

CHAIRMAN SNITH: What you have done sc far, as I
understand it, is passed it cut to the affected parties for
their consideraticon. And wve will follow ocur usual practice,
and that is enter it only as a matter of information and to
resolve disputes, which fortunately wve have beern able to

avcid. It has worked out guite well. So we will follow the

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC,
400 VIRGINIA AVE_ SW_, WASHINGTON, D C. 20024 (202) 554-2345
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same practice,

4e would like very nmuch, if pecssiltle, tc aveid
scheduling anything for the 28ti, even if it means longer
sessions during the preceding week. The Bcard has a
comaitment. All Board nmembers, all panel menmbers of the
Atomic Safety and Licensing Beoard, have a comaitment for the
veek of May 4, a training seminar. And ve need -- some of
s need some time the prior week to prepare for it. And ve
have other work.

So if we can coamplete the business before the 28th
it would be very helpful. Of course, if it is not possidle,
it is not pcssidble. This is the priority.

¥S. GAIL BRACFORDs Sir, one thing I did not know
vas vhether there wvas anything other emergency planning left
to hear.

CHAIRMAN S¥ITH: Yes. Well, wve will address that
as ve -- ve vill address it vhen we have the latest
information, vhich will be wvhen ve coze to the end of the
available testimony, and *hen ve will make a decision based
cpon the recoamendation of the parties and our cwn judgment
as tc vhat to do about any itemns that are open.

Okay. Anything further?

(¥o response.)

CHAIRMAN SEITH: There is no motlion or anything

pending before us. All richt.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
40C VIRGINIA AVE. S.'W, WASHINGTON. D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345
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CHAIRMAN SHITH: Yr. Gray -- oh, I guess we are ready
for ¥s. Bradford.

ER. GRAY:; I did wvant to add one addiﬁicnal
request to my request that the FEMA testisony of February 23
and March 16 be accepted, and that was also a request that
the professional gqualifications of Mr. Pavlowvski also be
admitted.

CHAIRMAN SMITH: Well, are there any objections to
recoivipq the professicnal background of Michael S.
Pavliowski?

(No response.)

CHAIRMAY SNITHs We will receive that first, and
theu ve vwill defer receiving the testimeny, the two pleces
of testisony, until wve hear the voir dire.

(The document referred to, the professional

gualifications statement of Yichael S. Pawlowski, follows:)

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
400 VIRGINIA AVE., S W.. WASHINGTON. O C. 20024 (202) 584-2345
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NA4E: Michel S. Pawlowskd

—

FRCSENT ASSIGNMENT: (1980 - ) Physical Scientist Administrator, Federal

© argency Managerment Agency (FEMA), National Headquarters, Radiological Defense
(1'DEF) and Technological Hazards Sranch

RESPONSIBILITIES: Administers the engineering, procurement, reliability assurance,

storage, distribution, maintenance and calibratiovn programs of the operational
radinlogical defense system and radiological 2mergency response systems for peace-
time incidents.

1. Has served as the Coordinator of Faderal Interagency Review of State and
‘ocal Radiological Emergency Response Plans.

2. Sarves as Federal observer and evaluator for Radiological Emergency
Planning Exercises.

3. Provides technical support to the White House on Emergency Planning and
training programs (1979 to present).

PAST ASSIGNMENT: (1976-1980) Health Physicist, FEMA Region III (formerly DCPA

Ragion 11) Olnay, Maryland, composed of the following States: Delaware, Maryland,
2annsylvania, Virginia, West Virginia, and the District of Columbia.

RESPONSIBILITIES: Technical authority for oversight and credibility on Regional

Staff for matters of Health Physics, Has served in an advisory capacity

to Stata Emergency Managerent Directors in Region III, on radiological and hazardous
materials emergency planning., Represented DCPA on the NRC Regional Advisory
Tommittee [RAC) which provided Federal Assistanca in support of radiological ermer-
gancy response planning by State and local governments with nuclear power raactors
in operation. The RAC Committee assisted in the development and raview of and
ssmmantad on tosts and exarcises relative to thesa plans in accomglishing the
sbiective of N2C concurrance .in these plans,

PAST ASSIGNMENT: (1971-1976) Radiological Scientist Administrator, Indfana State

e —— e e et

fepartrent of Civil Defanse,



.z.

FSPONSIBILITY: Responsidble for the coordination and developrent of Indiana's

Paacatime Radiological Emergancy Response Plam, Muclear Blackmail Emergancy
Rasponsa Plan for Indiana, and the Indiana Radiological Response Plan in Support
of Licensaed Fixed Nuclear Facilities (3ailly Marble Hill), Merber of the

1-4i3na State Scard of Health Indiana Area Radiation fmergency Response Committea.
tininistrator of the Radiological Systems Maintanance and Calibration Program,
Organizer, coordinator, and moderator for the "First and Second Conferences

on Nuclaar Energy In Indiana®.

eAST ASSIGHNMENT: (1967-1971) Special Lecturer, Indiana University Faculty,

Biosomington, Indfana,

L 9]

TSPONSIRILITY: Statewide training of Radiological Monitoring Instructors and

R:di0logical Defense Officers in support of the Naticnal and State Civil Jefensa
frogram, Conducted and participated in Statewide Civil Defense Management training
:7d4 exercising programs, and coordinated conduct of Cocperative Business, Industry

a4 Government Confarences on Local tmergency ?lanning,

ETUCATION: A.B. Indiana University, June, 1966

YA, T, Indiana University, January, 1872
Extensive training on radiological erargency respense planning and
matters of healith physics.

TIOFESSIONAL DRGANIZATIONS: American Health Physics Society

American Nuclear Sociaty

“ATIONAL COMMITTEES: Presently a member of the Federal Radiological Preparedness

-

Caordiration Conmittee Task Force On Offsite Emerzency Instrumentation.

“resently a member of the American Matfonal Standard Institute (ANSI) Committae
%-492 which is developing an fmerican Naticnal Standard on “2gency Responsidilities
and Tiargency Response Procedures for Highway Transportation Accideats Inveliving
ctive Matarials”,

233t mesher DCPA RADEF Refarent Group to Svaluate DCPA Radiological Dafanse
Y
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¢ IENDATIONS: For outstanding community leacdership and cooperaticn fn Indiana

-

$tate and local government emergency programs by providing centinuing support

f.r aims and goals to survive and recover in the esvent of 2 disaster,

Lt
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¥S. GAIL BRAPFOSD: I would like to ask a guesticn
of Mr. Gray, wvhether he intends tc present any direct
testiscny from Mr. Pawlowcki?

MR. GRAY: Not direct vritten testismony. !Nr.
Pavlowvski is on the panel in order to assist in resgonding
to questions of a technical nature of a health physics
nature that may arise from the vwritten testisony that has
been presented.

¥S. GAIL BRAbFORD: Sir, the first »bjection is to
¥r. Pavlowski. and we have another case in which the staff
has a witness wvithout testimony. And ve found =-- well, it
vas helpful to be adle to interview Mr, Grises. It was very
difficult from an adversary point of viev to cross-exazine a
vitness without testimony and wvithout having an cgpportunity
later to study up on wvhat he said and go back to hia.

CHAIRMAN SNITH: Is that --

¥S. GAIL BREADFORD: I can see this cosing up
again.

CHAIRMAN SXITH: Ycu are not offering any direct
from ¥r., Pavlowvski, are you?

¥R. GRAY: No. Nr. Pavlowski did assist these
vitnesses, ¥r. Adler and “r. Bath, in the preparaticn of
their testizsony. There vere -- he was involved in
discussions of the plan revievs.

He did not himsel® write parts ¢of that testimony,

ALDERSON REPCORTING COMPANY. INC,
400 VIRGINIA AVE. S W, WASHINGTON, O C. 20024 (202) 554-2345
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but he was inveclved in its pregparation.

CHATRMAN SMITH: 1In any event, he is here sclely
for the purpose of defending the testimony?

ER. GRAY: Yes,

CHAIRMAN SMITH: So your cbjection is not =-- is
baseless. The only complaint that you might have is that
you have had inadequate opportunity for voir dire on Mr.
Pavloveki. But ycu have had the opportunity, consistent
vith our rules and the rules of the hearing, to prepare for
the direct testiscony that he will be defending.

MS. GAIL BRADFCRD: I guess I am» just concerned
that he might come up with scme information or some kind of
technical information ubich is not contained in the direct
testimony wvhich I wvould need a chance to prepare for in
order to cross-examine him further on.

CHAIRMAN SMITH: Is there any particular reason
vwhy you pick him as the person who may come up with some
additional information, as opposed to Mr. Adler or Mr.
Bath?

MS. GAIL BRADFORD: Yes. B2ecause it vas ay
understanding that Mr., Pavlowvski did not directly rrepare
the testimony from FEMA, and I would therefore conclude that
there aight be information he did not include in it.

CRAIRNMAN SNITH: You can make your objections in

the context 0f the information that is preduced.

ALDERSCMN REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
400 VIRGINIA AVE, S'W._ WASHINGTON, D C. 20024 (202) 354-2345
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(Pause.)
Whereupon,
MICHREL S. PAWLOWSKI
FRELERICX J. BATH
VERNON E. ADLER,
the vitnesses on the stand at the time of recess, resumed
the stand and, having first been previously duly sworn Dby
the Chairzan, vere examined and testified further as follows:
VOIR DIRE EXAMINATION
BY MS. GAIL BRADFORD:

Q Mr. Eath, can you tell us, vhat vas the sudject
matter covered in the NUREG-0654 FENA REP conference in
February of *80?

A (NITYESS BATR) February of 1980 vas the start of
the transition in the use of the interim NUREG-0654. There
vere persons vhe vere from NRC who are -~ wvere now in FENA
and with FEMA staff, and in order to ensure an equitable
applicaticn 2f 0654 nationvide they had a wveek-long
conference to discuss the different elements within 0654,

Q What stage of preparation was 0654 at?

A (WITNESS BATH) It wvas out for public comsent, Ddut
vithin the agency ve were directed to utilize it.

Q You say you were not directed to use it?

b (WITNESS BATH) ©We were directed to use it.

Can ycu tell us hcw long this course lasted?

()
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2 (W§ITNESS BATH) It vas a full wveek.

Q Who conducted it and what were the credentials of
the perscns presenting the course?

L] (WITNESS BATH) I could not guote the names of the
persons. I could probably get the agenda and the list of
people. They appeared to be highly gualified. They vere
the perscns who vere identified in the NEC and the FIXA

staff dest qualified to prepare and provide that

cenference.

Q Do ycu remember any of them?

B (WITNESS BATH) Mr. Zob Ryan, who vas the head of
the REP DPivision in FEMA, vas involved; Mr. Shelly Schvart:z

and numerous other persons, each within their cwn specialty
areas.

Q Can you tell us what books, regulations, or any
other support material was ccvered?

A (VITNFSS BATH) Cffhand, no. One such document
vas like 0396, NUREG-0396, and other supportive documents
that wvere prelis to NUREG-0654,

0 Was there any 2aterial that, for exaample, gave
general dackground information or training on such suljects
as sheltering?

A (WITNESS BATE) You are speaking of -- no, I cculd
not recall specifically. I knowv the subject and the

arclication of that critericn was discussed. But what
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particular references or dccuments that vere used by the
presenter, I cannot remember offhand.

0 Was there information that would give you
knovledge to evaluate the usefulness of a particular kind of
shelter?

A (WITNESS BATH) I think more in general, the
application vas to the usefulness of sheltering as a
protective action opticn, rather than a defiaitive
discussion of types of structures which may e available, if
that ansvers your gquestion.

(Pause.)

o} What -- what general background information eor
training did you receive in -- on traffic engineering, for
example, at that con%etence?

A (WITNESS BATH) At that conference? The traffic
engineering was not a subject of that. The applicaticon of
an evacuation time estimate study and the consideratiocn in
its use in selection of protective action was in fact
covered. 3But as to the specifics within i1, it vas nct.

Q In general, would ycu say that this conference
covered the application of the regulaticns, rather than
develcoping the material for a plan?

A (WITNESS BATH) Yes, that is true. 1In other
words, there were exanmples cf measures which cculd be taken

to nmeet criteria. However, they vere not held up as, this
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is the end result. It was to prepare pecple fcr an egual
application of NUREG-0654, sc that one recion versus ancther
region would nct have a major misinterpretation or unegual

application of the criteria.

Q Was your participation graded or evaluated in any
vay?

A (WITNESS BATH) Was there grading?

Q Was your participation graded or evaluated in any
way?

A (WITNESS BATH) I am not sure I understcod. Are

you saying, vas my participaticn graded

Q Yes.

A (NITNESS BATH) No, it was not.

Q Have you ever had any other seminars or course
vork in traffic engineering?

A (WITNESS BATH) Yo, not specifically.

Q Any other kinds of engineering?

A (WITNESS BATH) 1If I reach back into my college
days, vhen I had some engineering courses, yes. If I was to
search through the records in the interface with the civil
engineers and sound engineers and so forth that I have been
involved with through civil defense measures and the
courses, there is consideralle engineering matters and their
relationship to emergency management covered,

But specifically, am I engineer~-trained, no.
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C Can you identify wvhat undergraduaxe course work in
engineering you had which aight have relevance here?

A (WITNESS BATH) Ne, I could not. I was just
responding t¢c your guestion.

Q Have you ever had seaminars or course veork in

nuclear physics?

A (WITNESS BATHE) VNo.

o] Or in the operation c¢f a commercial nuclear pover
plant?

A (WITNESS BATE) No. At that conference, there w.s

fairly lengthy discussion, in order to fasiliarize us with
the types of plants in this manner. But no, I am not
nuclear engineer trained.

Q Have you ever had any seaminars or course work in
health physics?

A (WITNESS BATH) Not specifically. I have been
asscciated throughout the years on a one cr ofie basis with
health physicists on the staff of the DCPA. I have a
general knowledge of health physics that ve apply in

eaergency manage®ent, but nct specifically trained in health

physics.

Q Have you ever had any sepinars or course work in
psychoclogy?

A (RITNESS BATH) Cnce again, the training is

-

sinmilar. I remember one ¢f cific course put cn by the Ped
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Cross, like werking with groups. This type of training wvas
interfaced, and it is baéically t0o develcp a cagpability ¢o
interface with state and local government in, once again,
emergency management.

Q When vas that Red Cross seminar?

A (§ITYESS BATH) It vas during a period -- I would
have to guess at the pericd. '70 to say *'71, '72, 1970,
somevhere in that pericd.

Q Can you remember what the specific purpcse of that
course vas? Was it related to flood work or civil defense
vork?

2 (WITNESS BATH) There wvas an attempt in FE¥A. It
vas a positive move by FENA, which at that time was DCPA, I
should say, to broaden and to =-- and to give a
professionalism type training. And therefore they sought
out instructors in courses that were available, such as Red
Cross courses, among others.

And this course -- I remember the format of the
course. It sent the persons off in groups and gave them 2
difficult problem. It established roleplaying, vhere
certain persons were to try to disrupt the service. £2And as
you went through the course, you learned how to handle and
deal with certain people.

And it was -- I do not knowv how to characterize

the ccurse, but it was -- it developed that you had to have
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a certain amount of tact and understanding cf wcrking with
pecple in order to effect the course.

s Did the course have anything to d¢ in specific
vwith nuclear powver =-- commercial nuclear pover plants?

A (WITNESS BATH) 1In specific, that subject vas not
under our specific scrutiny at that time. It had to do with
interface in wvorking wvith state and local government --
vell, to that degree it would have to do with what ve are
doing nowv in REP.

o} HFave you ever had any seminars or course work in
agriculture or animal husbandry?

A (WITNESS BATH) No, ma‘an.

(Counsel for ANGRY conferring.)

e Are ycu avare of any undergraduate or graduate
courses which specifically deal with esergency managezent?

A (WITNESS BATH) Ams I =-- in a college or
university? The Emergency Management Institute is
developing and has developed specific ccurses in emergency
management.

To jump ahead to possibly the next guestion, I
have aot had the opportunity, although I have bdeen scheduled
three times, to take the course. Each timse it has come ug,
I have deen involved in the process of getting ready for
this hearing, and have had to cancel.

(Counsel for ANCRY conferring.)
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c Is this the first time you have ever rregpared
testirony regarding emergency glanning defcre this Bcard cr
any other tridunal?

A (WITNESS BATH) Emergency planning, yes.

Q What wvere your duties bdetween 1975 an 1980 in
civil preparedness? Did ycu actually vrite plans?

A (WITNESS BATH) I interfaced with -- with other
colleagues in the preparing of regional emergency response
planning, yes, in the role of government, continuity of
governsent in the previous federal preparedness agency
roles, in continuity of government. I wvas directly involved
in the planning for that role.

The basic rcle that I performed in DCPA was cne in
vhich I was a generalist applying the emergency management
priaciples to nuclear attack preparedness with state and
local governments, which got involved in both the in-place
shelter planning and the crisis relocation planning for
nuclear civil protection, vhich was the main missicn of the
Defense Civil Preparedness Agency.

Q Was the -- oh, vere the duties you had in civil
preparedness entirely related to preparation for nuclear
war?

B (NITNESS BATH) ©Would you please repeat that?

Q Were the duties you had in civil preparedness

entirely related to preparaticn fcr a nuclear wvar, as
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opposed to, say, floods or wvhatever?

B (WITHNESS BATH) It vas -- it wvas found that state
and local governments, as they got involved in DPCFA
programs, that in applicability of the measures, the
spending of the tax dollars and the utilization of manpowver
at the state level, had to have a dual use. And therefore,
ve vere involved, through that dual use proposition ¢f the
state, in the preparation for floocds and other natural
disasters, as vell as for nuclear wvar.

Q Can you say vhen -- vhen that dual use came into
being? Was tha* during the entire period of 1975 to 19807

b (WITNESS BATH) Yes, I guess it has permeated
almost since the outset of civil defense in this nation, is
that there has been found tc be a direct useful link betwveen
preparing a government to operate in an emergency for
nuclear attack and preparing a government to operate in an
emergency in a natural disaster.

I think the application of an emergency operations

center bears that out.

Q Did you actually write plans?
A (WITNESS BATH) I would have to say no.
Q Pid you review plans?

A (WITNESS BATH) VYes.
o) How detailed vere these plans that ycu reviewved?

o (WITNESS BATH) They varied. If you had a
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community shelter plan cr wvhat they call an in-plice plan of
a small community, vyou may only be allocating a rather small
populaticn to a limited numbter of shelters. 2And it vas
vrather a simple process.

When you are developing a community shelter plan
for the allocation of the population of, say, a city like
Philadelphia, to its shelters and you are working out the
traffic controls and the public information portion, it is a

fairly complicated, complex plan.

Q Were any of these plans ever implemented cr
tested?
A (WITYESS BATHY) Implemented in the sense that some

of the plans were even printed in their final fcrn as a
nevspaper supplement. Tested as to elements such as
government preparedness to implement them, yes.

Tested as to the point of actually moving persons

to a shelter, nc.

C Did ycu test the commurn.-ation or volunteer
netwvork?
A (WITNESS BATH) Comnunicatiors, yes. The

extensiveness of volunteer network I cannot speak to. There
-- there has been an ongoing training course called an EOSE,
vhich is the emergency operations simulation exercise, which
tests cut the plans. In some cases counties have sought tc

have a more extensive exercise on that. 2ut in nost cases
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it is Just the emergency operations centers and the
comaunications capability from there vhich is tested.

(Pauce.)

Q What vere your duties during the TMI-2 accident?

A (WITNESS BATH) I vas at Begion II at the tire.
That vas DCPA. It is nov ccnsidered Pegion III FEMA, the
emergency facility in Olney at the tise.

Q Where?

A in Olney, Maryland.

I was made avare cof the situation. At that timse I
vas a regional field specialist., I wvas part of a twvo-man
liaiscn team for the State of Fennsylvanlia £0or matters
pertinent to DCPA.

I became involved in the collection of materials
and information from whatever scources ve could have to
provide to our decisicnmakers and to provide to our
headguarters as to the situation. A persen vho worked
closely with me on that, in fact was the lead on that, vas
Michael Pawvlowski, whe is here at the tadle.

After the first night it vas determined that I
should relocate to Harrisbury and cperate as a liaison froa
Harrisburg to DCPA. Therefore, I drove up and tock up 2y
place, vhich vas preplanned, at the state EOC, and I

operated at the state EOC for the duraticn of the accident.

It was a 24-hour, around .=n clock assignanant in
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vhich I switched off with Maryaunn Turnell, wheo at that time
vas the regional field officer for DCFA.

Q Do you remember which day you came up to
Harrisbuzrg?

3 (VITNESS BATH) It wvas the second day of the
accident. I think it vas Thursday. I think the accident
vas -- I'2a a little vague on that. I was thinking to go
over my notes and I have not had a chance to go back over
and locok at that specific area. But it was the second day
of the accident and I was up there during the day. It was
some time a little defore noon.

(Pause.)

Q I guess I'm not clear what your duties were. Did
you coordinate information £lcv from FEMA to the
Pennsylvania -- to the state?

A (WITNESS BATH) I vas the federal presence
availadle in the initial portion of the accident. It wvas
from my reports and ¥aryann Turneil's reports the decisicn
to provide additional planning services at risk ccunties --
ve changed, as the President assigned specific persons to do
specifi~s tasks at the TNI scene.

I then became the night, if you want to say, in
that Maryann Turnell wvas doing the day shift, the
adainistrator of the various federal personnels who were

vorkine in the field, who included planners at hest
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counties, planners at risk counties, communicatcrs at risk
counties, and other perscnnel which had been sent ts the
state EO0C for the State of Pennsylvania's use,
Comeonvealth's use.

(Pause.)

Q On your resusze there is a list of training,
additional training applicable to BEP vork. One of thes
says, revised fallout forecast procedures. Could ycu
explain howvw that training in revised fallout forecast
procedures relates to emergency planning for ccamercial
nuclear powver plants?

A (WITKRESS BATE) It =-- I do not know if -- I will
give you my ansver and I guess from that you can see the
relaticaship. It deals with the considerati>n of vind speed
and other setecrological data to deteraine the aacunt cof
fallout that can bde expected within certain time franes fron
a nuclear detonation.

There is certain application, at least, in that
yocu are dealing vith the same elesents cn -- on 2
relationship of wind speed and aeteorclogical data in a

£ixed nuclear facility incident. That is why I put it

down.
Q Is that the sum cf your training in mseteorology?
A (dITNESS BATH)Y VYes, I would characterize it as
the sum of my training in meteorclcgy as it is -- it has tc
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be considered in determining effects, both from a fixed
nuclear facility incident or from a nuclear detcnaticn.
(Pause.)

Q Please explain ths training you received in
estimation and analysis of a shelter yleld.

K (WITNESS BATH) We have in DCPA a group of
engineers vho in fact vork results in the national fallout
shelter survey, vhere these engineers are going around
surveying structures for their possible use in fallout
protection in cities and so forth. It vas necessary for us
as managers of the state program and as -- in order to
interface with the county emergency management coordinators,
vho utilize this latg:inl in developing the community
shelter plan, to understand the methodologies used to arrive
at sheltering yields.

That does not mean that I can assess a building.
In that sense I am not an engineer and I am not really
qualified to do it. But I understand the principles and the
sethodologies behind it, that arrives at what given
protection factor a shelter might have.

Q So the phrase "shelter yield"™ refers both to the
protective gualities of a shelter and the number of persons
vho might be able to use a given shelter?

A (WITNESS BATH) I do not believe that parcticular

course covered it, but yes, I wvas alsc involved in the
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amount of persons who might use the shelter through, you
knovw == through other sources. In other wvords, when they
vere talking about the expected shelter yield they wvere
talking specifically about what we call the EASY-II forna,
vhich is a chart form, vhich in engineering utilizes =-- to
have input to a computer which would arrive at a given
protection factor at a given location within a bduilding.

And that is that specific course 2hat ve are
talking adout. There were other interfaces with staff that
gave me the knovledge as tc howv many persons can be expected
to use X nuadber of square foot of space.

C What is crisis relocation planning and how is it
related to evacuation planning for commercial nuclear powver
plants? Was this a course related to nuclear wvar
considerations?

A (NITNESS BATH) Yes. This is crisis relocation
planning. It is the second opticn which is being developed
by FEMR., When it is determined that we might be involved in
a nuclear confrontation and if the President decides it is
prudent, ve are raquired to have plans in order to move the
population from certain identified risk areas tc less __.sk
areas, i.e., rural ar2as, rural areas or areas avay from
defense production plants and so forth,

These are the plans that are reing developed to

implement that, and it deals with aoving a large amount of
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population, the type of organization required tc sugport
them at the relocation site.

A number of the teras which have been adopted in
the REP program were first identified in crisis relocation
planning and a nuaber cof the concepts, although they had to
be modified, are the same concepts applied in crisis
relocation planning.

(Pause.)

Q Can you t2ll us what documents published abecut the
Three ¥ile Island accident are -- have you read and what are
you familiar with?

* (QITNESS BATH) I would hate toc give you a list.
It seeass like I have reac anything I could get 2y hands on
since June of 1980, when I found that I vas going to De
responsible to say something befcre this panel. I -- I am
sure throughout ay testiacny -- within my testiscny you will
see references to specific Accuments and probably in
cross-exaaination other documents Lay come up.

T would rather provide it to you that way than to
try to give you a list of all the documents I have done. I
can give you -- I can give you a list of the material that
has been provided :y the state. But --

Q Have you, for example, read the Kemeny Comaission
report and the Kemeny staff report on eazxergency planning?

A (HITNESS BATH) VYes, I have.
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The Regovin report?

: (WITNESS BATH) Yes, I have.

Q All of it or the parts on emergency planning?

Ll (WITMESS BATH) I sat down and read and tried to
digest as much as I could. There were certain salient
points in there that I felt had mcre meaning to me than
others. But yes, I read it and got the flavor of it and

c The report cf the Governor's Cosmissicn on Three
Nile Island?

A (JITNESS BATH) No, I have not seen that
document. I do not but vhat I have not read excergts froa

that dccument, but I have nct seen that particular

document.
Q The Mountain-West study?
A (§ITNESS BATH) Yes, I have read that.
(Pause.)

Q Thank you, ¥r. Zath.
¥r. Adler, have ycu ever taken any seminars cr
course vork in traffic engineering, such as road capacity
analysis?
: (WITRESS ADLER) \No.
Q In health physics?
A (WITNESS ADLER) No.

CHAIRYAN SNITH: ©We kncw the theme of yocur
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examination. Mayle you could increase the pace a little
bit.
BY ¥S. GRIL BRADFORD: (Resuming)

c In psychology or seciolegy?

A (WITNESS ADLER) VYes, in undergraduate schoel I
took a course in sociology as a minor.

0 Have you taken any seminars or course work in
radiclogical monitoring?

A (WITNESS ADLER) To the extent that the Emergency
Management Institute course at Emmettsburg given by the
Federal Emergency Management Agency included that, yes, but
not a specific one, although that is a part of my plan,
again, vhen I am free of other obligations.

¢ In agriculture or anisal husbandry?

A (WITNESS ADLER) Nec.

Q Which of the documents on Three Mile Island have
vou read and are you familiar with?

) (NITNESS ADLER) So much has been written about
Three Mile Island that wvhile I understand your question and
vill ansver it as specifically as I can, 1 feel that the
impressions and technical informsation which I have gleaned
from a lot of documents are more meaningful than recitation
of readings. Nonetheless, the ansve- to your questicn might
include portions cf the Rogovian report and the Kemeny

Coamission reporte.
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I think relying on ay memory beyond that would bde
inappropriate.

Q Have you read all or pacts cf NUREG-06007?

B (NITNESS ADLER) What is the title of that
document? 0654 is ay Bible at the moment.

e It is the ILE inspection report on the accident.

+ (WITNESS ADLER) VNo.

Q Have you ever taken any seminars or course vork in
evacuation or sheltering planning for commercial nuclear
pover plants?

A (WITNESS ADLER) No.

c Can you tell us what deficiencies in emergency
planning were pointed out by the reports you have read o
other information you are familiar with from the TNI-2Z
accident?

A (dIT¥2SS ADLER) Yes. The =-- could ycu repeat
your question, please?

Q Can you tell us what deficiencies in emergency
planning vere pocinted out by the reports that you have read
or other information that yocu have on the TNI-2 accident?

& (WITNESS ADLER) Yes. Howvever, the deficiencies
that I am most -- have been most personally concerned with
vere those dealing with the »an-machine interface. And this
is a thread I think that ruans throughout the onsite and

offsite concerns, emergency planning and related.
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The inability to abscrd a let of information, a2
lot of data quickly and respond positively is what I have
felt the bottoxz line vas on the accident. This extends to
the comaunications netvorks and their soft spots on the
site, bdut most iaportantly off the site, within the
comasunities and the surrounding cocunties of Three Nile
Island.

I am not sure that that answvers yocu fully.

Q Actually, I think that is the best ansver that I
have heard to that gquestion.

Are you familiar with NUREG-0396?

A (WITNESS ADLER) Can you show me the title of
that?

c A nmocdified emergency basis.

L) (WITNESS ADLER) I have read through this. I have
it in front of me, thanks to Nr., Bath. I have read through
that dccument as a part of the training at FEMA in
radiological emergency preparedness which I received at
Eanettsburg this past winter. It was one of a lot of

documents in this area that wvwe used as source and reference

material.

e Are you familiar with EPA protective action
guidelines?

A (WITNESS ADLER) Yes, at least those which have

been of jaramcount importance to me in ay concerns relating
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to this hearing.

Q Would that include, for example, protective action
evaluatiocn, part two?

i (WITNESS ADLER) Yes.

Q What other emergency planning guidelines are you
familiar with?

A (WITNESS ADLER) I am not sure I understand what
you mean by the tera “emergency planning guidelines.” I =--
could you amplify on those three words?

c Well, I wvould say examples are certainly 0654 a. .
0396 and the EPA document wve have been talking about and
other federally published guidelines or criteria.

A (WITNESS ADLER) I cannot think at the moment of
other significant federal documents. There are changes in
the Federal Register, which I try to keep current with, on a
weekly basis. In my office, there are basic pieces of
paper, like NRC pudlic information sheets dealing with it,
and touching on all of these areas, which come to my
attention on a continuing basis.

The reason that I asked you the question was, I
wvould like to think that state and county plans, though not
federal documents, are emergency planning guides of a sort

and very important ones to this hearing.

ALDERSCN REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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Q I guess I was thinking about guidelines that would
assist scmeone in writing a plan rather than a plan itself.

A (NITNESS ADLER) The repcrt to the President by
FEMA, June 1980 and -- I would have to add to your list of
important federal documents with which I am somewhat
familiar.

(Pause.)

Q What TMI area plans have you read or reviewed and
in which drafts?

A (WITNESS ADLER) The state plan and the five
county plans. In the case of the state plan it is last
March -- well, I am sorry. I guess I am being coached.
Pertinent to the state plan most specifically, the Exhibit
2-B, Annex E, which I think is only weeks old, was the most
significant yocument that T have read. And I would like to
say that it was wvholly consistent with its predecessor
document which I read and vhich was the dasis for a gocd
deal of mine and Mr. Bath's testinmony.

The county plans which, as ve know, are being
revised nov, the version that I am most familiar with is the
current version, the word "current® meaning the one that
applies before I see the revisions, which I am most anxious
to see.

CHAIEMAN SNITH: ¥Ms. Bradford --

WITNESS ADLER: I do not know the date of that,

ALDERSCN REPCORTING COMPANY, INC,
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but maybe we can give that to you if vyou =--

(Panel of witnesses conferring.)

WITNESS ADLEE: By and large, last spring through
autumn are the dates that apply to those five county plans.

CHAIRMAN SMITH: I think you vere going from voir
dire into cross examinaticn on the particular testimony. T
think you should cemplziz jour voir dire and either pursue
your objecticn or not and then go to the c-oss examination
on the testimony itself if it is admitted.

Isn't that correct? I mean, isn't that vhat you
are doing nov? You are not going into their gualifications
as witnesses per se based upon their knowledge of the five
county plans. Yocu have every right to examine them on their
testimony with respect to the county plans, but it seems to
me that you are going beyond just voir dire.

MS. GAIL BRADFORDs Sir, I think my guestion was
vell wvithin voir dire, and I think that this -- it is a kind
of borderline area. Cbviocusly there is a substantive part
of that also.

CHAIRMAN SNITH: All right.

MS. GAIL BRADFORD: And I do wish to continue the
voir aire. I will stay within the subject matter.

BY ¥S. GAIL BRADFORD: (Resuming)

0 Have you read any of the municipal plans for the

TMT emergency planning zone?

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY INC,
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A (WITNESS ADLER) I am scrry. I did not hear the
vord. WVas it "municipal?"”
Q Yes.
2 (WITNESS ADLER) BEave I read any aunicipal =-- no,
I have not seen any sunicipal plans.
g Or any scheool plans?
2 (WITKESS ADLER) No.
Q What is your experience in writing plans for the

protection of large numbers of people in an emergency

situation?

A (WITNESS ADLER) To the extent that I was involved
alceng with other coclleagues in my job at the U.S. eabassy in

Iran just preceding the Shah's departure I provided ingut to

the overall approach used for evacuaticn of clcse tec 40,000
Americans from that country on a very tight tisetabdle.
Acd I as not suggesting that I had a zajer rcle.
I vas a participant. My son in fact vas evacuated and vas
part of the dynamics of that excdus, cf that evacuation.
That is the extent of ay most firsthand
involvezent.
Q What is your experience in reviewing plans for
large nuabers of people in emergency situaticns?
A (AITNESS ADLER) That experience has heen very
real and practical iz that it started I guess the day I

3nined FE¥A and was chosen on a ccmpetitive basis %o hcld

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC
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the pcsition of director of the Divisicn of Flans and
preparedness at Region III in Philadelphia. The plans wvere
there when I got to »y desk on January 6.

C So you are saying you did not have any experience
in reviewing plans before you were hired, but you have had
plenty of cpportunity since.

A (WITNESS ADLER) That is not so. This restatement
of your questicn is a little different than the first
gquestion. I have reviewed plans. I have leen in the
business of program evaluation management for more than two
decades.

If you would like, I would be happy to eladberate.

Q Well, let's stick with reviewing plans that deal
vith large nuabers of pecple in emergency situations.

A (WITNESS ADLER) To that extent I have identified
the vork I have done to date.

e Did any of your vork with the Atcaic Energy
Commission, Westinghouse, Coabustion Fngineering, cr with
the State Departazent relate in any way to emergency planning
for commercial nuclear pover plants, aside from the Tehran
example that you gave us?

A (WITNESS ADLER) Yes, very definitely. The
experience that I have had in the coamrmercial nuclear pcwver
£jeld bears dicectly on that, - [eel. I have, fcor exanmtle,

taken a nuclear reactor siasulator course wvhere I have for a

ALDERSCON REPORTING COMPANY. INC,
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veek reen in the contrecl rcom of a pressurized water reactor
sizulator and vas taught to responéd tc numercus conjectured
accident situations frcoca within the plant.

The appreciation for redundancy in the design of
systess and subsystess withino the nuclear reactcr itself is
also, I think, related.

Es. ®radford, could you please restate that
question so that I do not just rasdle? I would like to try
tc stay to your point as best I can.

Could you restate your gquestion?

c Well, the guesticn vas wvhether your previous werk
experience relates in any way to ezergency planaing for a
coamercial nuclear powver plant, and if so, how?

L} (GITNESS ADLER) As prograa coantreol asanager fcr
the developasent cf the heavy-vater organic ccoled reactor --
this vas a jcint venture suppcorted by the Atcsic Energy
Coamission in the mid-'60s -- ve had great concerns about
intrinsic safety of the design of that plant which used an
organic saterial as distinct from wvater which is used in the
PWF that ve are so concerned with here. FSafety systems and
reactions to postulated accideats have been an integral part
of all of ay involveaments including the wvork for the
Westinghcuse Atomic Power Civision, Bettis, which vas nct
cozsercial but Navy nuclear corpse.

And I guess I should add that in that regarsd sy

ALDERSON SEPCATING COMPANY NC.
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fuel. PFeing a metallurgical engineer I have always felt
more comfortable with concerns and interests in that side of
the plant.

Q Where did you receive your B.S. or ¥.A. degrees
from?

A (WITNESS ADLER) My Bachelor of Metallurgical
Engineering degree wvas received at New York University, and
my Master of Business Administration also at New York
University.

Q Is this the first time you have ever prepared
testisony regarding emergency planning?

A (WITNESS ADLER) Yes.

(Counsel for ANGRY conferring.)

MS. GAIL BRADFORD: Sir, could I have a fevw
minutes to confer with ¥r. Cunningham?

CHAIRMAN SNMITH: Let's take our mid-morning break.

¥S. GAIL BRADFCRDs Thank yocu.

(Recess.)

CHAIRMAN S¥ITH: Before ve go back to the
testimony, at ay request Mr. Brenner made a telephone call
to Ellen Weiss of the Union of Concerned Scientists
regarding the block valve tests., Nr. Brenner stated that
UCS could have an opportunity to reply tec their initial

motion, and Ys. Weiss said they wisred to do sc. They will

ALDERSON REPQORTING COMPANY, INC,
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£ile a response by Wednesday, April 22, and if possible will
attempt to better this time and provide their resgponse cn
Nonday, April 2C to my office in Bethesda.

Br. Erenner stated that - addition tc whatever
UCS vanted to say, it would be usezul if they indicated
vhether UCS still vanted to have testizony developed on the
block valve tests, and if so, on what points in light cf the
pleadings and affidavits filed by the other parties.

We noted that the transcript had a misspelling of

10

1

12

13

¥rs. Georgiana Nyce's name. The last nase was misspelled.
For the record it should ke the lisited appearer wvas Nrs.
Georgiana Nyce, N-y-c-e, of 3124 Prirnce Street, Harristurg,
Pennsylvania.

¥s. Bradford or ¥r. Cunninghaa, whcever wishes to
address the moction.

(Counsel for ANGPY conferring.)

¥S. GAIL BRADFORDs I wvould like to ask ¥r.
Pavlowski hov familiar he is with the TXI plans in
particular.

CHAIREAN SMITH:s All right. That is fine, but
doesn‘’t that get “nto the substantive -- ve are trying to
still address your aotion on the objections to the
testimony. Now, you are gocing to have other opportunities
to inguire intc the substarce of the testiazoay if the

testimony is admitted over your objecticns, unless you are
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using the TMI experience as part of the gqualificaticans to
testify. That was the point I was making before. I mean,
keep your substantive concerns separate from your voir dire.

¥S. GAIL BRADFORD:; Yes, sir. I see two concerns
for the voir dire. One is their gene.al background and
experience and education, and second is their familiarity
vith Three Mile Island. And I vas not going to ask Nr.
Pavlowski about his professional background, but I was going
to -~ I vas interested to know what his knowledge, his
direct personal knowvledge of the Three Mile Island area
plans is.

CHAIRMAN SMITH: Would that appropriately be then
part of the substantive background? Voir dire right nowv is
for the purpose of determining whether the testimeny is
received or not.

¥S. GAIL BRADFORD: All right.

CHAIRMAN SMITH: So after having made your voir
dire are you still pursuing your objection? Dc you object t
the testimony deing received?

¥S. GAIL BRADFORD: Yes, sir. We object to the
testimony at this tinze.

CHAIRMAN SHITH: Nov, would you state ycur reasons
and --

(Counsel for ANGCRY conferring.)

MS. GAIL BRALCFORD: Well, we feel that the

ALDE ISON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
400 «IRGINIA AVE., S W . WASHINGTON, D C. 20024 (202) 554-2345



10

1"

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

18,960

vitnesses do not have the educational background to warrant
that they could make this testimony. We do not feel ‘hat
they have practical experience in evacuation or sufficient
background in analyzing plars of this sort. We feel they do
not have particular practical knowledge of such important
things as the efficacy of sheltering or considerations about
traffic engineering or road capacity, and that they do not
have a sufficient knowvledge of health physics.

MR, CUNNINGHAM:z Mr. Chairman, to bring it into
focus, vhat we are saying is that the credentials of ¥r.
Bath and ¥r. Adler wculd be not on an educational lasis but
en an experience basis. It seems most of their testimony
would go to their experience, what they have gained
practical knovledge-vise.

And I would suggest to the Board -- of course, it
is for the Board to give what wveight they will to the
testimony elicited if testimony is in fact elicited from
these vitnesses., But wvhat ve are saying is that FEMA is
presenting testimony before this Board for its consideration
that on the face of it, short of some seminars vhich the NRC
or FE¥A has conducted with regard to NUREG-0654, that any
intervenor who has been actively involved in the emergency
preparedness contenticns would have similar experience.

That is not to say that that may be a

consideration for you not to accept the testimony, but if
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the testimony is accepted, it would certainly gc tc the
weight of their testimony to b¢ given by this Bcazd. And it
is our position that what we are talking about is a very
critical issue upon which testimony, direct testimony is
being presented as to the status of the emergency plans.

And the wvitnesses being presented have nc real educational
background in the area, and wvhat they have gained is
practical experience.

And I think that if their testimony is accepted,
if you overrule our objection, then the Bcard should give
some sericus consideration as tc the weight that testimony
should bde given. |

CHAIRMAN SMITH: Okay. The procedure we will
follov here is we will ask for any additional objections,
any additional voir dire, if any, on additional objections,
and an opportunity for tho Staff for redirect on voir dire
3L it visbés, and then a response to all of the objectionms.

Are there any additional objections to the
testimony?

MS. GAIL BRADFORD: Yes, sir. The other area of
concern I have is that this has not been presented as a
formal FEMA finding, and that this is just testimony.

CHAIRMAN SNITH: I was hoping that term would not
enter the literature, formal FEMA finding. I am afraid it

has been used often enough so we will be stuck with it. €Cc¢
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vould you explain that in more detail?

¥S. GAIL BRRDFORD:z Well, going back to the rule
on esergency planning, it provides for the Staff to base its
evaluation on FEEA findings; and the Staff has said that
this is testimony and not findings.

CHAIEMAN SEITH: VYes.

¥S. GAIL BRADFORD: Sc I do not know whether this
is sufficient evidence or whether this is FENA's cfficial
position or just a temporary position or an interia position
or vhat, vhat kind of evaluation this is and howv the staff
can present its testimony based on this.

CHAIREAN SNMITH: I think that ycur observatioas
are not a basis for obJjection, but that is an area
appropriately inguired intec. I think wve should establish
that either through the witnesses or through their
representative, ¥r. Cosgrove here, as 2 statement cf
position or through any other route. Eut I agree, we should
establish that, and wve will address that.

¥S. GAIL BRADFORD: <Th-1k ¥»u, sirc.

CHAIRMAN SMITHs All right, now, Mr. Gray. I wvas
asking for additional cdjections and additicnal voir dire in
support of cbjections.

(¥No respcnse.)

CHAIR 4N SNITH: All zight. ©YNow, we may have

additional voir dire in support of the competence cf the

ALCERSCN REPCRTING COMPANY INC,
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! witnesses to testify.

*R. COSGRCVE: Chairman Smith, let ze *ake

cpportunity. I think that ¥r. Bath's qualificaticns are

fairly vell laid out, and I would like a few minutes to add
to Mr. Adler's testizony.

CHAIEMAN SMITH: Ckay. We have now a little bit
of a technical problem about your appearance, and it is only
technical because ve very auch wvelcoae your appearance here,
an ve appreciate it.

But hovw are you appearing? As co-counsel with MAr.
Gray on this presenting these wvitnesses?

ER. COSGROVE: VYes.

CHAIRMAN SNITH: All right, then. That is
eatirely up to the Staff, who tley vwish tc present as
co-counsel, and you can corply with the Ccamission rules and
notice ycur appescance crally if yocu will.

What bar are you a member cof?

¥BR. COSGROVE: I'®m a aeaber cf the bar of the
State of NMassachusetts.

CHAIRMAN SNITH: And you are general ccunsel?

MR, COSGRCVE: General counsel, Federal Emergency
Nanagesent Agency, Washington, D.C. 20472.

CHAIRNAN SM¥ITH: And ycu are appearing as

co~-cocunsel with ¥r. Graye.

23
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(Bcard conferring.)

CHAISNAN S™ITH: Make sure your microphone --
REDIRECT EXAXINATION ON VCIR DIEE

BY NR. COSGROVE:

Q ¥r. ARdler, you are the director, Division of Plans
and Preparedness for the Federal Emergency Management
Agency, Region III, in Philadelphia.

» (¥ITHYESS ADLER) Yes.

Q What are your duties and responsibilities in that
position?

A (WITNESS ADLER) I manage a division with major
responsibilities in radiological emergency preparedness,
continuity of government, and civil defense amcng the
brcader gamut of FEMA responsibilities.

Q You are primarily the managezent ocfficer for the
radiclogical emergency preparedness program ve are presently
conducting in this region.

B (NITNESS ADLER) Yes.

Q What is your experience in program evaluation and
planning management vhich prepared yocu fcr your present
position?

A (WITNESS ADLER) I have spent acre than 20 years
in the tusiness of program evaluation management. In the
mid-*60s I in fact studied, tcok a course in progran

evaluation review techniques and wvas resgcnsible fcr the

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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program evaluation management of the effort I spcke of
earlier, the joint venture for developnent of a heavy-water
organic cooled reactor.

Program evaluation management, as the U.S.
countersigner for a 360 million dollar scientific exchange
program betwveen interdisciplinary groups in the Pclish
scientific community and in the U.S. scientific community
vhile I was counselor for scientific and technclogical
affairs at our embassy in Warsaw, Poland.

Q Mr. Adler, vhat is the present function of FRegion
III in regard to the planning -- excuse me ~-- the
radiological emergency preparedness planning for Three Mile
Island Unit No. 1?

A (WITNESS ADLER) We are -- that is, the Flans and
Preparedness Pivision is a response organization in the
event of such an incident for the federal government, the
primary conduit to other federal agencies.

CHAIRMAN SMITH: ¥r. Cosgrove, I am sorry. I wvas
distracted for a moment., I heard the answer. I did not
hear the gquestion. Would you repeat it?

MR, COSGROVE: I asked him what the present
function cf FEYA was in regard to the radiolocgical emergency
preparedness planning for Three Mile Island Unit No. 1l.

WITNESS ADLER: We have, in addi.lon, within our

responsibility and within may division the RAC, Regicnal
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Assistance Committee, chairmanship. This is an interagency
body -- FPA, NRC, among others =-- which review state and
local plans, provide ccmments ¢ the state so that they can-
upgrade their plans, assist the state in its preparation for
an exercise, specifically the upcoming June 2 exercise. The
Department of Transportation is involved. The Health and
Human Services have members on this RAC, Regional Assistance
Committee, which is chaired by one of the people in my group.
Approximately half my staff is currently actively
engaged in radiological emergency preparedness activities.
BY MR. COSGRCVE: (Resuming)

Q So you are primarily a manager.

2 (WITNESS ADLER) Yes.

Q What specific courses on radiological emergency
preparedness have you taken and what vere their content?

A (WITNESS ADLER) The most recent course that I
attended vas at Emmetsburg. It is the Federal Emergency
Management Agency's radiolcgical emergency planning course.
The specific content of that course I will read intc the
record just headlines. “The Basics of Nuclear Feactor
Technology, Accident Scenario Reactor FReleases, Biolcgical
Consequences of Radiation Fxposure, Protective Action
Guides, and Protective Actions, Petection of the Feleases,
Background Information for the Nuclear Power Plant Cffsite

Emergency Planner, Focd Pathway, Planning Emergency Guides,

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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the Radioclogical Emergency Planning Process, Werkshop in the
Above Areas, wWworkshop Applications ©of Eadio. ogical Etaergency
Preparedness, Jocusents, lLicensing Heguirements for
Emergency Preparedness, BEP Exercises.”

These are the headlines for the topics included in
that week's course on emsergency management given in the
Emergency Management Institute of =y agency.

Q Did this course contain substantially new
informsation to you, or did it serely refresh previous
knowledge?

A (WITKESS ADLER) Both. The esphasis placed cn
cnsite activity, specifically vhat goes on inside the
reacter, how it works, what goes cn in the control room vere
basically refresher information to me. YMuch of the
substance of things like the exercise were largely new since
I 3cined the agency in January.

g Since you joined the agency in January you have
been engaged in a rather heavy workx schedule limited to the
REP area, haven't you?

A (RITSESS ADLER) Yes. Nost of ay attentica has
had to be placed in this area.

c About 90 percent?

A (§ITWESS ADLER) That is a fair nuasber.

)

And you have been working more than eight-hour

days.
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(WITVESS ADLER) I am sorry. NWould ycu repeat

You have been working more than eight-hour days.
(WITNESS ADLER) O0f course.

In some cases 10 and l12-hour days?

(NITNESS ADLER) Yes.

So you have substantial familiarity with a very

limited field.

A
Q

(RITNESS ADLER) Yes.

Are you familiar with most cf the NRC and FENMA

documents regarding coffsite radioclogical w<«mergency

preparedness?

1

(WITNESS ADLER) Those that hare been most

important to this proceeding, yes.

Q

And you have been briefed by a staff at Region III

on radiological emergency preparedness within this region.

A

(WITNESS ADLER) I am very fortunate indeed to

have a highly gualified staff in this area, yes.

Q

And they have engaged in a pretty extensive

education process for you on this particular subject.

A

(WITNESS ADLER) VYes.
MR. COSGROVEs I have no further gquestions.

CHAIRMAN SMITH: MNr. Adler, could yocu explain in

somevhat more detail what is involved in the skill or the

of progranm evaluaticn management?
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SITNESS ADLEE: ?ZPrcgras evaluation managezent
really is a day-to-day effort in organizing with the
objective of meeting specific obligaticans in comsplex
interdisciplinary prograas.

Usually the paraseters of tize and acney ccupled
tc the goals which are laid out at the cutset of the progras
are the key paraseters, tize and aoney, keyed tc silestones
of accosplishsents. It is a measurezent sechanisa.

I as trying to give ycu, ¥Er. Saith, what I feel is
a somewvhat formalistic ansver.

CHAIRMNAN SMITH: I aas interested in the
transferrablility of ona discipline to =-- I sean, fros one
field to another, sisilar to the way, for exaagle, an
investzent corporation might hire a ailitary person as a top
level exscutive.

Could you address the transferrability from ocne
field tc the other of program evaluation managesent?

WITNESS ADLER: VYes. 1A key milestcne in the
prograa evaluation manageaent for EEP is the asseadlage cof
RAC comaents %o state and local plans submitted ¢ FEXA.
That milestcne is a dccument with informaticn iz it that
allovs us to judge, if you will, by the guidelines cf C6S5&
the responsiveness or the ccantent of these plans. It is cne
silestcne.

CHAIRNAN SEITH: Yy guestion is could you explain

-
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vhy you feel that experience in program evalcation
management in ancther field helps you perform -- manage the
activities in another field? What in common is there that
yon can transfer from one field to ancther? Are there basic
planning concepts, management concepts that are msore or less
universal within the organizations?

WITNESS ADLER: There has to be a regimen
applied. That is vhere the transferrability comes from. By
having been involved in program evaluation management for
tvo decades, you are concerned with the coordination of
multiple resources, coordinating them, for exaample, how
imsportant -- may I just elabocrate -- how important is an
evacuation plan in the context of adequate state and county
planning arcund TMI. Very impcrtant. Hov do all the pieces
£€it tcgether.

This is the kind of thought process that is
universal to every kind of program evaluation.

CHAIRMAN SNITHs Identify priorities.

WITNESS ADLEE: Indeed. And wvhen I menticned time
and money before, thcse vere two specific priorities of most
of the progranms that I was associated with before REP. They
are still very important. Public health and safety is tne
primary priority.

CHAIEMAN SMITH: Ckay. Are there any further

gquesticns or ccaneants?

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC,
400 VIRGINIA AVE., S.'W., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345
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(No respcnse.)

CHAIEMAN SMITH: I think the 2card is prepared to
rule. We have already discussed it in general without the
benefit of the redirect which has been helpful.

To begin with, much of the testimony objected to
is not expert cpinion; it is factual testimony explaining
vhat the agency has done, what these people have done. It
is summary type of testimcny. It is also in scome respects a
checklist type of testimony. Every aspect of this part of
the testimony is verifiable. It does not necessarily depend
upon the expert opinions of the witnesses.

Now, ve have nct gene through toth pieces of
testimony to try to pull out which is factual testimony and
wvhich is expert because ve did rot.read it with ycar
objections in mind. But as you can see, much of the
testinmony does not have to be given by an expert in the
field. It just has to report vhat has happered or what the
papers say or whatever is the relevant -- the resspective
part of the testiaony.

Now, as to expert testimony, ¥s. Bradford
identified almost by the exact wvords the langrage of the
rules, the Federal Rules of Evidence which gives us guidance
in our proceedings. Rule 702, testimony by experts. "'f
scientific®™ -- I an reading from it nov -- "If scientific,

technical, or cother specialized knowledge will assist the

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
400 VIRGIN:A AVE. SW.. WASHINGTON, D C. 20024 (202) 554-2345



10

1

13

14

15

18

17

18

19

21

22

24

25

18,972

tryer of fact to undarstand the evidence c¢r to deteraine a
fact at issve, a witness gualified as an expert by
knowledge, skill, experience, training, or education may
testify thereto in the form of opinion or cthervise."”

So there is no need, for example, that a person ke
educated in a particular field, nor trained, nor have
experience, nor have skill. Eut sooner or later they are
going to have to tcuch one of thea and have knowledge alone.

The area of what an expert may or may not do or
testify to is extremely complicated and very, very broad,
but certainly both of these witnesses have demcnstrated an
opportunity to knov about emergency planning; and they have
had a liaited amount of exrerience as they have testified.
So ve delieve that they do gualify as experts for the
purpose of this testimony.

Now, specifically, vhere there may be specific
opinions given as to wiich you wish to challenge their
expert skills to testify to, you may do so, but right now
your objections are to the entire testimcony, so ve are not
ruling upon specific parts of it. We are ruling may the
body of testisony come in. You may make motions later onm if
you wish that certain aspects of it be c*rirken because of
failure of expertise.

Then there is another astect of it and that is,

this has been 3y experience and I would imagine ¢the

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. Nz,
400 VIRGINIA AVE., SW._, WASHINGTOMN, © = 7902 772) S84-2348
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experience of many tryers of the fact, this is an unusual
situation., The Federal Emergency Management Agency has been
charged by Congress wvith administrating its program and for
the use of federal civil servants.

I do not think it has been possible for people to
make their living very well in the past in the area of
nuclear emergencies. They have had to begin vhere they can
vith vhatever disciplines are most carefully transferrable
from other areas to this rather newv, unigue area.

Now, ve cannot use that problem and the need for a
solution to 1t as a substitute for reliable, probitive, and
substantive evidence, which is always the requirement that
ve aust apply. Hovever, there is a standard in American
adainistrative law; that is, the agency charged with
performing a function shall be given deference, and for that
reason alone I think it would be appropriate to bring in =--
that is an independent reason -- to bring in the testimony
of these witnesses subject, however, to challenge as to
veight, and striking where it exceeds the confidence cf the
individual. But that would be an independent basis upon
which ve do not rest, but we could if ve wvished.

I had another point, but it escapes ne. Ch, yes.
We do want to know, hovever, nov by the witnesses or by ¥Nr.
Cosgrcve if these are the people who will do the formal FEMA

£inding. We understand it has been regresented tc us by ¥r.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
400 VIRGINIA AVE, S W.. WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345
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Gray that this is not the formal FEMA finding.

Do you have a better term for that?

(Laughter.)

*"Final®™ is not auch letter.

¥R. COSGROVE: Final deteramination.

CHAIRMAN SNITH: Final FENA deteramination.

MB. COSGROVE:s I don't think FEMA could give a
final plan approval, but we give a finding and deteramination
on May 15, and that will ccmse frca the national office of
FE¥A versus the region.

CHAIRMAN SEITH: Well, all right. Will these then
be -- these vitnesses be important participants in the
making of that formal finding?

YR. COSGROYE: They are important participants in
that process right now and will provide the primary
information upon which the final decision by an individual

decisionmaker will be made.

ALDERSCN REPORTING COMPANY INC,
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CHAIREAN SYITH: All right. We will not attach a
retuttable assumption tc the testisony presented tcday. You
are indicating, yes, that is a correct decisicn.

ER. COSGEOVZs Sir, I am sure all the Ecard's
decisions are correct. I have noc rebuttal tc that.

CHAIRNAN SNITH: All rcight. So with that ruling,
ve will receive the testiaony and the professional
qualificaticns into evidence as if read into the

transcript.

(The document referred toc followss:)

ALCERSON REPCRATING COMPANY INC,
400 VIRGINIA AVE  S'W  WASHINGTCON, 0 C 20024 1202) 554-2248
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TESTIMONY OF FEMA'S VERNON E. ADLER AND
FREDERICK J. BATH ON CONTENTIONS
RELATED TC OFFSITE EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS

This testimony addresses the 54 remaining contentions directed to State
and local emergency plans and offsite emergency preparedness.

This testimonv is subdivided into the major areas of emergency planning
of:

(A) Protective Action Decisions;
(B) Public Warning and Emergency Instructions;
(C) Implementation of Protective Actions, including

(1) Communications, (ii) Support Services, (iii) Chain of

Command, (iv) Staffing, (v) Protection of Property/Live-

stock and (vi) Other;

(D) Post Evacuation Support; and
(E) Funding for Emergency Response and Adequacy of Muni-

cipal Resources,
insofar as these relate to offsite emergency planning and State and local
emergency plans.

York and Dauphin County plans address the protective action decision-
making process for evacuation taking into account such factors as resident
populations and traffic estimates. FEMA asserts the need for a sensitivity
analysis, in agreement with the intervenor, which includes evacuation time
estimates which consider adverse weather and road conditions and shifts
in population movement due to transient daily work force and seasonal
recreational groups. The licensee has completed such a study, intendr.d to
meet FEMA requirements; it is under review and its adequacy will be assessed

in the course of this hearing.
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In the area of public warning and emergency instructions, this testimony
identifies deficiencies in offsite preparedness with regard to coverage by
the siren warning systems currently operational in York and Dauphin counties.
Deficiencies of this kind are to be corrected by the licensee in response to
NRC Rule (10 CFk Part 50) and in conformance with NUREG-0654, requiring
essentially complete siren alert coverage within the plume exposure EPZ.

Testimony in this area alsc addresses the necessity for notification
using the Emergency Broadcasting Station (EBS), conventional telephonic and
other communications media, integral to a positive program of public infor-
mation planning and executiom.

The adequacy of five involved county government communications links is
established in the portion of this testimony (communications) which addresses
the implementation of protective actions. Use of telephones to notify key
officials and working arrangements to obtain augmenting volunteer communi-
cations services are described for York and Dauphin Ccunties.

Also in the implementation of protective actions (support services), the
York County plan is deemed deficient because it neither identifies hospitals
which have the capability to treat people exposed to radiation, nor does it
identify that group of people whose mobility may be impaired. The stated
FEMA recommendation is that sufficient radiological monitoring equipment
should be located with the emergency response organizations which will be
using it.

The need for letters of agreement between local and county bus companies
is endorsed by FEMA; actions to be taken in an evacuation of York county are

clarified, including a statement of potential need for the county to request
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unmet resources through PEMA, at the State Emergency Operations Center
(EOC).

Testimony states that the National Guard will meet a radiological emer-
gency situation with conventional military clothing and without radiation
protective equipment. The role of the Red Cross is clarified and the
expectation is stated by FEMA that there will be significant law enforcement
personnel and reinforcements available to insure that law and order is
maintained in the evacuated areas. Additionally, within the area of the
implementation of protective actions, it is asserted that the State's Bureau
of Radiological Protection would advise concerning procedures to be followed
in dealing with contaminated members of the public. FEMA anticipates that
the procedures for decontamination at mass care centers, presently absent
from county plans, will be provided for FEMA review by mid-April 1981.

It is recommended that county plans be modified to identify and to pro-
vide for substitute management coordinators in the absence of a key perscn
during an emergermncy.

Because the highest priority of emergency planning under NUREG-0654 is
protection of human life, not property, FEMA testimony elaborates on the
recommended care of property and livestock, taking into account accident
severity and the prospect on an ad hoc basis, for actions to protect property/
livestock investment. This can include travel within the plume exposure EFZ
for livestock care to be controlled by local officials and based on existing
conditions.

FEMA states its view in this testimony, based on previous experience in

disaster situations, that emergency workers do perform their assigned functions

in situations where their own families may be endangered by the emergency.
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It is FEMA's view that additional planning on the issues of school
evacuation and bus re-routing should be included in the York County plan,
and that the Dauphin County plan include in its school evacuation planning,
early notification of bus drivers by school officials and district school
plans which provide for school bus use from beyond the plume exposure EPZ,

The unique needs of groups such as the 0ld Order Amish community are
addressed with recognition that the licensee, state and local governments
have the responsibility to ensure that procedures and facilities exist to
meet needs of such groups.

In the area of post evacuation support, testimony is given in response
to an asserted need for auxiliary/back-up electrical power and heating svstems
at mass care centers.

Finally, the question of availability of funds to York County Commis-
sioners to provide for emergency expenses arising from an evacuation is
addressed, while noting the fsct that the source(s) of funds for pavment
of emergency expense is not within the scove of NUREG-0654 planning standards

or its criteria.
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TESTIMONY OF FEMA'S VERNON E. ADLER AND FREDERICK J. BATH
ON _CONTENTIONS RELATED TC OFFSITE EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS

State your name and title.

(Mr. Bath) I am Frederick J. Bath, an Emergency Management Specialist
for the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), assigned to FEMA
Region III, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania.

(Mr. Adler) I am Vernon E. Adler, Director, Division of Plans and

Preparedness for FEMA Region III in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania.

Do you have statements of professional qualifications?

Yes. OQur statements of professional qualifications are attached to
the "Testimony of Frederick J. Bath and Vernon E. Adler of the Federal
Emergency Management Agency on Certain Offsite Emergency Planning
Contentions” filed on February 23, 1981.

what is the purpose of this testimony?

The purpose of this testimony is to address those contentions in the
TMI-1 restart proceeding related to offsite emergency preparedness
which were not addressed in our written testimony filed on February 23,

1981.
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In this testimony, these contentions have been categorized in various

major emergency planning areas as follows:

A. Protective Action Decisions

Newterry Contentions York Plan 34 (EP-14(HH)), 37 (EP-14(KK)),
39 (EP-14(MM)), 40 (EP-14(NN)), and Newberry Contentions Dauphin
Plan 14 (EP-16(N)) in part, and 16 (EP-16(P));

B. Public Warning and Emergency Instructicns
Newberry Contention York Plan 3 (EP-134(C)) in part, 15 (EP-14(0)),

19 (EP-14(T)), and 24 (EP-14(Y)); Newberry Contention Dauphin
Plan 5 (EP-16(E));

C. Impliementation of Protective Actions

(1) Communications

ANGRY Contention IIIC(9) (EP-6(C)); Newberry lontentions
York Plan 4 (EP-14(D)) and 16-1 (EP-14(P)); and Newberry
Contentions Dauphin Plan 3 (EP-16(C)), € (EP-16(F)), and
17 (EP-16(Q));

(ii) Support Services
ANGRY Contentions IIIC(7) (EP-6(A)), IIIC(8) EP-6(B)), and
ITIC(10) (EP-6(D)); Newberry Contention York Plan 3 (EP-14(C))
in part, S (EP-14(I)), 11 (EP-14(K)), 12 (EP-14(L)),
18 (EP-14(S)), 21 (EP-14(V)), 22 (EP-14/W)), 23 (EP-14(X)),
29 (EP-14(CC)), 35 (EP-14(I1); Newberry Contentions Dauphin
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Plan 7 (EP-16(G)), 8 (EP-16(H)), and 15 (EP-16(0)); and
Newberry 3b(12) (EP-1400); ECNP 2-28 (EP-10);

(ii1) Chain of Command

Newberry Contentions York Plan 8 (EP-14(KH)) and 17 (EP-14(R))
and Newberry Contention Dauphin Plan 9-1 (EP-16(1));

(iv) Staffing
Newberry Contention York Plan 38 (EP-14(LL)) and Newberry

Contention Dauphin Plan 2 (EP-16(B));

(v) Protection of Property/Livestock

Aamodt Contention 5 (EP-2); and Newberry Contention York
Plan 27 (EP-14(BB)):

(vi) Other
ANGRY Contentions IIIB(F) (EP-5(C)) and IIIC(12) (EP-6(F));
Newberry Contentions York Plan 20 (EP-14(U)) and 26 (EP-14(AA));
Newberry Contentions Dauphin Plan 9-2 (EP-16(J)), 14 (EP-16{N)),
and 18 (EP-16(R)); Newberry Contention 3C(5) (EP-16T) and
Sholly Contention 8I(B)(3) (EP-17(A)(3));

D. Post Evacuation Support
ANGRY Contention IIIC(13) (EP-6(G)) and Newberry Contention York
Pian 31 (EP-14(EE));
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E. Funding for Emergency Response and Adequacy of Muncipal Resources

Newberry Contention York Plan 33 (EP-14(GG)).

A. Protective Action Decisions

Q.4. Newberry York Plan 34 (EP14-HH) states:

The York County Plan has no provision in its population
calculations for periods of time during the day when most
people are working and cutside of the area, during the day
when there may be an increase in population because of
industries located within the areas, or during the summer
periods when many individuals may be on vacation or there
would be an influx of individuals coming into the area to
vacation. Without that type of population differential
tables, it is Intervenor's countention that the Plan is
deficient.

Newberry York Plan 37 (EP14-KK) states:

The York County Plan contains no time sequence for the
removal of the exposed at-risk population. There is only
assumption that there would be adeguate time in which to
remove all individuals; however, there is no estimate as to
the number of hours that would be required to effect a
selective evacuation or a general evacuation. Moreover,
there is attached to the York County Plan an estimate of the
number of vehicles per hour that could be nandled by various
major arteries and access roads; however, there appears to
be a conflict in the estimates in that urban roads with
parking are estimated to handle at least 1,700 cars per hour
whereas major arteries could only handle 1,300 per hour anc
it is submitted that such a gross distortion renders the
Plan deficient. Furthermore, there is absolutely no hard-
core statistical data to back up the calculations relied
upon in the York County plan.

Newberry York Plan 39 (EP1/.-MM) states:

The York County "ian does not state now many businesses are
located in risk areas and what the population of those
businesses are during working hours. Without this informa-
tion, it would be impossible to determine the number of
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hours that would be reguired to effect a general evacuation
in the event one was ordered. Therefore, it is Intervenor's
position that the Plan remains defective.

Do the York County Plans have population calculations based on time of

day to incorporate work force fluctuations and based on time of year

to incorporate fluctuations of population due to vacation and vacationers?

At present York County population figures are based on resident

populaticn only.

Is this a sufficient population calculation to produce adequate planning?

It is sufficient to determine the estimated need for mass care, the
best location for reception centers, and the best routes for evacuation.
It is not sufficient to produce an evacuation time estimate study as
called for in NUREG-0654, standard J-8 and Appendix 4. Also, based on
the size of the nonresident work force, special measures may be needed
to evacuate or to shelter them. It should be recognized that there is
no large recreation park or amusement center in the plume exposure
pathway EPZ areas of York County; therefore, seasonal population
fluctuations should be minimal. Also, work force population groups

are highly mobile in that they commute to and from work each da).

what study has been conducted to date, site specific to TMI, which

recognizes the work force or vacation populations?

wilbur Smith Associates have produced an evacuation study for FEMA

site specific to TMI. Col. 0. K. Henderson, former Director of PEMA,
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has provided conservative evacuation-time estimates. These estimates
are weather and time of day related. The licensee has completed an
evacuation time estimate study which is to meet NUREG-05654 Appendix 4
criteria and take into account these populaticn groups. It is FEMA's
intention to review this study. This study became available

on March 12, 1981, and we have not had the opportunity to review it at

the time of preparation of this testimony.

what is the explanation of the apparent conflict in the Yor! County Plan
between urtan roads estimated to carry 1,700 cars per hour and major

arteries carrying only 1,300 cars per hour?

The present evacuation plans are a product of state level and county
level input. The State in its testimony provides the following as an
explanation of the differences in traffic capacity: "In the York
County Plan the reference to major arteries is listed under 'Rural
Roads' with a 12-foot wide lane, while under 'Urban Roads' is listed a
30-foot wide, one-way roacd with parking. It appears logical that the
wider one-way road would carry greater traffic capacity.” This appears

to be a reasonable explanation of the apparent confiict.

Does FEMA consider York County Plans adequate in this area of planning?

An evacuation time estimate study which proves out the evacuation

routes planned and which accounts for transients is required before

FEMA will consider York County Plans adequate.
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Newberry York Plan 40 (EP14-NN) states:

As a general overall comment, evacuation routes as set forth
are not wind-dependent, and therefore, in the event of an
evacuation, wind direction is a factor that would be required
to be taken into consideration in order to formulate an
effective evacuation plan. The Plan as set forth does not
provide for this factor and, as such, persons evacuating the
evacuation areas may be directed into a potentially more
hazardous situation in the manner in which they are routed.
What are the requirements with regard to accounting for wind direction in

developing evacuation routes?

NUREG-0654, Appendix 4 does not require that wind direction be considered

in determination of evacuation routes. However, NUREG-0654 Planning
Standard J-10 provides that wind direction will be considered in determining
appropriate protective measures. BRP will consider wind direction and

speed in its choice of protective actions. In the TMI area it was shown
that during the TMI-2 incident wind direction shifted frequently. Therefore,
the State has planned the best and fastest routes to get the people out,

and it is BRPs job to determine when it is dose-effective to do so.

Newberry Dauphin Plan 14 (EP16-N) states, in part:

F.nally, the Plan seems to assume that the best of all
atmospheric and weather conditions would exist at the time
of the evacuation. What would take place in the event of 2
snowstorm and how would that affect the evacuation? What
would be done in order to clear the roads? These are all
questions that have to be considered and are necessary to be
considered in a total evacuation plan and the location and
placement of staging areas.
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Newberry Dauphin Plan 16 (EP16-P) states:

The Dauphin County Plan as set forth does not provide for
differentiation of time of day or seasons or weather condi-
tions at the time of the evacuation. There is no sensitivity
analysis as to these factors, and the Plan is based upon an
assumption of best-case analysis. Therefore, it is Intervenor's
position that without taking these factors into consideration,
the Plan remains deficient as concerns the time needed to
effect an evacuation.

Will adverse conditions that could affect evacuation be accounted for in

protective section decisionmaking?

NUREG-0654 Planning Standard J.10.M requires that a variety of factors be
considered before any protective actions are recommended. This decision=
making process and evaluation is the responsibility of the Bureau of

Radiation Protection and PEMA.

During periods of meteorological or other impediments to evacuation, it
is expected that responsible officials will consider alternatives and

implement the best protective action in the circumstances.

What are your views on the need for a sensitivity analysis on

evacuation?

FEMA believes that such a need exists and that an evacuation time estimate
study should account for such variables as adverse weather conditions.
NUREG-0654 specifies that an evacuation time estimate study accounting

for adverse concitions is to be produced. A study which purports to
satisfy NUREG-08654 criteria has been produced by the licensee although we

have not had the opportunity to evaluate that study.
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B. Public Warning and Emergency Instructions

Q.12. Newberry York Plan 2 (EP-14(C)) states, in part:

This section of the York County Plan is deficient in that it
depends upen the York County Chamber of Commerce to notify
and pass on the general evacuation information to business
and industry. There is no assurance that the Chamber of
Commerce has the necessary manpower, equipment, and training
to pass on such information to the general public. For
example, does the York County Chamber of Commerce possess
necessary trunk lines to advise all industry within an
affected area? What happens in the event that telephone
communications are jammed or overloaded and that notification
of industries cannot be effected by the York County Chamber
of Commerce? Furthermore, does the York County Chamber of
Commerce and all industry within the possible affected area
have radio communication capabilities?

Is the York County Chamber of Commerce the primary means for notifying

business and industry within York County?

A. No. The primary means of warning is the outdoor warning system and
Emergency Broadcast System. To insure that business and the general
public are aware of such warning and notification, outdoor sirens will
be used to direct that the listener turn on radio and television for
emergency instruction. York County, through its Chamber of Commerce,
is recommending that business and industry purchase a weather radio as
an additional means of receiving warning. This syscem is to be activated
by PEMA. York County will educate business and industry on the need
for commercial radio or television as a means for receipt of official
county notification and information via the EBS after warning is

received.
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Does York County depend upon the Chamber of Commerce to provide

emergency information to business and industry?

No. Emergency information on protective actions and conditions at the

TMI-1 facility are to be provided by York County through the EBS. However,
the York County Chamber of Commerce is used in the York County Emergency
Response Plan. Their role as seen by FEMA is to provide a telephone

fan-out service, supplementary to EBS, for business and industry. Provision
of this added notiiication will further insure sufficient lead time and

follow=up on public notification.

what communications facilities does the York County Chamber of

Commerce have to perform this mission?

The Yerk County Chamber of Commerce service is dependent upon commercial
telephones. This service, which is necessary at the present time only
bezause siren coverage is inadequate, will be redundant when the siren
coverage is expanded to meet NUREG-0654 (E and Appendix 3) standards. As
has been stated, FEMA considers commercial telephone adequate for notifica-
tion of Emergency Response personnel and therefore, would consider such a
fanout service from the York County Chamber of Commerce adequate as
back-up to the public notification system (siren and EBS) when it is
installed. Business and industry within the York County plume exposure
EPZ would receive primary notification through public notification systems.
At present, FEMA considers the time required to alert business and
industry and other segments of the general public inadeq. ce because of

the current lack of siren coverage. The most effective delivery means
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available at this time is through a combination of outdoor warsing signal
and EBS. FEMA does not, at this time, recommend establishment of a busi-
ness and industry radio system or dedicated telephone system. Absence of
such systems is not a deficiency. The current deficiency resides in the
overall adequacy of the Public Warning Delivery System as described in
the Plan. The licensee is in the process of enhancing the notification

system in accordance with the NRC requirements.

Q.15. Newberry York Plan 3 (EP14-C) states, in part:

The York County Plan in Section VI, Subsection (C) provides

that posting of evacuation maps and semi-annual distribution

of evacuation routes in local newspapers will be accomplished.

It is submitted that there is no set designation of the

responsibility for the effecting of this part of the Plan

and it is Intervenor's contention that unless “he Plan

directs and places responsibility upon someone to effect

this part of the Plan, the Plan is defective.
Who is responsible for pre-incident distribution of Public Information
material which provides evacuation maps and instructions for the public?

A. The Commonwealth's Plan Annex E, Section ML (g) and (h) provides that

pre-incident public information distribution is a Risk County responsi-
bility, with technical assistance to be provided PEMA. The Commonweaith's
Plan Annex E, Appendix 15 to the State Disaster Operations Plan provides
that the Governor's Press Secretary will establish pclicies and procedures
for a public education and information program, to be implementec by
Commonwealth agencies. Posting of radiological emergency protecticn
information, including eve:' *tion routes, is not yet provided for in the

York County Plan. Public education on radiological emergency protection

matters for residents and transients will be accomplished througnh a
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coordination of the Commonwealth's and County public information programs.
The York County Emergency Coordinator has distributed brochures outlining

evacuation routes and procedures.

what is the timing of the Public Information Program?

Site specific brochures have been printed for each Risk County within the
plume EPZ. In York County, distribution has been made through the York
Emergency Management Agency. The York Daily Record recentiy carried an
article forecasting this distribution and identifying the County EMA/York
County Emergency Management Director as the county official responsible
for public education relating to radiological emergency preparedness.

The York Dispatch, on Thursday, December 11, 1980, published the planned
evacuation routes and selected essential information from the York County
radiclogical emergency preparedness brochure. PEMA and other State
agencies are preparing input for the Commonwealth's Public Information
Program, shown in the Commonwealth's Plan as Annex £, Appendix 15. The
Commonwealth and County public information programs will provide for
redistribution of brochures annually to continue throughout the life of

the piant.

Is the projected program adegquate to meet NUREG-0654 standards?

The State level programs, which will supplement the County programs, are

under deveiopment and have not been implemented. However, progress is

being mace toward development of an adequate program. The projected
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utilization of public television, commercial radio and television, news-
paper, facility mailing, inclusion in public school curriculum as well as
the distribution of handout materials appears thorough and, if completed,
should be adequate to insure compliance with NUREG-0654 Planning Standard G
with respect to the permanent population. FEMA will monitor State and
local programs to insure that the programs are carried out. Deficiencies,
if found, will be reported to the Commonwealth. Any significant deficiency
found by FEMA during plant operation will be reported to the NRC.

Newberry York Plan 15 (EP14-0) states:

Annex C of the York County Plan is deficient in that its
total concept of operations is based upon tone-coded siren
control and that nowhere in the Plan is it stated that all
individuals are within hearing distance of the sirens located
within a 20-mile radius of the TMI nuclear plant. Moreover,
the Plan provides as a back-up cr supplementary system to
the siren system that police and fire vehicles would travel
throughout the communities and again it is raised that the
townships, boroughs, and municipalities located within the
20-mile radius of the TMI nuclear facility do not have the
necessary commitments of manpower to effect such a plan.
Therefore, it is Intervenor's position that the York County
Plan remains deficient.

Will the required Siren System have coverage of 20-miles?

The system being designed in accordance with NUREG-0654 Planning Standard
E-6, Appendix 3, and 10 CFR 50, will provide for sirens within the plume

exposure pathway EPZ of about 10-miles.

Design of the system to meet this criteria will be such as to provide
sufficient coverage to reduce need for supplementary notification metheds

to a minimum. Until the system is supplemented, we cannot ascertain its
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adequacy nor the quantitative need for supplementary notification. At
that time, procedures for supplementary notification, if any, will be

required.

Q.19. Newberry York Plan 19 (EP14-T) states:

Appendix I of the York County Plan regarding warning is
deficient in that it assumes that local fire companies will
be able to alert all members of a rural community by direct
notification such as knocking on doors. There is absolutely
no conceivable way in which individual direct notification
can be made in Newberry Township because of the number of
residents versus the number of volunteer firemen and it is
submitted that the same conditions exist in all local muni-
cipalities located within the 20-mile radius of the TMI Nuclear
Facility. Therefore, until and unless a system is designed
that can adequately insure that a substantial majority of
the population can be notified of an incident at TMI, the
Plan is deficient.

Is York County warning capability adequate?

A. At present, although the estimated time to accomplish such warning has
not been determined, it is thought that the warning portion of the public
notification system is inadequate to cover the area needed. Tnhis has
resuited in an impractical reliance on emergency service personnel to

provide public notification.

0.20. How is this to be corrected?

A. Tne licensee is developing a pubiic notification system to meet the
public notification standards of NUREG-0654. The coverage of the plume
EPZ by an outdoor siren system is designed to exceed the standards set

out in Appendix 3 of NUREG-0654 and, as such would not reguire reliance
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on emergency service personnel to provide supplementary alerting within
the plume EPZ. Upon installation and testing of licensee's alert and
notification system, FEMA ~i1] provide NRC with an evaluation of the
system's capabilities and advise parties of the need for corrective

action.

what area will this system serve’

As set out in NUREG-0654, Appendix 3, the system shall serve the plume
exposure EPZ. This area is less than the 2U-mile coverage mentioned by
the Intervenor. Detailed planning beyonc the established plume exposure
EPZ exceeds current standards and is not, at this time, considered

necessary.

Newberry York Plan 24 (EPl4-Y) states:

Annex N, Subsection VII, Subsection G provides for certain
duties and responsibilities for a County Director and these
duties and responsibilities conflict directly with those of
the Emergency Management Coordinator. Specifically, this
section provides that the County Director shall provide
appropriate notice of information received and emergency
actions taken and proposed to the York County Police and

Fire Departments, other echelons and emergency operational
chains, and local news media for emergency pubiic information
ana news announcements, whereas, Appendix Il provides that
the Public Information Officer is responsible for the issuance
of official information, advice and instructions from the
county to the public. This conflict renders the Plan
deficient.

Do the duties and responsibilities for the York County Directcr conflict

with those of the Emergency Management Coordinator?

In York County, the York County Director and the York County Emergency

Management Coordinator are the same person. The use of the two titles is
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a result of plan modification. Since the two titles used in the Plan
refer to a single position, no conflict is presented by differing responsi-
bility assignments to each title, so long as the titles continue to be
assigned to one person. For the sake of clarity, FEMA recommends deletion

of one title.

Does a conflict exist between tF . York County Director and the York

County Public Information Officer (PIO0)?

No. The announcements which the York County Director/Coordinator will
provide to the participating EBS Network will be prepared statements from
the York County Plan. The PIO, as the designated spokesperson for York
County, is to provide official information, advice and instructions to
the public. The issuance of EBS warning notifications by the County
Director/Coordinator does not conflict with the PIO's responsibility to
prepare and issue emergency information and instructions through non-EBS

media sources.

Newberry Dauphin Plan 5 (EP16-E) states:

Appendix 5 of the Dauphin County Plan provides that alert
warnings will be initiated through siren activation. Again,
this part of the Plan makes a broad base assumption that the
populace within the county can hear the sirens at all loca-
tions and it is Intervenor's position that this is not true.
Therefore, until and unless a sufficient number of sirens

are placed throughout the county area at locations that will
ensure that the total populace of the county is within

hearing distance of the sirens, the Plan will remain defic ent.

" Adirren
Must all of Jauphin County be covered by a eemwamt alert system?
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No. A warning system sufficient to notify the general public within the
plume exposure EPZ is required by NRC Regulation to be in operation on or
before July 1, 1981. NUREG-0654 reflects the planning standard for such
& system in Planning Standard E and Appendix 3. The plume exposure EPZ

for TMI-1 does not encompass all of Dauphin County

What is the present siren coverage for Dauphin County?

Present siren coverage based on a Civil Preparedness Program status
report is estimated at 70% of Dauphin County's population. As previously
noted, the license is undertaking installation of a siren alert system
designed to provide 100% coverage of the plume exposure EPZ, including

those areas of Dauphin County within the plume EPZ.

Implementation of Protective Actions

(i) Communications

Angry III C-9 (EP6-C) states:

There is no assurance of the operability of county-local
government communications links on a 24 hour basis, as
required by N.0654 Sec. Fl(a) and PA SDOP Sec. IX (B) (1)(f).

Are the County Government communication links manned 24 hours a day?

Yes. The County EOC's in the five risk counties (Cumberland, Dauphin,
Lancaster, Lebanon, and York) are these counties' emergency services

dispatching centers. The 911 emergency services and county dispatching
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are colocated with the EOC communication centers of all five counties
These are manned 24 hours a day. It is these locations that the Stat.
Duty Officer (PEMA® or the State Operation Officer (PEMA), the Licenser
(in the General Emergency classification), and Daupnin County or PEMA
(if telephone service is disrupted), will contact in initiating the
TMI-1 Warning and Notification System. The present County Warning
Systems can be centrally activated from the EOCs.

Newberry York Plan 4 (EP14-D) states:

Section VI, Subsection (d)(1) provides that, upon notification
from PEMA, the County Director will assemble and consult with
appropriate members of the county staff and elected officials.
There does not seem to be included in the Plan any means in which
to contact the local elected officials, unless it is the assumption
that these officials would be contacted by telephone. It is
Intervenor's contention that, in the event of an emergency situa-
tion a} Three Mile Island, once the public has any notice or
indication that something has occurred at TMI, that the telephone
Tines will become overloaded and that incoming calls to local
officials will not be able to be effected. Moreover, the Plan
does not indicate where local officials will assemble, how they
will know where to assemble, and when to assemble and thus the
Plan is stil] deemed to be deficient.

what elected officials will be contacted and assembled by the County

Director.

The elected officials referred to in this section of the York County

Plan are the three York County Commissioners.
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How will these officials be contacted?

These officials will be contacted oy telephones.

what are your views as to the adequacy of this method of contacting

these officials?

It is FEMA's view that telephone communication should be adequz e
because of the timing of the calls. These officials will receive
telephonic communication as part of the initial governmental notifica-
tion process before notification of the public. There is no reason to

believe that at this period telephone systems will be overloaded.

How will these elected officials know where and when to assemble if

this is not set out in the York County Plan?

Those officials are designated members of the York County emergency
response organization and have prearranged assignments to assemble at
the York County Courthouse which is the location of the York County
ECC.

Newberry York Plan 16-1 (EP14-P) states:

Annex D, Section V, provides that *he concept cof oneration
will be effected by the regular communications staff augmented
by "qualified volunteers” as required. The Plan alsc indi-
cated that amateur radio will be relied upon in the event of
an incident at TMI nuclear facility. There is no assurance
that any amateur radio operators have agreed to participate

in such an operatin or that each school district has had an
operator assigned to it to coordinate the utilization of
school buses. Moreover, there is no definition of who is a
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qualified volunteer in the event that volunteers are reguired
to be used by the communications staff. Finally, the concept
of operations in this section provides that RACES would
provide interim communications at the Hanover site until

full communications capability could be restored. It is
Intervenur's position that the Hanover site must be placed

in an immediate ready condition in order to effectively

serve as an alternate site for emergency operations control.
It is intervenor's position that until and unless the Hanover
site is placed in a ready condition, that the Plan remains
deficients. Furthermore, Subsection VI of this particular
section provides that the common carrier system within the
Emergency Operations Center is the 911 system, of which 49
out of 79 emergency telephone trunk lines are committed.
Furthermore, 6 of the lines are standby rumor-control lines,
leaving <4 emergency telephone trunk lines for those areas
not contained within the 911 system. The Newberry Township,
Fairview Township, Goldsborough and Lewisberry areas are
without 911 service. It is Intervznor's contention that, in
the event of an incident at the TMI nuclear facility, the
telephone grid system would become so overloaded during such
an incident that the making of a phone call to the remaining
24 committed lines at the Emergency Operations Center would
be difficult if not impessible. Therefore, it is claimed
that this part of the Plan also is deficient in that there
are not enough emergency trunk Tines availabie for all
residents within the 20-mile radius zone of TMI with a
special emphasis on those areas in York County, which are
closest to the nuclear power facility.

what comaunication volunteers are planned for in the York County Plan?

The York County Plan Annex D, Section V, reflects that qualified
volunteers will augment the regular communication staff, as required.
The York County RACES Inc. is an organized group of radio operators,
with radio amateur licenses. During an emergency, RACES members will
work with and augment York County Emergency Management Coordinators to
provide a volunteer communication service to include use of their own

equipment, and their time as communication operators.

what assurarnces are there that York County RACES Inc. has agreed to

provide the communication services which are relied upon?
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A At this time, there is no formal assurance from RACES. A Letter of
Agreement as specified in NUREG-0854 Standard A, crite~ion 3, should be
provided from York County RACES, Inc. FEMA has been informed by the
York County Emergency Coordinator that such a Letter of Agreement will

be obtained to formalize this arrangement.

Q.33. Should the Hanover site be maintained in a ready condition to effectively

serve as an alternate site for emergency operation control?

A. There is no reguirement for the establisnhment of an alternate county
EOC and therefore, there is no requirement fo- the Hanover site to be
maintained as an alternate EOC. The reason for this conclusion is
fully addressed in our testimony of February 23, 1981 on Newderry
Contention York Plan 5 (EP14-E).

Q.34 what is the common carrier (telephone) capability in the York County
EOC?

A Section VI of Annex D to the York County Plan provides that there are 7%
trunk lines entering the EOC; 49 of these service the 911 system and
enter from all sections of York County. Six of these lines can be
used as standdy rumor control lines and operated during emergency
situations. The other trunk lines are for the County emergency response

personne! manning the £0Cs.
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If the telephone systems are jammed due to excessive use, are the

telephone lines into the EOC adequate?

Specific dedicated circuits assist in this situation, and are in place
and operational from the County EOC to the EBS station and are in place
(to be activated in the event of an emergency) between the State and the
EOCs in the five risk counties. It is not required that there be
sufficient emergency trunk lines available for use by all residents
within 20 miles. Emergency notification within the EPZ will be provided
by licensee's early warning sirens, foilowed by EBS transmissions.
Telephone notification of large segments of the general public is not

anticipated.

Newberry Dauphin Plan 3 (EP16-C) states:

Appendix 3, Annex E of the Dauphin County Plan indicates
that approximately 65 people will be notified in the event
of an emergency. It indicates that notification of these
people will be by radio whenever possible and then by tele-
phone. Nowhere in the Plan is it indicated that the indivi-
duals listed have radios which are compatible with that of
the County EOC. Morever, there's no indication that the
frequencies to be used for communicating with these individuals
would be free of any outside disturbance. Therefore, until
and unless it is indicated in the County Plan that these
individuals have compatible radio 2quipment and that fre-
quencies are being used that are relatively free from any
other type of traffic, it is Intervenor's position that the
Plan remains defective.

Are radios in the possession of key personnel compatible with those of

the EOC?

Yes. Key personnel have access to two-way radios which are tuned to the
County Direction and Control frequency. (See testimony in response to

Newberry Dauphin Plan Contention 6 (EP-16F)).
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Is thedd frequency compatability of this equipment?

Yes. This equipment was purchaseed for use on the county wide Direction
and Control Net which is designed to cperate on a freguency of 46.56

MHzZ.

Should there be substantial outside disturbance on this radio network?
No. This is a dedicated local government radic frequency assigned to
Cauphin County and not available under FCC rules for any other use;

consequently outside disturbance on this radioc network is preciuded.

Newberry Dauphin Plan 6 (EP-16F) states:

Appendix & of Annex E of the Dauphin County Plan provides
that the American Rec Cross, military unit assignments, fire
and ambulance units, and police units will be assigned
various freguencies for radio operations, and will have
various radio equipment at their disposal. Nowhere in the
Plan is it indicated that there is an existence presently of
the equipment necessary to operate on the indicated fregquencies
or that if the equipment is presently available, that it is
being maintained. Morecver, the Plan as written indicated
that the police only have two freguencies on which to operate
in the event of an emergency. Furthermore, fire, ambulance,
Red Cross and military units will all share the same fre-
guency, and it is submitted that in the event of an emergency,
the traffic on those those freguencies will cancel effective
communication among all of the groups. Therefore, until and
unless it is stated that each of these units has its own
frequency for operation, and that there are sufficient number
of frequencies in order to ensure effective operations,

the Plan is deficient. Moreover, until and unless the Plan
indicates that there is an existence of compatibie equipment
in order to effect this part of the Plan, and that there is

a responsibility for maintenance of the eguipment, it is
Intervenor's position that the Plan remains inadequate.

Does the dual use of frequencies by different resource grouns cancel

the affectiveness of radio communications?
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No. The County dispatchers maintain net control on all the radio
frequencies assigned in the Dauphin Plan. They control anc allow for
proper use of radios. Diminisned effectiveness generally depends upon
the number of persons using the freguency, rather than the number of
organizations using the freguency. Although separate freguencies
would definitely enhance communications, it is not a requirement.
Dauphin County maintains a totally separate fregquency for Emergency
Management/Direction and Control. Dauphin County provides a separate
administrative frequency for the sole purpose of Direction and Control

of the County Emergency Management personnel as follows:

- Three County commissioners each have a portable radio.
- CD Director, Assistant CD Director, Communication Officer, and
Deputy County Director each have a portable, a mobile and a

remote radio;

- RADEF Officer, RACES Officer, Situation Analysis Officer, Megical
Officer, and all Local CD (EMA) Directors, have a portable and
mobile radio;

- The Transportation Officer, Police representative, and fire
representative, each have a mobile radio;

- The Mass Care Director has a portable, and a remote radic; and

the County Engineer has a remote radio.

This provides communicaticn to approximately 56 Emergency Response
Personnel. In addition to this network, the County ambulance and fire
companies utilize 4 additional frequencies, and the police utilize §

additional frequencies.
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wWhat assurance is there that the necessary radio equipment is in

existence and is maintained?

Tnis equipment is in routine use by cocunty emergency services and is
maintained as part of regularly utilized emergency services. Confirma-
tion of availability and operability of this equipment is provided by

communications drills provided for in the State emergency plan.

Newberry Dauphin Plan 17 (EP16-Q) states:

The Dauphin County Plan lists only two (2) 911 operators in
place in the event of an evacuation. It is submitted that
two operators is grossly insufficient when it is taken into
consideration that the York County Plan incorporates forty-
nine (49) 911 operators in order to deal with an evacuation.
Until and unless there is a commitment for more 911 operators
to be in place during an emergency, the Dauphin County Plan
remains deficient.

How many operators will Dauphin and York Counties have in the event of

an evacuation?

"
Dauphin County plans for t\vo% operators for an unspecified number
of 911 lines; York County, with 49 trunk lines, also plans for two

911 operators.

Are two 911 operators for each of these counties sufficient during an

emergency’
Yes. Counties have been direct¢e . “et up rumor control centers,
which will relieve some of - : - 1 from 911 operators. Call volume

exceeding 911 operator capa. 'ty wi'l _» transferred to the rumor

control centers or other appropriate resources.



(ii) Support Services

Q.43. ANGPY TII C-7 (EP6-A) states:

There is inadequate provision in the York County Plan for
providing medical services for contaminated individuals, for
training persons providing these services, nd for transporting
radiological victims to medical faciiities, all as required
by NUREG-0654, Section L.

what are the criteria of NUREG-0654 with regard to county plan provisions

for medical services to contaminated persons?

A. NUREG-0654 stipulates that counties are to arrange for local and
backup hospital and medical services for individuals exposed to radia-
tion, to assure that persons providing medical services are prepared
to handle contaminated individuals and to arrange for transporting

victims of radiological accidents to medical support facilities.

Q.44 How does the York County plan compare to these criteria?

A. The York County plan at present makes no provision for local and
backup hospital and medical services for individuals exposed to radia-
tion. PEMA has informed York County that its plan should be modified
to identify hospitals which have the capability to treat individuals

exposed to radiation.

The York County plan does not provide assurance that persons providing
medical services are prepared to handle contaminated individuals.
This responsipility is being met, however, under the Commonweaith's

plan by the State Department of Health. When the State Department of
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Health has carried out its responsibilities in this regard, the require-
ment will have been satisfied for York County which then should reflect

this in its emergency plan and procedures.

The York County plan has provided for the transportation of all persons
needing medical aid, including victims of radiological accidents, to
medical support facilities, through available ambulances or other

vehicles allocated for this purpose.

ANGRY III C-8 (EP6-B) states:

Although the Pennsyivania DOP, Section IXB (1)(p), delegates
the responsibility for arranging for emergency wrecker and
fuel services to risk counties, the York County Plan assigns
this responsibility to the Pennsylvania National Guard
(Section VIA (7)(c)).

which agencies are responsible for emergency wrecker and fuel services

in the event of an evacuation?

XA (21)¢ and d and Seehen X AU4) h
The Commonwealth's Plan, Section i**(iii::‘assigqﬁ fuel distribution

4«;{?0# and wrecker suvppert
A 0

the Department cf Transportation._u&ihuthe National Guard, ey
whobuenepubpenty The Commonwealth recognizes that initial fuel and
wrecker services will, however, be provided by the risk counties.

4 Q1CH

Therefore, Section Jum=Bbgesies of the Commonwealth's Plan suggests that
the counties should "select locations fcr and prepare to provide
emergency services to include first aid, wrecker and fuel services."
This approach is consistent with accepted emergency management practices,

in that it dictates utilization of local resources to meet initial

requirements.
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There are numerous assignments of responsibility to persons
and organizations that are not documented by written agree-
ments demonstrating knowledge of and ability to perform
assigned roies as required by NUREG-0654, Section A3. The
most important of such delegations are:

1. American Red Cross (operatior of relocation centers;
Annex 1).

2. Mary'and Depzrtment of Health (provision of ambulances
and helicopters for hospital evacuations; Annex J).

3. Amateur radio operators (communications with local
governmental units and school ristricts; Annex D,
§VE).

4 “State C.D." (50-2 passenger ambulances for evacuation

of nursing homes; Annex J., Appendix 2).

S. School Districts (transportation of school children
to relocation centers and provision of facilities
for such centers; Annex 0).

6. York Area Transit Authority (evacuation of nursing
home patients, Annex K).

7. State of Maryland (overflow mass care capacity;
Annex I, Section IVD).

8. Adams County (relocation center, Annex I).

9. York Chamber of Commerce (notification of business

and industry; Section VIA(7)(a)).
10. York County USDA Disaster/Emergency Board (monitoring
crop and animal surveillance; Annex R).

Are there written agreements with organizations listed in this contention?

A With one exception, there are currently no such written agreements.
During review of the County Plan, FEMA was told by the York County
Emergency Management Coordinator that documentation of existing agreements
between the County and the listed emergency services organizatins would

be obtained in the near fu ire. The existence of a service relationship
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between the parties is not guestioned and in an emergency the documenta-
tion, or lack therecf, would certainly not govern the assurance of

such services to the community. When completed, the documentation

will be added to the Plan. At this time, one letter of agreement,
namely between York County and the Department of Health and Medical
Hygiene of the State of Maryland has been provided to FEMA. Letters

of agreement for items 4 and 10 of the contention are not needed and
should not be provided because these items speak to responsibilities
assigned to State organizations under the State emergency pian and are,

therefore, specifically provided for in the State plan.

Newberry York Plan 9 (EP14-I) states:

Appendix 2, Section III, Subsection (g) of the York County
Plan indicates that the Area Agency on Aging should develop
a system to identify the homebound and invalid personnel
that require special transportation group. Until and unless
the Area Agency on Aging is directred to effect such a
system, it is Intervenor's position that the York County
Plan is deficient because, without such listing, there would
be no way in which local communities could be assured that
all invalids and homebound persons would be removed from an
evacuation area.

what special planning has been established to provide for homebounds

and invalids during an evacuation of York County?

NUREG-0654 Planning Standa~d J, Criterion 10d requires procedures for
protecting those persons whose mobility may be impared. The responsi-
bility to prepare a list of such persons and prepare for their care

has been assigned to municipalities and boroughs. These provisions
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and procedures are under development and have not been provided for
review to FEMA. Consequently, the York County Plan is inadequate in

this regard.

Newberry York Plan 11 (EPl4-K) states:

Appendix 3, Annex A, Situation Analysis Group, of tne York
County Plan provides that it will support the State Bureau
of Radiological Health with available personnel and eguipment
and that in the event of a general evacuation on recuest it
will support fire and mass care operations with monitors for
decontaminations. Nowhere in the Plan does it state that
the Situation Analysis Group will have the necessary equipment
required in order to support the various bureaus and fire
and mass care operations with the necessary equipment monitors
for decontamination operations.
What arrangements have been made to assure that emergency response
units have sufficient radiological monitoring equipment to perform

assigned functions?

Based on our review, we have been unable to identify any arrangements
in this regard. FEMA agrees with the intervenor's contention that the
Plan should reference the equipment necessary to perform the monitoring
service. FEMA believes that equipment should be Tocated with emergency
response organizations that will be utilizing the equipment. The

State was informed by FEMA of this deficiency and is working with the

County involved to correct it.

Newberry York Plan 12 (EP14-L) states:

Appendix 3, Annex A, providing for police operations in a
selective evacuation and a general evacuation provides that



Q.50.

-32-

the police would support and assist in notification and, on
request, that police operations provide fire and police
support for traffic control and security. It is submitted
that support and assist in netification and support for
traffic control and security are mutually exclusive opera-
tions. It is intervenor's contention that police in local
communities cannot be asked to both support traffic con-
trol and security and, at the same time, support
and assist in the notification of area residents of the
impending dangers and evacuation notification in the event
of an incident at TMI.

How will police handlie notification and security and traffic contro)

in the event of a selective or general evacuation?

The Licensee is installing a prompt notification system for the plume
EPZ which should reduce to a minimum the need for police to provide
notification services. Police officers thereby released from notifi=
cation assig.ments through use of the prompt notification system
shculd be available for security and traffic control. Additionally,
it should be noted that notification assignments may be given to other
than Taw enforcement personnel. Such complementary service personnel

do, in fact, exist.

Newberry York Plan 18 (EP14-S) states:

Annex G of the York County Plan is de” ient in that it
assumes that local fire companies will have sufficient
manpower to effect emergency operations procedures as out-
lined in the Plan. As is previously been pointed out by the
Intervenor, there is usually insufficient staffing of the
individual fire companies to assure that all residents in
rural areas would be notified of an incident at the TMI
nuclear facility because of the number of miles of road
located in each township. The Plan alsoc contains a concept
that the county distribute radiological monitoring equipment
to individual fire companies to be monitored by the fire
company personnel. There is no indication in the Plan that
volunteer firemen have been trained to operate such equipment
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and there is no assurance that such equipment is presently
located within the county for distribution. Until these
deficiencies are resolved, it is Intervenor's position that
the Plan is deficient.

Does adequate staffing exist to assure that all residents in rural

areas would be notified of an inciden'?

By July 1, 1981, the Licensee will be required, under the NRC's emergency
planning regulations, to have an operable warning system for the plume
EPZ. It is expected that most residents will be notified through this
warning system. Fire personnel may be used to supplement the mechanical
system. It is not expected that large numbers of fire personnel will

be required to conduct notification operations.

Do adequate resources exist to provide radiological monitoring equipment

and training for each fire company in York County?

The County has not yet provided an inventory of radiological monitoring
equipment to be used, and its distribution in support of operations

for decontamination of people or vehicles. Fire companies, as stated
in the York County Plan. provide the availabie monitoring service. As
to the training of firemen in the use of such monitoring equipment,

the York County Plan indeed does not provide for such training.
However, the State of Pennsylvania training program does provide for
training firemen in the use of such equipment. Training programs have
existed in the past, administered by the US DOT and the Defense Civil
Preparedness Agency, to instruct personne! in dealing with radiological

emergencies.
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In all likelihood, many York County firemen have beern trained at these

courses.

Q.52 Newberry York Plan 21 (EP14-V) states:

Annex K of the York County Plan provides for the transportation
of various individuals out of the evacuation area. Intervenor's
contr ;tion in this area is that there is no direct stated
coor.ination of plans between YATA, local school districts,

the Baltimore Transit System, and the Pennsylvania and

Maryland Railroad Company. The Plan as set forth in the
concept of operation indicates that total coordination of

the system will be left to the county Transportation Coordinator
who will establish a system, but it doesn't identify when he
will establish a system to identify priority use of transporta-
tion resources. Moreover, it states that any buses without
missions would report to the Vo-Tech school located in York

and be dispatched from that point. There is no provision

for the refueling for any of the buses in any particular

area and there is no guarantee that school buses driven by
volunteer drivers would be willing to return to a risk area.
Furthemore, the transportation area of the York County Plan

has totally disregarded the initial five hour plan which had
been included in the initia) evacuation plan. Nowhere in

this Plan does it appear that transportation could be effected
in any set time period and, therefore, this section a2gain,

by implication, contains the realistic admission that,
regardless of whether school was in session, the evacuation
plan would appear inoperable and unreaiistic. Until and

unless the Plan shows exact designation of buses, commitment

by bus companies to react within set stated times and letters
of agreement between the surrounding school districts and

the York County Commissioners with regard to assurances of
delivery of local school buses, the Plan will remain deficient.

what coordination will be provided to assure transportation

utilization during an evacuation?

A The York County Plan assigns to the York County Transporation
Coordinator (TC) the responsibility for development of a system to

utilize transportation resources during an evacuation. The



-35-

plan for the system has not yet been provided to FEMA for review;
however, the County Plan does list resources available to the TC in

the event of an emergency.

Q.53 How will the evacuation buses be manned and refueied?

A. The system to be developed by the TC should establish a method for
insuring manning and refueling of evacuation buses. During initial
refueling operations, local fuel facilities, i.e., county fuel pumps
and local gasoline stations should be utilized. For extended opera-
tions, the TC should consider fuel support from the State and National
Guard resources. Bus drivers can be expected to return to the risk

area as needed, to accomplish their assigned missions.

Q.54 Are specific assignments and time limits necessary for effective

operation of the transportation section of the County Plan?

A. While specific assignments would clarify operaticnal priorities,
actual emergency conditions will probably require a distribution of
transportation assets to meet the specific circumstances. General
response assignments for buses involved in the evacuation of school
children are an explicit part of the plan based on the schools and

school districts they now support.

Q.55 Must letters of agreement between the county and local bus companies
and school districts providing evacuation buses be included in the

Plan?
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Agreements with private bus companies are indeed necessary. It is
anticipated that during a general evacuation however, available vehicles
would be used to assist the evacuation, regardless of the status of

existing documented agreements.

Newberry York Plan 22 (EP14-W) states:

Annex L of the York County Plan provides for resource
requirements which, it is assumed, would set forth what
would be regquired to set the whole evacuation plan of York
County into operation with regard to manpower, equipment,
and other resources. The Plan as of this date remains under
development in this area and until and unless the Plan is
completely finalized, it is Intervenor's contention that the
Plan is deficient.
How will personnel and equipment resources necessary to implement the
evacuation of York county residents within the plume exposure EPZ be

activated?

The York County EOC will be activated to respond to radiological
emergencies. The emergency response p¢ .onnel designated in the York
Emergency Plan shouid deploy previously identified r=sources. These
personnel have the authcority to manage the resources. Unmet resources

will be requested through PEMA, at the State EOC.

Newberry York Plan 23 (EP14-X) states:

Annex M of the York County Plan providing for military
support states that the Pennslyvania National Guard will
enter into active duty upon an order of the Governor.
Moreover, they will respond to any individual local political
subdivision's needs upon request of the local political
subdivision for aid. The Plan does not state with any
specificity whether the Guardsmen will be protected by
radiation-proof equipment, under whose orders and directions
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they will remain during their encampment in a local political
subdivision, and wher they will arrive in the local political

subdivision after requested to do so. Until and unless
these deficiencies are rectified, it is Intervenor's contention
that the Eme _ency Plan is deficient.

the National Guardsmen be protected by radiation-proof equipment?

No. Standard military clothing including fatigue uniform, field
jacket, pencho, helmet liner, and M17 protective mask as well as other

standard issue, will be worn by Guardsmen.

Under whose orders and direction will they remain during encampment in

a local political subdivision?

National Guardsmen will remain under the command and control of the

guarasmen's chain of command.

when, after i. 's reguested, will they arrive in the political

subdivision ‘or encampment?
Upon coordination between PEMA and the National Guard, the units most
accessible will be dispatched to the subdivision. However, precise

times for the arrival of National Guard units is not known.

Newberry York Pla- 29 (EP14-C(C) states:

Nowhere in the Yerk County Plan does there exist a catalog

of the tow trucks available for use in York County. Until

and uniess a catalcg of the tow trucks available for use is
attached tc the Plan, the Plan remains deficient.
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How will the County determine tow truck availability during an

emergency?

State and local law enforcement agencies utilize tow truck services
for motor vehicle accidents in their jurisdictions on a daily basis.
This experience will be relied on to contact and utilize available tow
truck services in an emergency. A separate catalog of tow trucks is

neither required nor necessary.

Newberry York Plan 35 (EP14-11) states:

The York County Plan provides that the American Red Cross
would provide for distribution of certain foodstuffs, clothing.
and other personal articles. There is no mention in the
Flan whether the Red Cross would have at its disposal the
estimated foodstuffs reqguired tu feed the evacuated population,
the cots needed for the sheltered area and the evacuation
centers. Until and unless the Plan contains the statement
that these items are in storage and available for distribution,
it is Intervenor's position that the Plan remains deficient.

Must the Red Cross have evacuation suppert materials in storage in the

TMI area?

NUREG-0654, Planning Standard J, Criterion 12 states that :elocation
centers should have capabilities to register and monitor evacuees within
12 hours of the incident; however, this criterion does not reguire that
mass care facilities be established. The State Plan provides criteria
for mass care centers and assigns to the Red Cross the mass care support
mission, in conjunction with the host county. It has been FEMA's

experience that Red Cross/County emergency management agencies
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have provided adequate operations of mass care facilities during
actual disasters, either through onhand or borrowed resources. Thus,
it is our view that the lack of a statement in the York County plan on

the availability of mass care resources is not a deficiency.

Q. 62 Newberry Dauphin Plan 7 (EP16-G) states:

nppendix 8, Attachment 8-1, indicates that there are local
pickup points for individuals who are without transportation.
There is no indication within the Emergency Plan as now
drafted that there will be police protection for pecple
waiting at the pickup points in order to insure security.
Moreover, the pickup points as listed do not ensure that
individuals who assemble at these points will be sheltered
for their protection under some type of cover. Until or
unless it is assured that there will be police protection
provided and that sheltering will be provided, the Plan is
deemed inadequate.

what security and shelter will be provided to persons assembled at the

pirkun Loints?

A. NUREG-0654, Planning Standard J, Criterion 10g and Appendix 4 reguires
evacuation plans to consider the moving of people who do not have
transportation resources. This criterion does not call for police
protection for these individuals. It has been FEMA's experience with
mass evacuation that personal security has not been a significant

problem.

There is no reguirement or planning guidance specifying that short
term shelter or cover is to be provided for persons at pick-up points.
Therefore, we do not view the lack of provision of short- term cover

at all pick-up points as a deficiency in the emergency plan.
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Newberry Dauphin Plan 8 (EP16-H) states:

Appendix 8, Attachment 8-2 of the Dauphin County Plan provides
that Jocal municipalities shall provide one personal lead
vehicle to the EOC Reception Area from the staging Area.

The probiem with this particular part of the Plan is that
there is no designation of who will be the parson to lead
vehicles to the EOC Reception Area. Moreover, there is a
candid admission that there is the chance that municipalities
will hijack vehicles intended for other communities. lntil
and unless there is some type of security provided for
incoming and outgoing units, the Plan shall remain deficient.
Moreover, there is no provision in this Plan to provide for
refueling of the incoming buses and ambulances and until and
unless there is some indication of huw refueling is going to
take place, there is the risk that incoming buses and ambulanr zs
would run out of fuel and be rendered useless.

Should local municipaiities designate specific individuals to be lead

vehicle operators for the EOC reception area?

No, Tead vehicle operators should be designated from personnel
available to the municipalities at the time of an accident, with
consideration to the need for other services. The failure to pre-

designate lead vehicle operators is not a deficiency.

Is hijacking o' emergency vehicles considered a serious threat?

No. Except for war-time situations, FEMA is unaware of any disaster
in which local governments hijacked the transport capability; i.e.,
vehicles of other governments, tu provide for evacuation or emergency

services.

How will the county provide for refueling buses and ambulances used in

an emergency?
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Refueling will be conducted through local resources, county pumps and
private gasoline stations, with support from the state and National
Guard on an as needed basis. Lack of explicit provisions in the plan

for refueling is not a deficiency.

Newberry 3b-12 (EP14-00) states:

Because of the experiences of the past, even the limited
evacuation of pregnant women and children under five years
of age left many of the areas surrounding the Three Mile
Island Nuclear Power Station deserted and open to looting
without proper security. The assumption that the National
Guard would, in the event of an evacuation, be cal'ed up by
the Governor, is one that is a void in the evacuation plan
and the National Guard is not called up or does not respond
to the Governor's request because its members are busily
evacuating their own families.

what is the potential for looting during an evacuation?

Annex F of the York County Plan calls for the Pennsylvania State
Police, York County Sheriff and local police departments to exercise

their normal responsibility with respect to law enforcement.

It has been FEMA's experience that in mass evacuation situations,
looting has not been a significant problem. Furthermore, it is FEMA's
expectation that there will be significant law enfcrcement personnel
and reinforcements to insure that law and order is maintained in the

evacuated area.
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Newberry Dauphin 15 (EP16-0) states:

The Dauphin County Plan indicates that it has a total need
of approximately 600 ambulances for the evacuation of all
members of the exposed populace and indicates only 45 are
available. The Plan also indicates that it could obtain an
additional 226 ambulances from outside the county, still
leaving a shortfall of approximately 300 ambulances. There
is no solution to the problem indicated in the Plan.

Is there in fact an ambulance shortfall in the Dauphin County Plan?

The Dauphin County plan provides at page 8-11 that 600 ambulances will
be required for a 20-mile evacuation. Since the plume EPZ used for
TMI is approximately 10 miles, the requirements for ambulance avail-
ability for Dauphin County can not be precisely determined based upon
the current plan. However, in a general evacuation, ambulances will
be drawn from the 327 ambulances icentified by county planners on page
8=11 of the county plan. By utilization of these resources and con-
version of standard vehicles into make-shift ambulances, sufficient
ambulances should be available to evacuate severely incapacitated

residents.

Newberry York Plan 3 (EP14-C) in part states:

The Plan in subsection (c) also assumes that homebounds and
invalids will be able to be transmitted by means of ambulance
and bus and that individuals with no transportation could
request the same through local fire companies for bus pickup.
The capabilities to effect such a plan within Newberry
Township are nonexistent. For example, Newberry Township

has two ambulances that could be placed into service, assuming
that a volunteer would operate the same. Local communities
surrounding the Newberry Township area include Golasboro
Borough and Lewisberry Borough, each borough having an
ampbulance to effect evacuation of their homebounds and
invalids. It is submitted that within the 34 mile square
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area that encompasses Newberry Township and the boroughs of
Lewisberry, Goldsbero, and York Haven that four (4) ambul-
ances would not be sufficient to evacuate homebounds and
invaiids. Moreover, transportation through local fire
companies will be impossible, as local fire chiefs have
indicated that they could not guarantee that any personnel
could or would effect such an evacuation service. Finally,
it is submitted that if local volunteer fire companies
cannot assure manpower staffing during a general emergency
situation, that they cannot be again counted upon to provide
transportation to designated areas for bus pickup for those
individuals who are within transportation.

wWhat are the considerations in York County planning to provide for

homebounds and invalids who have no means of transportation and cannot

get to a mass transit pick-up point?

The York County planning places this responsibility on the municipal/
borough/township level government. The EMA director or coordinator of
each jurisdiction is to prepare lists of persons in this category in
preparation for their care. The York County Public Information Brochure
which was distributed provides, in the section entitled "How to Get
There" that persons physically unable to leave there homes are to
contact their Local emergency Management Coordinators and “report any
disabling conditions now to your Local Coordinator." The Loca!l
Coordinator is to determine the transportation requirements and identify
those which cannot be met from local resources. The county, in Annex .,
“Resource Requirement," provides its concept of operation to meet

these local unmet resources and to establish a control receiving point
at York Vo-Tech School for ocut of county resources to be applied

against local needs.
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The municipal plans which are to meet this requirement have not been
provided to FEMA for review. It is expected that this planning as
well as any cther where municipalities have been assigned specific
responsibility to meet planning standards in NUREG-0654 will be
included in the upgraded county plans which are to be submitted to
FEMA by mid=-April 1981.

Does the York County Plan in subsection (c) conflict with the infcrma-

tion in Annex P Exampie of Lacal Plan and Annex L, Resource Requirement?

The present York County Plan received by FEMA on December 10, 1980,
and dated September 3, 1980 does not have a subsection (c) which
contains this information. However, in Annex G, Fire Service, under
I1. Responsibility, E. "Fire companies in risk area are to establish/
maintain a system of information of invalid/ambulatory/handicapped
persons in their area of responsibility." Although this appears to be
a dual assignment of the same responsibility, it must be recognized
that local fire companies are essential elements of the EMA
Coordinator resources and are fully represented on his staff. If this
demand, based on the number of the homebounds, is greater than the
resources available, there must be a provision in the municipal planning
to provide the required resources. FEMA cannot ascertain from the
planning to date whether demands beyond resources have been identified

or whether supplemental resources have been provided for.

ECNP2-28 (EP-10) states:

Appendix D of the (State) Plan contains reference to the
need for the decontamination of radiologically contaminated
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individuals (p. 16) but does not provide any information as
to how many pecple may be contaminated, the kind and degree
of contamination expected or to be planned for, or the
number of facilities and medical personnel appropriately
trained in decontamination and radiation injury treatment
techniques which may be necessary.
what are the requirements and provisions for caring for radiclogically

contaminatec persons?

NUREG-0654 does not require projections as to how many people may be
contaminated or the kind and degree of contamination that may be
experienced. The contamination which might be experienced would be
limited to beta and gamma emitters In this case, the local mass
care center would notify the State Bk: which would then advise
concerning the procecures to he followed in dealing with contaminated
members of the public. BRP procedures are to be followed for decontami-
nation of personnel. The medical facilities capabie of treating
contaminated persons are identified in the State Plan in SDOH,
Appendix 3. Personnel at these medical facilities are trained in
decontaninatisn and radicactive injury treatment techniques. The
state recognizes that if large numbers of the general population
would require decontamination, state resources would be inadequate.
In this case, the state would request assistance from the U.S.
Department of Energy. The procedures for decontamination at mass
care centers have been developed for inclusion into county plans,

and will be reflected in revised county plans to be submitted by

mid-April.

(ii1) Chain of Command
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Q.70 Newberry Dauphin ®lan 9-1 (EP16-1) states:

Appendix @ of the Dauphin County Plan regarding police

policy and procedures during relocation indicates that when
evacuation is ordered, units will proceed to pre-designated
stations. The Plan does not indicate where the pre-designated
stations are located and how the chain of command will

operate in the event of relocation of local police departments
and their interaction with National Guard units arriving to
provide additional manpower to local departments. Until and
un ess a definite chain of command is stated and the relationship
between civil police departments and the National Guard
regarding chain of command is documented, it is Intervenor's
position that the Plan is deficient.

what is the policy and procedure for relocation of law

enforcement agencies during an evacuation?

A. Certain police units in Dauphin County are to relocate to specified
sites. The units to relocate and their predetermined relocation
sites are provided on page 9-1 of Appendix 9, Annex E, Dauphin County
Plan. In point of fact, the relocation stations are pre-designated

in the Dauphin County plan.

Q.71 what affect will relocation have on the command and control of

police agencies and their interaction with the National Guard units?

A The jocal units will remain under the charge of the ranking officer
of each Department. This is provided on page 9-1 alsc. The National
Guard chain of command will not change. (See Testimony in response

to Newberry Contention York Plan 8 (EP14-H)).
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Newberry York Plan 8 (EP14-H) states:

Appendix 2, Section III, of the York County Plan provides

that the Assistant Director of Police Operations is responsible
for the overall management of law and order, traffic control
and security. In the event the National Guard is ordered to
assist local communities, it is questionable whether the
Assistant Director of Police Operations would be in a position
to direct orders to a military organization as is assumed he
would be in the York County Plan. There seems to be no
coordination between the National Guard chain of command and
the chain of command in the operations group in Annex 2,
Section III, and therefore, it is Intervenor's position that
the Plan is deficient in that there is no stated area of
responsibility concerning police operations, vis-a-vis the
National Guard.

Similarly, Newberry York Plan 17 (EP14-R) states:

Annex F, Section II of the Plan is inconsistent with Appendix 2,
Subsection III, Subsection A in that the Assistant Director
of Police Operations is stated to be responsible for all
management of law and order, traffic control and security,
whereas Annex F provides that the Pennsylvania State Police
is responsible for coordinating law enforcement and traffic
control and the Pennsylvania National Guard is responsible
for providing security for the evacuated areas. Intervenor
is of the position that until and unless the order of command
is sufficiently, adequately, and clearly stated, there lies
the possibility in the Plan for mass chaos and confusion

with regard tc who is responsible for giving direct orders

to the Pennsylvania State Police, the sheriff in local

police departments and the Pennsylvania National Guard in

the event that there is an incident at the TMI nuclear
facility.

Does the Assistant Director of Police direct the National Guard

and/or the State police while they are assisting in traffic control

and security in York County?

No. State legislation provides that state level augmentation shall
remain under the operational control of the Department, agency, or

office furnishing personnel. (P.L. 1332 of 7504 (f)).
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What coordination exists between the Assistant Director of Police

Operations and law enforcement personnel?

The operational interface for these units will be at field level and

the command interface will be at State level in the State EOC.

Is there conflict in these chains of command and the role assigned

to the Assistant Director of Personnel Operations?

The National Guard, the State Police and the Local Police have worked
together on many national disasters and during the TMI-Unit 2 accident.
They are familiar with the interactions which must take place within
their separate chains of command. We are aware of no evidence of con-
flict during these previous instances. The Assistant Director of Police
Operation's role is to provide overall management of law and order,

traffic control and security within York County.

(iv) Staffing

Newberry York Plan 38 (EP14-LL) states:

The York County Plan contains a thin staffing of all emergency
coordinators and does not list any substitutes in the event

that an emergency coordinator is 111, on vacation, or otherwise
indisposed. Without substitutes or standby emergency coordinators,
the Plan is defective.

Similarly, Newberry Dauphin Plan 2 (EP16-B) states:

Appendix 2 of Annex E of the Dauphin County Pian lists
Dauphin County Local Emergency Preparedness Directors and
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Coordinators; however, those cocrdinators do not list any
substitutes in the event of an emergency. If these individuals
cannot be reached at the telephone numbers listed, it would
lead to confusion within their particular areas of responsibility.
Therefore, until and unless substitutes are listed as lecal
emergency coordinators, it is Intervenor's position that the
Plan is deficient.
Should the counties provide for substitute emergency management
coordinators if primary emergency management coordinators are

unavailable?

Yes. FEMA has not yet been provided with planning which will provide
for substitution of emergency management coordinators by other
suitabie contacts. It is our understanding that in the case of an
absence of a key person, direct contact will be made by the Emergency
Operation Center, with the emergency service affected by the absence.
We believe that these county plans should be modified to identify

and provide for substitute emergency management coordinators.

(v.) Protection of Property/Livestock

Aamodt Contention 5 (EP-2) states:

Is it contended that present evacuation plans do not provide
for care and/or relocation of livestock. It is further
contended that such provision should be mage before restart
of TMI-1.

Does present emergency planning provide for care and/or evacuation

of livestock?
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Present planning does not provide for evacuation of livestock. It
does provide for care for livestock. The State Department of
Agriculture Appendix 7 to innex £ of the Commonwealth Disaster
Operations Pian provides information on how to shelter and care for
livestock in tnew of a fixed nuclear facility incident. It is
stated in this appendix that the evacuation of livestock will not be
called for and should, in fact, not be undertaken. The farmer is
considered a member of the general public in the application of
protective actions and not an emergency worker. They are not, as
presently planned, to receive thyroid blocking agents, personnel
monitoring, or to be provided with communication support equipment.
The County Emergency Management Coordinator has prepared preprinted
messages for an EBS anncuncement, directing the farmers to shelter
their livestock when it is appropriate to do so. As to evacuation
of livestock, the NRC's emergency planning regulations do not require
measures for the protection of property, including livestock, and,
in fact, are directed to the protection of the public health and
safety with protection of property left to ad hoc measures. The

absence of plans for evacuation of livestock is not a defect.

Newberry York Plan 27 (EP14-BB) states:

Annex R of the York County Plan does not provide for any
evacuation of domestic farm animels and until and unless the
plan does provide for a plan of evacuation, the Plan remains
deficient. Domestic farm animals cannot be left for any

period of time without human care and attention and, therefore,
it is assumed that farmers who have such large investments

in live-stock will not leave their investment unattended

ard, thus, they are left at risk. Moreover, the agricultura’
part of the York County Plan provides that the County Emergency
Management Agency Director will charge and di .tribute dosimeters
for agricultural personnel whc are required to enter the
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designated risk area but does not state who will provide the
dosimeters and who will interpret the dosimete- readings.
Unti] and unless those two facets of the York County Plan
are remedied, it is intervenor's contention that the Mlan
remains deficient.

what protective actions will be taken to protect farmers and

livestock in the plume EPZ?

A. The thrust of emergency planning under NUREG-0654 is the protection
of people, not property. Property investment protective actions
will be taken on an ad hoc basis, depending upon the severity of the
occurrence and risk to human life. At present, it is planned by all
jurisdictions that livestock will be sheltered, not relocated or
evacuated. Farmers are considered as members of the general public,
without special status. They will be instructed tc evacuate; however,
depending on conditions, they may be allowed to return to their
livestock for maintenance purposes. Travel within the plume exposure
EPZ for livestock care will be controlled by local officials, based

on local conditions.

Q.78 Will dosimetry be provided for agricultural personnel who will be

required to enter the risk area?

A, Self reading dosimeters and dose record cards will be provided by
the county emergency management agency to agricultural emergency
workers (nct farmers) who may be required to survey the risk area to
determine the effects of the accident on the ingestion pathway. No

such dosimetry will be provided to farmers.
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(v) Other

ANGRY III-B(f) (EP5-C) states:

In order to assure proper execution by emergency response
personnel of duviies assigned to them the Commonwealth should
adopt and apply to all levels of the emergency response
network the principle that such personnel should “not have
more important mritments to families within the immediate
area of TMI" (Department of Health Plan, Appendix I, p. 5)

what is the likelihood that emergency response personnel will abandon

their duties in an emergency to be with their families?

gasec on previous disaster experience, it is FEMA's view that emergency
workers will perform their functions in situations where their

families may be endangered by the emergency.

what is the potential for emergency service mission failure resuiting

fror: loss of emergency werkers as a consequence of family commitments?

The degree of mission failure is directly related to the recognition
by emergency workers that by performing their mission they reduce

the risk to their own families as well as to others. This recogrition

of importance is reinforced by training, periodic drills, and exercises.

FEMA has in its library a Technical Report Number 77, entitled a
Perspective on Disaster Planning, dated December 1972, which was
produced for the Defense Civil Preparedness Agency. It concludes
that emergency workers respond to the reguirements of their assignment

regardless of personnel demands.
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York County "Evacuation Plan" is seriously deficient in the
following primary respect: The preparation of a "list of
homebounds and invalids" and a plan for their evacuation
(Annex J) and satisfaction of unmet "resource requirements"
(Annex L) should be accomplished prior to TMI-1 restart.

Should there be planning for the protection of those persons

with Timited mobility?

A. Yes. NUREG-0654 Planning Standard J, Criterion 10d requires
procedures for protecting those persons whose mobility may be
impaired. The responsibility to prepare a list of such persons and
plan for their care has been assigned to municipalities and boroughs.
These provisions and procedures are under development and have not
been provided for review. Where a political subdivision is delegated
specific responsibilities by the County, the pianning to meet that
responsibility will be reviewed by FEMA. Based on recent discussions
with the York County EMA Director, these plans are not ready for review
at this time. FEMA would expect to review such plans when it reviews

the upgraded county plan due by April 15, 1981.

Present provisions in York County as provided in the County Public
Information Brochure under the Paragraph "How to Get There" instructs
persons who are unable to leave their home to contact their Jlocal
Emergency Management Zoordinator. These persons would be cared for

on a case-by-case hasis by local officials.
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Q.82 Newberry York Plan 20 (EPl4-U) states:

Annex H of the York County Plan provides in its general
concept of operations that evacuation routings would be
inherently dependent upon climatic conditions, ti.e factors
involved, etc. The Plan also provides that residents would
be evacuated on major interstates and state highways. There
is no mention as to the condition rf the access roads to
these major arteries and it is submitted that evacuation
generally is dependent upon climatic conditions and the
conditions of the access roads within the individual townships
and local communities. Access roads within Newberry Township
vary from a 20 to a 26 foot width and it is Intervenor's
contention that in the event of an evacuation, traffic fiow
on these access roads could quickly become terminated as a
result of the vehicles running out of gas or being involved
in auto accidents for which there would be no way in whicn

to remedy the situation. Moreover, in ice and snow conditions,
it is submitted that these access roads which are Jocated in
generally hilly areas would be generally impassable and;
therefore, there would be no access to the evacuation routes.
Until and unless the evacuation Plan provides for a means to
assure that access roads will be passible during a general
evacuation, it is submitted that the Plan i= deficient.

wWhat consideration is there of the use and condition of access roads

in the York County Plan?

A. The York County Plan provides evacuation routes for the different
jurisdictions within the EPZ. These routes are assigned to groups
based on their access to these routes. The county has made the
assumption in its planning that the access roads to these roads are

in such a condition that they are useable.

Q.83 what provisions have beern made for access to the evacuation routes in

Newberry Township?
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People in Newberry Township north of Newberry Town are to use [-83
North to the Pennsylvania Turnpike then west to Route 15 then south
on Route 15. reople in Newberry Township south of Newberry Town are
to«  I-83 South. Individuals residing in a nunicipalitywwmre
than one evacuation route is identified should se’ect the most appro-
priate one for their household. Interstate 83 runs north and south
through the center of Newberry Township and is a major interstate
highway with two lanes in both directions.

wWhat consideration has been and should be applied to the changing

widths of access roads and road blockage caused by disabled vehicles?

NUREG-06%* ®lanning Standard J, Criterion 10 m specifies development
of procedures that will allow for choice of recommended action based
upon plant conditions, direct inhalation exposure, climatic conditions
and evacuation time estimiles. BRP has written procedures to meet
these criteria. Evacuation time estimates are still required. The
licensee has completed an evacuation time estimate study of the
evacuation plan. Impassable roads which can not be cleared or
changing widths of road which may affect traffic flow adversely are
considered in this evacuation study. Based on this evacg/&tion time
estimate study, ide-tified problem areas should be considered in
upgrading the evacuation plans. Resources, including tow trucks and
fuel supply, will be appiied as required. The state provides augmenting
resources if local resources prove inadequate. Newberry Township

residents will be familiar with their road system and the municipality
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is to receive augmentation of such state resources as required

through the emergency management channels t» effect trafric control.

Q.85 Newberry York Plan 26 (EP14-AA) states:

Annex 0 of the Emergency Plan is deficient in that the

concept of operations division does not require mandatory
preparation of local plans for emergency notifiction of bus
drivers and the organization of mobilization of transportation
necessary to meet the needs of evacuating their student
populations. Moreover, the Plan does not include any direction
or plan to the local school superintendents as to rerouting
their buses for general evacuation of local residents. For
example, in an emergency, is a principal of Fishing Creek
Elementary School to send a bus to the Vo-tech School for
rerouting while area residents wait for transportation?

Until and unless there is some type of generalized plan for
each school district as to the rerouting of school vehicles
not in use for removal of school population, the Plan wil)
remain deficient.

what plannirg has been done for school evacuation and bus rerouting?

A. Although the York County Plan does not mandate local planning for
notification of bus drivers and the organization of transportation
to evacuate school children, it is a responsibility assigned to each
Risk County. NUREG-0654 Planning Standard F requires procedures for
alerting and activating personnel in each response organization.

The S*zte Department of Education is responsible for advising each
School District Supervisor within the Plume Exposure EPZ on guidance
f~r development of school evacuation plans. These Superintendents
are .y coordinate with the County EMA Coordinator in the development
of these Plans. PEMA has advised York County that a listing of

supporting plans for schocls and localities is necessary. FEMA has
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been advised that these plans are under development and not ready
for service in York County. Therefore FEMA's view, at this time, is
that additional planning on the issues of school evacuation and Fus

rerouting should be included in the York County Plan.

Q.86 Newberry Dauphin Plan 9-2 (EP16-J) states in part:

Appendix 12 of Annex E of the Dauphin County Plan provides
that during school hours, upon receipt of a condition yellow
alert, school districts shall begin returning school students
to their homes. Moreover, the Plan continues, that in the
event parents are not home, children shall be returned to

one pickup point as iisted in the Appendix. There is an
exception to this rule indicated in the Plan. It is Intervencr's
contention that the Plan is deficient because it first of

all allows the busing of children during a condition yellow
situation. It is Intervenor's contention that a much more
sensible approach to this probiem would be to bus ail the
children to a pre-designated area outside of the 20-mile EPZ
and allow parents in an orderly fashion tc pick their children
up if a condition yellow alert does not change. There is a
potential, as the Plan is now written, that in the middle of
busing children home during a condition yellow situation

that the situation could degrade to a condition red situation
and there wou'd be no means of notifying the bus drivers of
the change in situation and the change in the school policy
plan under a condition red emergency situation.

What are your views as to the provisions of the Dauphin County Plan with

regard to transporting children home during a condition yellow (Alert)’

A. The Dauphin County Plan indicates that during a condition yellow
(Alert) school chiidren may be bused home as a precautionary measure.
Under such a situation (Alert) there will not be actual or projected
levels of radiation offsite which would require prntective action.
Thus, measures providing for sending children home are conservative,

precautionary measures. If accident conditions subsequently degrade,
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requiring other protective measures, the fact that children are to
be bused home should be announced over the radio and television
station so that parents or guardians can make arrangments or travel
home to supervise their children. School plans describing the
actions available tc bus drivers and what they should do if the
accident conditions worsen during the course of driving children

home have not been compieted.

FEMA believes that during an Alert or condition yellow, a more
advisable course of actions would be to not deliver children home,
but to increase local readiness to take protective actions by
ale~ting schooi bus drivers and providing information and guidance

to response personnel.

Q.87 Newberry Dauphin Plan 18 (EP16-R) states:

The Dauphin County Plan as presently written envisions mass
transportation vehicles to assemble at twe staging areas.
Upon arriving at the staging areas, the vehicles would then
be dispatched to various areas to be led by community leaders.
It is submitted that such a plan without the provision of
security being placed on the buses and mass transportation
vehicles does not ensure that said vehicles will be able to
carry out their intended functicns. It is submitted that
more staging areas would be required in orcer to effectively
deal with mass transportatiorn and until and unless those
local regionalized areas are stated in an emergency plan,
all plans will remain deficient.

Does NUREG-0654 call for additional security at staging areas for vehicles

to be used as augmenting resources?

A No, and FEMA is unaware of any situation during mass evacuations

wnich have been conducted where emergency vehicle security was a
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serious problem The County plan calls for such vehicles to be
conveyed into the local area from the staging area. Also the staging
area, according to the Dauphin County Plan, will be staffed with an
overall coordinator, communications, incoming traffic coordinator,
outgoing traffic coordinator (maps provided to each vehicle), three
traffic control assistants and fuel coordinator. Thus, there will

be government _resence at these staging areas with the above listed
staff and communications. During an evacuation there will be an
increased staffing of police forces in the area to perform traffic
control and security functions. Therefore, we see no reason to

require extra security at the staging areas.

Are more staging areas required in order to effectively deal with

mass transportation?

PEMA, in its guidance, recommended two or more staging areas; Dauphin
County planned for two. One is located at City Island, Harrisburg
for incoming units from the West and North and the other is at
Hershey Arena Parking lot for incoming units from the East and West.

This appears to be adequate.

Newberry 3c(5) (EP16-T) states:

Moreover, the plan does not envision the method of notifying
school and CAT bus drivers and assumes that all drivers will
respond in an emergency situation. Moreover, it doesn't
indicate anywhere that the CAT bus drivers will know what is
expected of them in an emergency situation and know where
they are going and how to get to the appointed emergency
staging areas. This is a contingency that can be planned
for in advance, should be specifically set out in a plan,
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and thus, the absence of such specificity in the plan renders

the plan inadeguate.
what does the Dauphin Pian indicate as to the method of notifying school
and CAT bus drivers and does it assume that all drivers will respond in

an emergency situation?

Appendix 3 towE. Dauphin County Plan prosides that the County
Transportation Officer is one of the ke, personnel notified in the
event of a radiological emergency. Appendix 8 to Annex E provides a
Bus Company/Transit Authority list with telephone numbers for use by
the County Transportation Officer in meeting transportation resource
requirements. FEMA would recommend additional planning Lo include
in school evacuation planning, early notification of bus drivers by
school officials and district school plans which provide for school
bus use from beyond the EPZ. FEMA further recommends that the
Transportation Officer be charged with responsibility for notification
and activation of the transportation resources planned for in the

Dauphin County Plan.

As to the assertion that the plan assumes all such drivers will
respond in an emergency, there i{:gbch assumption in the plan

In any event, as we have indicated before, FEMA has had no experience
in previous disasters where there was mission fai ure as a result of

a failure of personnel to perform their function.
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Newberry Cauphin Plan 14 (EP16-N) states:

The Dauphin County Plan does not specifically state how the
following occurrences would be dealt with in the event of an
evacuation:

(1) Accidents on the highways

(2) Cars running out of gas

(3) Generally disabled vehicles

(4) Individuals who need ambulance service for removal
from accidents.

The Plan does not state whether gas stations will be mandatorily
required to be cpen in order to meet the demands of the
evacuating public.

How will such occurances be dealt with in the event an evacuation of a

portion of Dauphin County is directed?

A, Local resources normally applied in these situations are to be
applied in the event of an evacuation. The state provides augmenting
resources if Jocal resources prove inadequate. As reflected in the
Pennsylvania DOP, Annex E, Section E? 12, the Governor's Energy
Council is to provide for emergency fuel allocations to assure
adequate fuel availability to support an evacuation, if necessary,
in a fixed nuclear facility incident, as was done during the TMI-2

accident.

Q.91 Sholly Contention 8IB(3) states:

Numerous members of the 01d Order Amish community reside in
relatively close proximity (within 10 miles) of the outer
boundary of the licensee's plume Exposure EPZ in Lancaster
County. Because the 01d Order Amish eschew the use of
electricity, telephones, and automobiles, they present
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unique problems with respect to warning, communication of
protective action advisories, and transportation. These
unigue problems warrant the special consideration the inclusion
of 01d Order Amish within the Plume Exposure EPZ would
provide.
Should special provisions for warning, communications of protective
action advisories, and transportation be established for members of the

01d Order Amish community within the plume exposure EPZ?

A The unique needs of groups such as those posed by the 01d Order
Amish Community warrant consideration in radiological response
plans. The licensee, State and local governments have the responsi-
bility to ensure that both procedures and facilities exist to meet

the special needs of such groups.

Q.92 what special arrangements have been made for notification of and
protective actions for members of the 01d Order Amish community

within the plume Exposure EPZ?

A The Commonwealth of Pennsylvania has met with and documented by
memorandum that the Mennonite disaster services will accept responsi-
bility for and plan for the needs of the 01d Order Amish as well as
other related groups in the Piume Exposure EPZ. PEMA's staff duty
officer manual in the Mennonite Disaster Service Annex contains the
wlephone numbers for round the clock contact with both the Mennonite
National Director and an alternate. Details of procedures used by
the Mennonites or other State and local authorities which address

the unique needs of the Amish have not been received or reviewed by
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FEMA. It should be noted that, at this time, there has been no
formal identification of the number of 0ld Order Amish located

within the plume EPZ.

D. Post Evacuation Support

Q.93 Angry III C(13) (EP6-G) states:

The York County Fairgrounds is an inappropriate location for
the agricultural "Information Center" (Annex R, Sec. IV)
since it is within the 20-mile distance from the plant to
which under the plan's assumptions, a total evacuation may
be required. The provision establishing this center fails
to provide also for the necessary predetermination by farmers
wishing to avai! themselves of its services of the nature
and timing of the "essential functions" for their farms, the
number of persons needed to perform such functions, and the
identity of cuch persons. Dissemination of information
concerning this program and the compiling of information
provided in response thereto should be accomplished prior to
TMI-1 restart.

Is the York County fairground an appropriate location for the

agricultural "Information Center"?

A. Yes. Current county planning provides for an agricultural center at
the fairgrounds. The fairgrounds are located beyond the plume EPZ.
Moreover, the function and services provided are not a reguirement of
NUREG-0654. This center is supplemental to those assets already in
place at the EOC, which meet the NUREG-0654 requirements for emergency
public information dissemination. Because the agricultural "informaticn
center” is above and beyond reguirements, we believe that no further

provision for the center are necessary.
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Q.9% Newberry York Plan 31 (EP14-EE) states:

The mass evacuation centers contained in the York County
Plan do not state that the centers have auxiliary backup
electrical power and heating plants in the event that they
are placed into use. It is Intervenor's contention that,
without such auxiliary power and heating systems, that the
Plan is deficient in that evacuees would arrive either at a
darkened or cold evacuation center.
Is it necessary that mass evacuation centers contained in the York
County Plan have auxiliary backup electrical power and heating plants,

in the event that they are placed into use?

A Noc. FEMA testimony of February 23, 1981 on related Newberry Contention
Dauphin Plan 11 (EP-16L), addressed this issue. Auxiliary power and
heating systems are not required, nor does NUREG 0654 require any
provisions for mass care of evacuees. In the event of a power loss in
the York County area, mass care evacuation centers will remain open
for operation. Alternative heating and electrical utilities will be
provided on an as-available basis. Evacuees requiring more than

minimal emergency services will be relocated.

Q.95 Newberry York Plan 33 (EP14-GG) states:

The York County Plan does not contain any treasury or source
of financing in the event that an emergency is declared and
payment to be made. It is a general assumption, apparently
on behalf of the Plan, that the county treasury can be
invaded by the Commissioners for use during an emergency;
however, it is Intervenor's position that a set emergency
fund should be in place and stated within the Plan sc that
there would have to be no indecision as tc the legality of
withdrawing funds in the event of an emergency situation for
ad hoc expenses.
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What funds would b: available to the York County Commissioners to

provide for emergency evpenses arising from an evacuation?

The source of funds for payment of emergency expense is beyond the
scope of NUREG-083% coverage. Advice on the legal autherity for
expenditure of County funds should be obtained from the County Counse!l
or legal advisor. While it is not unusuazl for county commissioners to
be unaware of the full extent of their authority to commit pubiic
funds in an emergency, FEMA is unaware of any situztion whzre this
condition resulted in serious injury, suffering er death during a

disaster.
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OUTLINE

TESTIMONY OF FREDERICK J. BATH AND
VERNON E, ADLER OF THE FEDERAL EMERGENCY
MARAGEMENT AGENCY ON CERTAIN OFFSITE
EMERGENCY PLANNING CONTENTIONS

This testimony addresses 27 contentions directed to State and local
emérgency plans and offsite emergency preparedness.

The testimony is subdivided into the major areas of emergency planning
of: (A) Initial Notification of Governmental Units; (B) Protective Action
Decisions; (C) Public warning and Emergency Instructions; (D) Implementaticn
of Protective Actions; (E) Post Evacuation Support; (F) Exercises and Drills:
and (G) Audit anc Review of Plans insofar these areas relate to offsite
emergency planning a:d State anc local eme. _ency plans.

The provisions of the York County emergency plan with regard to
notification of county emergency response personnel are described and it
is shown that the means for such notification are acceptable and consis-
tent with emergency planning criteria,

The State'scriteria for the selection of protective actions are shown
to be consistent with those of the licensee and the State's protective
acticn criteria are shown to be in accord with regulatory guidance. How-
ever. a deficiency due to lack of evacuation time estimates prepared in
accordance with NUREG-0654 for use in the protective action decision
making process is igentified. The testimony in this area also addresses
the asserted neec for special nuclear science education and training

for certain county emergency response personnel,
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In the area of public warning and emergency instructions, the testi-
mony identifies deficiencies in offsite preparedness with regard to a
system and plans for providing prompt notification to the public in the
event of an emergency. Siren alerting signals are described and it is
shown that the signal scheme to be used in the plume EPZ is acceptable
and will not result in confusion to the public. .t is also shown that
backup power systems for the siren alert system are neither regquired nor
necessary. The Emergency Broadcast Station for York Courty is identified
and it is shown that an alternate EBS is not needed. The State's provi-
sions for providing information to the news media during an emergency are
described and shown to be consistent with emergency planning gquidance.

The need for alternate county emergency operations centers is addressed
as are the Dauphin County plans for providing for hospital patients who may
have to be evacuated during an emergency. The matter of the provisions of
medical supplies for the treatment of persins exposed to radiation during
an emergency is addressed. The use and distribution of thyroid blocking
agents is addressed and it is shown that the State's planning is adequate
in this regard although local emergency plans should be revised to be
made consistent with the State's latest planning. Concerns raised by
certain contentions with regard to distribution of thyroid blocking
agents to the public are shown to be without merit. The provisions
of the State plans with regard to the prctective action of sheltering
are addressed as are the provisions of the York County plan for the

decontamination of venicles used in evacuation.
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Assumptions in emergency plans on the length of time evacuees will
remain out of the evacuated area and on the number of evacuees who will
require sheltering at mass care centers are addressed and shown to be
appropriate. The asserted need for backup power and heating systems at
mass care centers is also addressed,

Finally, the asserted need for mandatory paid leave from employment
for emergency workers to participate in exercises and drills and tne pro-

visions in the Dauchin County plan for maintaining school evacuation plans

are addressed.
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TESTIMONY OF FREDERICK J. BATH AND VERNON E. ADLER
OF THE FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY
ON CERTAIN OFFSITE EMERGENCY PLANNING CONTENTIONS

State your name and title,

(Mr. Bath) I am Frederick J. Bath, an Emergency Management
Specialist for the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEM2),
assigned to FEMA Region III, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania.

(Mr. Adler) I am Vermon E. Adler, Director, Division of Plans and

Preparedness for FEMA Region IIl in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania.

70 you have statements of professional qualifications?

Yes. Our statements of professional qualifictions are attached to

this testimony.

What involvement have you had with regard to emergency planning for

Three Mile Island, Unit 1 (TMI-1)?

(Mr. Bath) In my capacity as an Emergency Management Specialist for
FEMA, Region III, I have been responsible for the review and evalu-
ation of the Pennsylvania State emergency planning for fixed nuclear
facilities (FNF) in general and, in particular, for the review and
evaluation of State and local emergency planning for ™I-1. In this
regard, [ have reviewed and evaluated the fixed nuclear facility

planning in the State Disaster Cperations Plan (DOP), particularly
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Annex £, as well as the emergency plans of Dauphin, York, Lancaster,
Lebonon and Cumberlana Counties. These plans are in various stages
of development., Form2l submission for FEMA's official evaluation
has not taken place as yet. I am a menber of FEMA's Regional
Assistance Committee (RAC) which is conducting reviews and evalu-
ations of these plans. This process is pursuant to the FEMA pro-
posed rule (44 CFR Part 350) which will lead to forma) plans
submitted to FEMA for findings and deterninations on the adequacy of
offsite emerge.cy planning. As a result of my responsibility in the
review of State and local emergency offsite planning for T™MI-1, I
was directed to answer those contentions in the TMI-1 restart
hearing, identified by NRC, requiring FEMA input.

(Mr. Adler) I am Mr, Bath's supervisor and am responsible for
directing Mr. Bath in his review and evaluation of offsite emergency
planning for TMI-1. This testimony was prepared by Mr. Bath and me

or by Mr, Bath under my direction and supervision.

What is the purpose of this testimony?

The purpese of this testimony is to address selected contentions in
the TMI-1 restart proceeding which can be reasonably answered at
this time. State and county emergency plans are currently under-
going revision, modification and upgrading, based on RAC/FEMA
comments, as part of the informal review and assistance process.
The contentions which we are able to address at this time are

categorized in various major emergency planning areas as follows:
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. Initial Notificatior of Governmental Units

Newberry Contention York Plan 14 [£P-18N);

. Protective Action Decisions

ANGRY Contention 1.18(H)(1), (2), (3) and (&) (EP-5E(1),
(2), (3) and (4)); Newberry Contentions York Plan §
(EP-14F), 7 (EP-14G), and 20 (EP-140D); Newberry Contention
Dauphin Plan 16 (EP-1£P);

. Public Warning and Emergency Instructions
ANGRY Contention 11 - Y: ECN® Contention 2-26

(EP-12); Newberry Contentions York Plan 1 (EP-144), 2
(£P-14B) in part, and 32 (EP-14FF) and Newberry Contention
Dauphin Plan 13 (EP-18M);

. Implementation of Protective Actiors

(1) Communications
Newberry Contentions York Plan 5 (EP-14E) and Dauphin
Plan &4 (EP-180);
(i1) Support Services
Newberry Contentions York Plan 3 (EP-14C) in part, and 35
(£P-18)J) and Newberry Contention Dauphin Plan 10 (EP-16%);
(i1i) Thyroid Blockin

ANGRY Contentions tP-5A) and IIIC(11) (EP-SE) and
Newberry Contentions York Plan 3 (E®-14C) in part, and 13
(EP-14M);

(iv) Other Matters Related to Implementation of
Protective Actions
ANGRY Contentions H)(3) - » an J)
(EP-5G); Newberry Contentions York Plan 2 (EP-142%) in part,
and 25 (EP-147), and Newberry Contentions Dauphin Plan 1
(EP-15A), and 19 (EP-16S);

. Post Evacuatior Suppeort

NP Contention 2-36 (EP-13); and Newberry Contention
Dauphin Plan 11 {(EP-16L);

. Exercises and Drills

Newberry Contention York Plan 3 (EP-14C) in part; and

. Rudit and Review of Plans

Newberry Contention Daupnin Plan 9-2 (EP-16J) in part.

A. Initial Notification of Governmental Units

Newberry Contention York Plan 14 (EP-14%) states:

Annex 2 of the York County Plan indicates that the corder
of notification from York County is to executive group
members and then to lTocal coordinators within the risk
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area with priority to those nearest the facility, then to
schoo! superintendents and then to Emergency Operations
Center staff. Nowhere in the Plan is it indicated how
these people would be notified of the impending emergency.
Intervenors again raise the issue that in the event of an
incident at TMI, members of these organizations should be
able to be reached without dependence upon telephone
¢communications., Unti) and unless it is indicated that
these individuals can be contacted without dependence

upon telephone communications, the plan is deficient.

What provisions have been made for notifying York County emergency

response personnel?

After the York County emergency operations center (24-hour emergency
dispatcher) has been notified of the declaration of an emergency 2t
THl-1, the York County Plan identifies and provides for the notifi-
cation of all key personnel in the York County emergency response
organization who properly are to be contacted in the event of an
accident. These key personnel include the Executive Group comprised
of the Emergency Management Director/Coordinator, the Operations
Group Director, the three County Commissioners and the Pubdlic
Information Officer. Under the York Plan, the intention appears to
be to contact these key personnel concurrently. The persons in this
executive group will be those that are first informed prior to other

components of the County emergency response organization.

What is FEMA's recommendation with regard to further notifications

for emergency response personnel in York County?
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FEMA recommends that, after notification of the Executive Group, the
County consider notification of the next group of key personnel,
namaly emergency management coordinators of municipalities and
boroughs whose jurisdictions are within the plume exposure pathway
energency planning zone (EPZ). In fact, to this end, the State,
through the Pennsylvania Emergency Management Agency (PEMA), asked
York County, on December 15, 1980, to modi‘y its procedures to
provide a sequential notification list separating the municipal
energency management coordinators within the plume EPZ from those

beyond the plume EPZ,

What means of notifying key emergency management personnel at the

county level may be used?

Under the gquidelines of NUREG-0654, Revision 1, Planning Standards £
and F, key personnel in the emergency respcnse organization may be
notified by telephone and/or radio as a minimum., If there were a
rapidly developing accident situation requiring siren activation and
activation of the Emergency Broadcast System (EBS), these key
personnel would, of course, receive notification in this manner as

well,

All emergency response personnel will receive notification at the
earliest possible time, The notification should be given to the

Executive Group during the first 15 minutes following notification
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of the county. In certain cases, this will mean notification

concurrent with notification of the public at large.

what are the deficiencies in the York County Plan with regard to the
means of notifying key personnel in the emergency management organi-

zation?

Key personnel in the York County emergency management organization
will be notified by either telephone or radio. As previously
mentioned, these means of notifying emergency response personnel are
in accordance with NUREG-0654, Consequently, the York Plan is not

deficient in this regard.

B. Protective Action Decisions

ANGRY Contention IIIB(K) (EP-5E) states in part:

There is no reasonable assurance that appropriate protective
measures will be taken in the event of a nuclear accident with
off-site radiological consequences for the following reasons:

1. The Commonwealth's criteria for appropriate protective
action choice, as set forth in Sec. VIII of its BORP
plan, are inconsistent with those of the licensee (EP,

p. 6-13). According to the licensee, evacuation is the
appropriate protective action if dose projections approach
the lower 1imits of EPA PAGs. Accordin? to BORP this
would not be the case unless the upper limits of the PAGs
were approached. Although the licensee indicates that
sheltering is the appropriate choice for atmospheric
releases of short duration, the BORP plan proposes
evacuation for "sudden severe accidents". The licensee
would not recomnend evacuation in the event of a
continuous release if "evacuation cannot be well underway
prior to plume arrival", while BORP would order an
evacuation in such a case regardless of wind speed and
warning time,




2. The BORP pian fails to quantify protective action
selection criteria such as "time to onset of release ...
time required to effect relocation”, and the definition
of "puff release". Such gquantification of criteria is 2
necessary ingradient in effective planning and is
required by N. 0654 Sec. J10(m).
3. The Commonwealth does not comprehend the distinction
between “core-melt” and "melt-through" accidents as these
terms are employed in NUREG CR-1131.
4. The Commonwealth dezlines to employ "state-of-the-art"
calculational methodology, as set forth in EPA
§20/1-78-0018, in turn referenced in N. 0654 at p. 55,
n.1(3), in coniunction with hypothetical accident release
characteristics to assist it in making appropriate
protective action selection,
As to part (1) of this contention, compare the criteria used by the
State for protective action decisions to the licensee's protective
action criteria for projected doses approaching EPA Protective
Action Guides (PAGs), for sheltering, and for evacuation as

referenced in the contention.

The State of Pennsylvania is amending its DOP, Appendix 8 to Annex £
and numerous implementing procedures in this regard. Under the
amended plan, the Bureau of Radiation Protection (BRP) will consider
evacuation if projected doses approach or exceed 1 Rem whole body
and 5 Rem to an infant thyroid. This is now in full agreement with
the provisions of the licensee's emergency plan. Similarly, under
the amended State plan, sheltering will be considered when the
release time is expected to be short (i.e. a puff release or a
release of less than two hours duration). Tris too is fully con-

sistent with the licensee's plan. Finally, under the amended State

plan, evacuation will be considered when evacuation could be well
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underway before plume arrival, based on wind speed and travel con-
ditions. Sheltering, on the other hand, will be considered when
evacuation could not be well ynderway prior to expected plume arrival
due to short warning time, high wind speeds and/or foul weather, This
is also fully consistent with the licensee's plan. In short, the
inconsistencies asserted in part (1) of this contention do not exist

under the modified State emergency plan,

As to part (2) of this contention, what provision is made in the BRP
nlan for gquantifying protective action selection criteria such as
the time to onset of release, the time required to effect relocation,

and the guantitative definition of a "puff release”,

Modifications to the State plan have been provided to FEMA which do,
in fact, account for the time to the onset of release in the pro-
tective action decision-making process. Apart fram this, the BR?
purposely does not seek to quantify protective action selection
criteria. In lieu of such quantification, they provide a framework
of philosophies, the collection of off site readings, the interface
of PEMA judgment of readiness status, the effects of weather elements
on release parameters and the assessment and recommendations of the
licensee and, when available, of DOE. The State has demonstrated a
concern that quantifying selection criteria would or could lead to
decisions made without full consideration 0of a1l such elements. The
lack of further guantification in this regard will not prevent

prompt and adequate protective action decisions with one exception,
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Evacuation time estimates prepared in accordance with the guidance
of NUREG-0634 are not yet available or a part of the State's pro-
tective action decision-making pricess. Such time estimates should
be usef.! in determining whether evacuation should be ordere? in
particular circumstances., Thus, the scie reservation we have
regarding quantification of the State s protective action criteriz
{5 that a useadle time-motion study of evacuation, performed in
accordance with the guidelines of NUREG-0554, has not been completed
and resulting evacuation time estimates are not availadle. We
understand that the licensee will shortly complete an evacuation
time estimate study. The result: of that study should be made
avaflable to, and be utilized by, the State as part of its pro-

tective action decision-making process.

what is your view as to the State's undarstanding of the distinction
between "core-melit" and "melt-through" accidents as those terns are

enployed in NUREG CR-1121?

The State's useage of these terms in its Plan makes it clear that
the State is fully aware of the proper useage of these terms. NUREG
CR-1131 provides that there are two categories of core melts - those
resulting in an atmospheric release by some mechanism and those
involving a melt-through. The State Plan precisely reflects each of
these. As set forth in Section VIII of B8RP Appendix 8, Annex £ of
the State DOP as revised in January of 1381, evacuation will be

considered as a protective action cption when, among other things, a
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core melt is underway which involves or is expected to involve a
Toss of containment integrity by melt-through or by direct release

to the atmosphere by some other mechanism,

As to part (4) of this contention, what is EPA 520/1-75-00:8?

EPA 520/1-75-0018, "Protective Action Evaluation Part 11, Evacuation
and Sheitering as Protective Actions Against Nuclear Accidents
Involving Gaseous Releases”, is one of three reports cites on

page 64 of NUREG-0654, Revision 1 as a document that "may be con-
sidered in determining the protection afforded" by local residential
units or shelters for the sheltering option of protective actions.

Use of this document is not mandatory,

What is the significance of the State's failure to use EPA
$20/1-75-0013 in making protective action decisions involving

sheltering?

As mentioned previously, use of this document for decisions on
sheltering is not required; it merely provides some guidance which
emergency planners may utilize if they desire. Based on our review
of BRP Appendix 8, Annex E of the State DOP, as evised in January
1981, and in discussion with BRP, it was found that in accident
assessment and protective action decisions, B2 will follow the
thought process as shown in Figure 14A of this document., The

tate's failure to apply mathematically the formal methodology in
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EPA 520/1-75-0018 s not a deficiency.

Newberry Contention York Plan 30 (EP-14DD) states:

The Evacuation Plan contained in the York County Plan
does not contain any sensitivity analysis or differenti-
ation between the time of day, the seasons of the year or
weather conditions at the time of the evacuatien. In
Tight of these deficiencies, it is Intervenor's con-
tention that the Plan is deficient.

Similarly, Newberry Contention Dauphin Plan 16 (EP-16F)
states:

Tne Dauphin County Plan as set forth does not provide for
differentiation of time of day or seasons or weather
conditions at the time of evacuation., There is no
sensitivity analysis as to these factors, and the Plan is
besed upon an assumption of best-case analysis. Therefore,
it is Intervenor's position that without taking these
factors into consideration, the Plan remains deficient as
concerns the time needed to effect an evacuation.

whose responsibility is it to make decisions on, and order, pro-

tective actions?

NUREG-0854 Planning Standard Criterion J-10-M specifies that the
procedures for determining the protective actions to be taken during
a radiological emeraency are a State responsibility and are not
required in the County Plans. In point of fact, for T™™I-1, BR® has
the responsidility for developing and maintaining these procedures.
Thus, the absence from the York and Daup*in County Plans of evacu-
ation time estimates accounting for time of day and weather con-
ditions at the time of 2vacuation {is not a defect in the County

Plans.
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What is the status of present State protective action criteria with
regard to accounting for time of day and weather conditions for

evacuation,

At the present time, the State does not have available for utili-
zation in its protective action decision-making process evacuation
time estimates prepared in accordance with the guidance of NURZG-0£34
and accounting for time of day and weather conditions at the time of
evacuation. Such an evacuation time estimate study is currently
being prepared by the Ticensee. Upon its completion, the results
should be provided to the State for use in its protective action

decision-making.

Unce~ the State's present Emergency Action Options Philosophy in 3R®
Appendix 8, as revised in January 1981, the State does take into
account the advisability of evacuation based on the ability to
evacuate. The interface for this decision would be between PEMA
(coordinating other State agencies) and BRP and would be based on
the best availzble information at the time of the decision. Pending
completion of an adequate evacuation time estimate study, it is the
State's plan to direct emergency resources to correct such impedi-
ments to evacuation as may exist (e.g. snow plowing evacuation
routes) and to continually assess the situation so that the status
of preparedness to effect protestive action ic a known factor and
net just a scientific guess. Provisions for and plans te carry out

the command and control interface between State (°EMA) and County
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Emergency Operations Centers demonstrate an abilitv to accomplish

this.

Newberry Contention York Plan 6 (EP-14F) states:

Appendix 2, Section I, Subsection B of the York County
Plan provides that the Emergency Management Coordinator
will insure that briefings are presente? to the Comis-
sioner and he will interpret displays and technical
reports for the Commissioners. There is no statenent in
ti2 Plan that the person occupying the position of
Emergency Managenent Coordinator will have educationa’
requiremerts sufficient to insure that he will be able ¢o
interpret any displays of technical reports for the
Comnissioners. It is Intervenor's contention that unless
the Emergency Management Coordinator is required to have
an expertise in the area of nuclear science, he will be
unabie to sufficiently and accurately interpret the
displays and technical reports for the Comnissiorers and
thus may leave the Commissioners who yltimetely are
responsible for the safety and welfare or the people of
York County uninformed or misinformed of actual events
taking place at T™M],

Similarly, Newberry Contention York Plan 7 (EP-14G) states:

Appendix 2, Section II, of the York County Plan provides
that the Situation Analysis Group will receive reports of
plant safety degradation, potential/actual radioactive
release and radiation intensity. Again, there are no job
requirements for persons who sit on a Situation Analysis
Group to qualify them to make such reviews and, there-
fore, again, without qualified peopie to sit on such a
group, their advice to the county's commissioners may be
misinformed and unenlightened which could again then lead
to chaos and confusion.

what requirements are there with regard to local emergency response

organizations having radiological hazards assessment capability?

The NURZIG-)554 evaluation criteria require that an adequats offsite
radiological assessment capadility should exist offsite. This

function may be performed by either the State or local emergency
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organizations. The current Penrsylvania Emergency Plan provides

that technical support and technical assessment functions will he

m

conducted by PEMA/BRD, The State (PEMA) will ther recommend pro-
tective actions and provide the counties with these recomnendation:
eni any information necessary to effectively implement such pro-
tective actions, Thus, a technical radiological assessment
capability is not necessary at the county level, since the technical
functions are provided by the State. Accordingly, neither Yor:

County nor any other county in the plume exposure EPZ for TMI-1 need

have technical assessment capability.

what is the purpose of the Accident Astessment Group (Situation

Analysis Group) in the York County Plan?

That group will record conditions and maintain plots of racdicactive
releases based on information provided by PEMA/BRP and the licensee.
It need not perform accident assessments tc make protective action
decisions as those functions are to be performed by the State.
Accordingly, PEMA has suggested that York County revise its plan to
make it clear that the county will rely on PEMA for accident assess-

ment.

What technical training for county officials is required?

In order to assure that accident assessment information and protec-

tive action advice to be communicated by the State to the counties



can be understood without technical background, PEMA is preparing a
training program for county

ac
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tions and describing what is expected from all parties in response

to a radiological emergency at a nuclear facility. Since B??

through PEMA will interpret
potential/actual radicactive release and radiation intensitv, in
cnordination with the licensee, highly specialized training should
not be required in support of the York County Radiological Emergency
Pl
assessrent, and since the State planning provides that the State

will interpret and communicate technical information to the counties,

training as 2 nuclear scientist and nuclear science capability is

an, 0Of course, since the State will undertake the accidant

not necessary for the county coordinators,

G Public Warninc and Emergency Instructions

ANGRY Contention IIIB(G)(2) (EP-5D(2)) states:

The Commonwealth's DOP fails to identify the time
required to alert the public within the plume EPZ under
present circumstances as required by the aforementioned
provision of N, 0654. Such estimates as the Commonwealth
has provided 2lsewhere are founded upon a totally inade-
quate data base and are thus not credible. Although the
Pa. DOP App. 13, Sec. IID states that "the primary means
of emergency warning is outdoor siren systems", the York
County plan reveals that less than 1/2 of the population
in York County within 10 miles of TMI are capable of
being warned by sirens (Annex C). Information as tc the
time required for implementation of “back-up" notifi-
cation measures of mobile "public address systems" and
"knocking on doors" (Annex G, App. 1) is to be provided
in Tocal emergency plans which do not as yet exist,

coordinators related to protective

the reports on plant safety degradation,
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Similarly, Newberry Contention York Plan 1 (EP-14A) states:

Section VI, Concept of Operations, Subsection 7(a) is
deficient in that there is an assumption that notifi-
cation by siren can be heard throughout Newberry Township
and surroundingy communities, It is questionable at best
whether this is, in fact, true in that at least in the
York County Plan there is an assumption of one Civil
Defense siren being in place in Newhberry Township which
does not exist. Oversights such as this may still exist
within the Emergency Plan drafted by York County an4
verification of all sirens must be required in order to
insure at least minimum siren coverage of the county.
Tnerefore, it is Intervenor's position that there are not
sufficient numbers of Civil Defense warning sirens in
place in the county in order to adequately insure that
all members of the community are within hearing distance
of a siren, It is Intervenor's contention that until tne
tmergency Plan specifically states that a siren alert
system is in place and that the warning emitted by the
system can be heard at any point in the county surround-
ingy the plant site, that the Emergency Plan as drafted is
unacceptable.

Finally, Newberry Contention York Plan 2 (EP-4B) states, in
part:

Section VI, Subsection 7(b). The York County Plan as
drafted indicates that selective evacuation of pregnant
women and pre-school children and their families would be
effected upon order of the Governor. Again, the notifi-
cation would be by a five (5) minute steady siren which
cannot be assured will be heard in all points within the
affected areas. Moreover, the Plan assumes that there
will be appropriate EBS announcements followed by door-
to-door notification which would be conducted by
appropriate boroughs and townships. Again, the Inter-
venor raises the contention that the time factor regquired
in order to recruit volunteers to man vehicles and the
many miles of rcad which are located in the variocus rural
communities which would have to be traveled in order to
ensure notification of all members of the population of
the impending emergency conditions would render the Plan
as written inoperable,

Each of these contentions challenges the adequacy of the sys.ems for

prompt notification of the pudlic within the plume exposure E

what provisions are in tie current emergency plans with regar

PZ.

- -
- -



o 18

the time required to alert the public in the event of an emergency

at T1-1 and the methods for accomplishing such alerting.

Currently, State and county plans do not state the time required to
notify the pudblic in the plume exposure EPZ. Protective action
decisions are dependent, in part, on the time required to alert the
pidlic and, lacking an estimate of this time, the plans are deficient
in this regard. As to the method for alerting the public in York
County, as referenced in several of these contentions, York County
currently plans far the use of existing "Civil Defense" sirens to be
sounded with the "Attention Alert” signal and for municipalities,
boroughs and townships to c¢irect door-to-door or mobile warning
operations to accomplish notifications. This present capability for
alerting the public in York County is not acceptable because of the
large number of persons who are not within hearing range of the
existing "Civil Defense" sirens and the length of time it would take

to complete notification of such persons by mobile warning operations.

Q.20. What would constitute an adequate public notification system for

alerting the public in the plume exposure EPZ.

4. An adequat2 public notification system would be one complying with
the NRC's new emergency planning regulations. Specifically, 10 CFR
50 requires that a puolic notification system, conforming to the

guidance of NUREG-0634, planning criteria E-6 and the design
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criteria of Appendix 3 to NUREG-0654 be in place by July 1, 1881.
As discussed in the NRC Staff's Testimony of Stephen H. Chesnut on
Onsite Emergency Planning, filed on February 9, 1981, the licensee

has conducted a study for a prompt notification system for the plumz

£o?
Cre

and has contracted to procure sirens for such a system. Upon
compietion of such study, it should be submitted to FE™: for revie..
In addition, the State and Counties will have to develop appropriate
implementation and activation procedures for such a syste~. If such
@ system meeting the requirements of the N2C's new emergency plannin:
regulations is installed, such a system should allow essentially all
of the public within the plume exposure EPZ to receive notification
within about 15 minutes of the time that the decision to activate

the new system has been macde. In the meantime, existing prompt
notification systems could alert only a fraction of the pudblic in

the plume EPZ in a short period of time.

Newberry Contention York Plan 3 (EP-14C) states, in part:

Section VI, Subsection 7(c). This section of the York
County Plan is deficient in that it depends upon the York
County Chamber of Commerce to notify and pass on the
general evacuation information to business and industry.
There 1s no assurance that the Chamber of Commerce has
the necessary manpower, equipment, and training to pass
on such information to the general public. For example,
does the York County Chamber of Commerce possess
necessary trunk lines to advise all industry within an
affected area? What happens in the event that telephone
commynications are jammed or overloaded and that notifi-
cation of industries cannot be effected by the York
County Chamber of Commerce? Furthermore, does the York
County Chamber of Commerce and all industry within the
possible affected area have radio communication capa-
bilities?
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What role would the York County Chamber of Commerce pliy with regard

to prompt notification of business and industry in York County?

linder the NRC's new emergency planning rule and NUREG-0554, Planning
Standard £, Appendix 3, a warning system which will alert essentially
170% of the public within the plume exposure EPZ is to be in place
by July 1, 1981. The capabilities of this system would include the
capadbility to warn business and industry. With the installation of
such a system, the Chamber of Comnerce would not play a critics’
role in prompt notification. Where an accident develops slow'y and
time permits the full mobilization of county and state erergenzy
rasponse resources, the selective notification of business and
industries could be useful. Consequently, FEMA would not obiect to
the Chamber of Commerce notification role but does not view it as
being either necessary or critical when the prompt notification

system is installed,

What need is thers for the York County Chamber of Commerce to set
aside manpowar and equipment, establish commurications links with
area industry and train personnel, all to perform a notification

function.

Once the prompt notification system required by NRC regulations has
been installed, there will be no need for the York County Chamber of
Commerce to perform a notification function or undertake any of

those actions to that end. It would be wholly unnecessary and
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inefficient to rely on the Chamber of Commerce to notify business
and industry in York County with the existence of a prompt notifi-

cation syster that will provide nearly immediate and authoritative

notification and directions to the pudlic.

Newberry Contention York Plan 2 (EP-142), also statas, in part:

Moreover, it is contended by the Intervenor tha: the
selected evacuation notification is initially effected by
the same type of notification that would de reguires in
general evacuation. Both evacuations are initiated by 2
five (3) minute steady siren tone, then followed by
appropriate EBS announcements. It is Intervencr's
contention that similarity and warning evacuation tones
mey lead to confusior on behalf of the public and tna*
orderly evacuation nf the affected areas could not b2
effected.

In ' ych the same vein, Newberry Contention Dauphin Plan 12 (£P.16M)

Th2 Dauphin Courty Plan does not specifically state a
differentiated commonly recognized evacuation signal that
could be recognized by the Citizenry throughout the
county. Tha Plan does not indicated whether the alarn
system that is to be used is to be driven by a regular
power system and if the source was teminated, whether
the system would still work. The Plan does not indicate
whether all areas within the county are within hearing
distance of the sirens. Such deficiencies render the
Emergency Respons2 Plan inadequate.

Both of these contentions raise a concern regarding the kind of
siren signal which is to be used to alert the pudlic of a radio-
logical emergency. What are the emergency planning provisions in

this regard?

The only signa! planned frr use in a fixed nuclear facility incident

is the "Attention Alert" s'gnal, As indicated in a public education
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brochure prepared for distribution in Dauphin County, the "Attention
Rlert” signal is a steady three to five minute siren blast. The
signal has only one meaning no matter how many times it is used -
namely "Turn on your radio or your TV. Your government has an
important message which may affect your health and safety". Conse-
quently, when this sole siren signal to be used for radiological
energencies is sounded, it should not result in confusion to the
pubiic but merely result in persons turning on their radios or TVs,
at which point further instructions will be given over the Emergency
Broadcast Systesm (E3S) on the protective actions to be taken.

This, there will not be separate siren signals for different protec-
tive actions [such as a general evacuation versus a selective
evacuation). Differentiation in the protective actions will be made
through the instructions to be given over the EBS, not through
different siren signals. Through the public education prograr,
still to be implemented, the pudlic will be educated on what to do

any time they hear the sole siren alerting signal.

As previously indicated, Newberry Contention Dauphin Plan 13 (EP-18M)
asserts that the failure of the Dauphin County Plan to provide for a
backup power system for the siren alert system is a deficienzy.

What are the requirementc for powering the siren alert system?

The warning system is not required toc have emergency power capability

but may be powered by the normal commercial power source.
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Is there a need for an emergency power source for the radiological

emergency warning system?

Apart from the fact that there is no requirement for an emergency
power scurce, we do not believe that one is necessary. Commercia’
electric powsr is considered to be dependable as evidenced by the
fact that fire sirens generally do not have emergency powar and that
the Nuclear Attack outdoor warning system throughout the United

States does not require emergency power.

In a similar vein, Newberry Contention York Plan 32 (EP-14fF)

states:
The York County Plan contains only one E3S station, that
being WS3A in York, Pennsylvania, and lists no other
s2condary station in the event that WSBA loses power or
in some other way is placed out of operation. It is
Intervenor's contention that the Plan is deficient in
that a secondary EBS station is not included in the Plan,
vhat are the reguirements with regard to an alternate or backup

energency broadcast station?

NUREG-0654 does not call for or require a backup or alternate

emergency broadcast station.
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What are your views as to the need for an alternate or backup

emergency broadcast station for York County?

We can ses no such need. The designated York County emergency
broadcast station, WSBZ, is lTocated outside the plume exposure EPZ
and would not need to be evacuated in the event of an erergency at
™I-1. In addition, WSBA has a backup emergency power supply ani
will continue to operate in the event of a conventional powas-

outage.

ECNP Contention 2-35 (EP-12) states:

ECNP contends that the routing of all information throuzh
the Governor's Press Secretary to the public adds
unnecessary complexities to the entire plan. For exarmnle,
since the Press Secretary of the Governor can reasonably
be expected to be a political appointee and not necessarily
knowledgeable at all in the area of nuclear accidents an<
their consequences, or the nature of radiation injury,

the designation of the Governor's Press Secretary as the
official and sole spokesperson adds one more pathway for
and perhaps impediment to information in the cumbersome
and circuitous route between an event or accident at TM!
and the public. There is no need for this extra step.

In addition, this extra step offers one more opportunity
for errors and omissions to be introduced into the
information and only adds further delay. It is not
expected that this extra step will result in the removal
of errors from the messages. Furthermore, the possibility
exists, with this extra, unnecessary step, for political
pressure to be brought to bear to alter, delay, or even
withhold crucial infomation from the public.

wWhat is the function of the Governor's Press Secretary under the

State Emergency Plan?




I

Q.29.

Q.30.

.25 o

NUREG-0£54 planning criteria G 32 and 4a require each principal
response organization to designate a spokesperson and a point of
contact with the news media at a designated location. The Common-
wealth's plan designates the Governor's Press Secretary as this

principal spokssperson for the State.

What will th2 Gavernor's Press Secretary's role be with regard to

informing the public on protective actions during an emergency?

The Governor's Press Secretary will play no direct role either in
alerting the public of an emergency or infecrming and instructing the
public on protective actions. Those functions are performed by
other means, The Press Secretary's statements and announcements are
not of a critical nature and the critical information to the oublic

is provided by the alerting and notification system,

What are your views as to the adequacy of the State plan in desig-
nzting the Governor's Press Secretary as the Stats spokesperson with

the media?

The provisions of the State plan are wholly adequate in this regard.
The multiple and conflicting sources of information to the media
during the T™I-2 accident resulted in much confusion and lead to the
mandate in NUREG-0654 that there be a single, coordinated public
media information source for al] state level emercency response

organizations. Under the State plan, the Governor's Press Secratary
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will be unigue'y located at the media center adjacent to the State

Emergency Operations Center (which is coordinating the Staie

energency response) and will be in the best position, as calles “or

by procedures in the State plan, to be briefed by knowledgeadle
personnel from the State on the status of the emergency and astions
taken. In this situation, the Press Secretary shoulcd be kep*
advised of all events in a radiological incident and should be
faniliar with the status of State preparedness, the condition of the
plant as assessed by State technical personnel, the status of county
preparedness through PEMA, and the policy and concerns of th=

~
sQverngr.

D. Implementatiun of Protective Actions

(i) Communications

L
(88 )
[

Newberry Contention York Plan 5 (EP-14f) states:

Annex A of the York County Plan provides that the
alternate EOC site will be the new Hanover Borough

Building in Hanover, Pennsylvania, Intervenors again

raise the contention that there still is no indication a¢
this time that trunk lines have been laid for the transfer
of the Emergency Operations Center to the Hanover location,
and, as such, it renders the Plan i<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>