UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In The Matter of

COMMONWEALTH EDISON COMPANY Docket Nos. 50-454 0L

50-455 OL

(Byron Nuclear Power Station,
Units 1 & 2)

STIPULATION

Intervenors, DAARE/SAFE and the Rockford League of
Women Voters, Commonwealth Edison Company, and the NRC Staff
hereby agree and stipulate that the attached affidavits may
be admitted as Intervenors' Exhibits in the hearing record
subject to the following conditions and understandings:

(1) Only those portions of the affidavits which
are not marked through are being offered into evidence;

(2) None of the witnesses sponsored by Intervenors
has expertise in determining sheltering capabilities of
specific structures;

(3) Only thosé portions of the "Rockford League
of Women Voters--DAARE/SAFE Radioclogical Emergency Response
Survey Ambulance Medical Services" which are attached hereto
which the Board accepted during the hearings are being

offered in evidence:



-

(4) Those portions of the affidavits of Gary
Montel, J. Michael Maloney, Charles Lamb, David Miller, and
David Turner for which there is a "13" noted in the margin
are relevant only to Intervenaor's amended contention 13. As
such, this evidence is being offered only to identify the
information which these witnesses desire to communicate to

emergency planners.

COMMONWEALTH EDISON COMPANY

BY Date
NRC STAFF
By Date

DAARE/SAFE and
ROCKFORD LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS

By Date




Joint Intervenors' Exhibit 13

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In the Matter of

Docket Nos. 50-454 (CL
50-455 CL

COMMONNEALTH EDISON COMPANY

(Byron Nuclear Power Station,
Units 1 & 2)
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AFFIDAVIT OF PAUL HOLMEECK

The attached statements, questions and answers, and
exhidits constitute my testimony in the above-captioned
proceeding. The testimony is true and accurate to the

best of my knowledge, information, and belief.

Paul Holzbeck

Subscridbed and sworn to
before me this day
Of ’ 1983 .

Notary Public
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TESTIVMONY OF PAUL HOLMBECK ON EMERCENCY PREPAREDNESS

DAARE/SATE CONTENTION 3 - ROCXFORD LWV CONTENTIONS 19 AND 108

Affiant states that he has read and is familiar with the

documents attached heretc.

Y0 >» O

Please state your name.

My Name is Paul Holmbeck.

What is the purpose of this testimony?

The pucspose of this testimcny is to present the nature

and results of my investigation into the adaquacy of

Emergency Plans for the Byron Nuclear Generating Station

("Byron Station") in support of DeKald Area Alliance for
Responsible Energy/Sinnissippi Alliance for the Environment “,.L:
("DAARE/SAFE") Contention 3 and Rockford League of Women <
Voters ("Rockford LWV") Contentions 19 and 108 all of

which address emergency preparedness.

wWhat is your educational background?

My higher education background cencsists of two years of
study at Duke University, 1979-81, during which I

studied primarily political science and economics.

During this last academic year (1981-82), I studied
development (third world) economics and political theory

at the University of Kent in Canterbury, England. While

at Dune, I was on the Dean's List during 1980 and again

in 19681 and received Class Honors during 198l. My most



notable work was & dissertation prepared at the University

of Kent between April and July, 1982, on Dependency
Theories of Development. I am presently on a years
leave of absence from Duke.

Since 1980, I have also been trained in wilderness
emergency procedures concurrent with my role as a rock
climbing lnd’backpacking instructor. Fashioned and
originally trained by North Carolina Outward Bound,
Wilderness Initiatives at Duke paintains rescue and
evacuation procedures. Those procedures include accident
assessment by the instructor in the field, emergency
communications and guidelines for the content of those
communications; evacuation procedures Yncluding emergency
transportation and protocols for calling in additional
support from local rescue squads. I have contributed to
the revision of these procedures and the developing of
more effective and comprehensive exercises.

Emergency operations in the wilderness also require
flexibility to deal with changing condition of the victin
and varying environmental factors, (e.g., weather and
lard characteristics). Careful calculations must be
made as to the feasibility of evacuation and the cosits
and benefits gained from delayed evacuation of injured
persons.

1 have also had the experience of coordinating a
search and rescue exercise in North Carolina's Pisgah
National Forest involving almost 100 emergency workers.

Search and rescue operations reguire special attention



to coordination and communications. Selecting the area
over which the emergency response is to be carried out

includes the use of sectoring, routing of response

groups and, of course, assuring the safety of emergency

personnel.




Q‘

A.

Are you familiar with the term "protective action"?

Yes, I am. A protective action or protective measure is
any action taken to avoid cr minimize the projected dose

resulting from a release of radiocactivity. Protective

"
actions for the Byron Station include evacuation; (:L’
sheltering; access control; and food, water, and milk -:;,

control. P;otective actions are described in the
following documents:

EPA-520, 1-75-001 "Manual of Protective Action
Guides and Protective Actions for Nuclear Incidents,”
("EFA-PAGs"); NUREG 0396-EPA, 520/1-78-016 "Planning
Basis for the Development of State and Local Government
Radiological Emergency Response Plans in Support of Light
Water Nuclear Power Plants;" and the International Atomic
Energy Agency "Planning for 0ff-site Response to
Radiation Accidents in Nuclear Facilitieg" (1%78)
("IAEA-planning”).

I have read and am familiar with these documents.

Do you know what is meant by "sheltering" pursuant to the
Illinois Plan for Radiological Accidents, 'Byron,'

Volume VI, Preliminary Revision 0 (IPRA-Byron, Revision 0")?
Yes, I do. Sheltering essentially means placing as much

of a buffer between oneself and the plume of radioactive
paterial as one can without leaving the affected area. :%—
The degree of dose reduction afforded will be determined

by the type of building in which shelter is sought, €.g.,

by the construction materials used in the building and

by the number of floors or walls between the plume and



A.

the people seeking shelter; and by the extent to which
ventilation can be restricted in the bdbuilding.

What must be done tu translate this data into determina-
tions as to the value of sheltering as a protective measure?
According to the EPA-PAGs and JAEA-Planning, the infor-
mation on the proposed structures can be used to approxi- a-
mate values for the dose reduction through sheltering.

These approximate values are termed ‘'shielding factors'

or ‘'reduction factors.' Explanitory portions of IAEA-
Planning are attached to this Affidavit as Exhibit A.

Have you gathered any data relevant to the determination

of the adequacy of sheltering as a prescribed protective
action?for perizns n\‘hef24r9a 553?

Yes, I have. Directors, administrators, or superintendents
at the following facilities have indicated to me that

their buildings have no basement or windowless areas

which could be used for sheltering their populations:

Oregon -~

3. Tnt\E:ite Pines Manor Nursing Home ol
ot Rt
populdtion: 55 patients, 15 st (Bowes
Affidavi p- 7).
2. The Pinecrest Manor Home for the Aging in Mt.
'-{t.(r\--/(v-j"~
Morris - Population: /112 patients, 40 staff
(Montel Affidaviy,
ool - populatio 80 .
3 popu n: N&\,J
students, idavit, p. 6).
4. The 0gl€ County Trainable Center_in Mt. Morris - lv“l'dﬁ
V".

popyfation: &40 students, 17 staff \pPartial

sement. (Id).



10.

1l.

12.

13.

14,

Mt. Morris Elementary School - population: 343

e
students, 26 staff (Turner Affidavit, p. 10). fw,L}L1
Mt. Morris Junior High School - population: 185  i~4i~

————
students, 1€ staff (1d).

Mt. Morris Senior High School - population:
235 students, 25 staff (Id). ~
iver Community Scho pulation: 413 x

jdavit, p. 10). "

Lorado Taft Field Campus - population §0 to

150 students, 30 staff (Interview with John

Sanders, facility manager, Turesday, February &,
1983). L
Village of Progress - population: 100 students, h:i:f:
16 staff (Interviews with Robert Glazer,

Executive Director, February 9 and February 17,

1983).

Byron Mary Morgan School - population: 3EE

students, 43 staff (Survey responses from Supei;/
intendent Bill Brown, January 1983).

Stillman Valley High School - population: héz\\

students, 33 staff (Miller Affidavit, p. 10). | —
- 2 kel
Meridian Junior High School - population: 341 /ﬁ !

{
!

students, 20 staff (1d). L
D

Highland Grade School and Early Childhoed - /
populations 417 students, 20 staff (14). /

The following canmps and recreational areas host

transient populations which have no basement or windowless

areas available to them:



The Byron Dragway - population: 500 to 1500
persons on weekends; 12,000 maximum. No shelter
whatsoever. (Phone interview with Brenda
VanHollen, December, 1982; interview with owner
Ron Leek cited in Byron FSAR 2.1.3.4.)

Lake Louise - population: 2000 to 3000 persons;
L0060 to 5000 maximum reached three times per
year. No Sheltering available. (Phone interview
with Connie Jeffry, December, 1982).

Castle Rock State Park - population: up to 400
persons on weekends. House, office and barn in
park. (Interview with site Superintendent,
Grant Afflerbaugh, February &, 1683; letter
attached from Mr. Afflerbaugh, dated Febdruary &,
1983, as Exhibitid).

Lowden Memorial State Park - population: 450
overnight campers. Sheltering in vehicles only.
(Interviews with site Superintendent Roy Hayes
January 14, January 26, and February 3, 1983).
Camp McCormick Girl Scout Camp - population:

100 to 150 campers. Tents used as shelters;
wooden buildirgs, no basement. (Interviews with
Director, Ruth Little, January 13 and Fedbruary &,
1983.)

Oregon Park District - population: 500 visitors.
No sheltering facilities. (Phone interview with
Tony Kubat January, 1983.)

Camp Emmaus - population: 60 to 80 visitors:



raximum of 130 reached two weeks per year.

rview, December, 1982.
1000 to 1600 visitors;
(Phone interview

1983.)

interview with
Mot ort Park
spectator
( interview with Joseph Vincer,
1982.)
Have you translated this data into reduction

earli

Representative Reduction Factor
Cloud Source (Tabdle 2, Id.). 1 have

tadles tc¢ this Affida

cloud source

outside or in vehicles (Exhidit C).

(3 mile radius), this would include thousa

at the Byron Dragway, the Motosport Park, the River Reoad
Camping and Marina, Lake Louise, Castle Rock State Park,

Lowden State Park, the Oregon Park Distri and Lake




in the Byron Station EPZ.
posited radicactivity for these populatio
between 0.5 (vehicles) to 0.7 (outside).

According to IAEA figures, w

basements have poor cloud source reduction

his nature.

Knowledge that shelteri
children will take place in
or windowless areas (listed

ermining the value of sheltering as

tective action. As seen in Table 1, the reducti

for deposited radiocactivity is far superi

with basements (0.03) than without (0.2), and
the cloud source reduction factor for masonry
without basements is about 0.6 while those wi
ments have a more favorable reduction f
(Exhibits B and C, respectively)

ave you made similar inquirie
potential for the less-mobile

homes?

Yes, I have. 1 have~distribut from the EPA-

PAGs and the IAEA (Id.) regaf&iga\i;iPEering t0 NUIrsing
home administrators Thomas Bowes and X _Montel. B




During™eonversations in December of last year anﬂ/éhe

ssed concern

first two mon§2i10£ this year, they have exp
about the feasibtlity of sheltering. Neither facility o
has basement or windowless areas in#hich to shelter. /

Both Mr. Montel and Mr. Bowes ¢ aware that ventilation

\

can be restricted by turni q{f kitchen fans and shutting

doors and wi;dows. They Atill feel that, due to a rapid
natural ventilation, restriction of ventilation would
have to be enginegfed. These are all particularly impor-
tant considerafions in light of the fact that evacuation
for a si:z f:ﬁpercentage of nursing home patients has
been shdown to be infeasible (Affidavits of Bowess::b\ .
mwé::.
Is there any consideration given in IPRA-Byron, Revision O,

to administering potassium iodide to persons for whom a 'g'
timely evacuation is not possible?

No, there is not.

According to Commonwealth Edison's Generic Generating oy
Stations Emergency Plan ("GSEP"), what document will be

used as a basis for recommendations to off-site authorities

for protective actions for the cff-site pudblic? :Z
Section 6.3.1 of the GSEP states that the EPA report
EPA-520/1-75-001, "Manual of Protective Action Guides and
Protective Actions for Nuclear Incidents” ("EPA-PAGS"),
will be used for this purpose.

According to NUREG 0654 FENMA Report 1, Revision 1, what
document is to be used as a guideline for state and local

authorities in estadblishing the capability for implement-

ing protective measures including sheltering? | S




Section II.J.9 of NUREG 0654 calls for compliance with )
EPA-520/1-75-001, PACs, l :
According to the EPA-PAGs, what are the prerequisites s

fcr a proper choice between sheltering and other protective{
measures? i \
Planning. g}anning is described in the EPA-PAGS as the \
gathering of information needed to select the optimunm :2

alternative in an immediate response (at 1.2). This will
include an analysis of local conditions and constraints

and any other factors necessary to determine the viability
of each protective action (1.2-1.3). For sheltering

this implies an assessment of the availability of shelterin
areas as well as their shielding effectiveness and air
charnges per hour. e’
Have you found any evidence that Commonwealth Edison
("CECo") or 1ESDA planners have done the necessary site-
specific investigation into the feasibility of sheltering

as a protective action? ~
No, I have not. Despite the fact that both the Applicant's )
GSEP (at 6.3.1) and Byron Annex to that plan include
sheltering as among the protective measures it could - <&
recommend to off-site authorities in the event of an |
emergency, the Applicant has, to my knowledge, made no ;
attempt to study the preotective value of sheltering for
populations around the Byron plant. I have interviewed |
school officials, park rangers, nursing home administra-
tors, and other special facility representatives and have ‘
yet to hear of a single attempt by planners to investigate

the availability of suitable sheltering facilities. ,



State planners have been equally negligent. Volume 1 of
the IPRA and the Byron volume of that plan i

range of protective actions which include sheltering
(IPRA-Byron, Revision 0, VI (2), pp. 11-12), but in my
discussions and interviews I have found no indication tha

state planners have made thes necessary determina

dose reductions possible through sheltering.
are further supported by Affidavits of Montel

Bowes (p. 6-7), Miller (p. 10), Turner (p. 10),

hicles or those unable
e event of an evacuation?
Revision 0, does not include

ersons whose mobility may be

factors as institutional or

developed in NUREG 0654 I1I1.J.10.d and
N\
N\
CFR S0.47 (b) (10), which stipulates th

a range of protective actions must be developed for the

plume exposure pathway EPZ for the public.
The IPRA-Byron, Revision 0, designates school
N\
\
buses, the Oregon police, and the Oregon Amdulance Service

to evacuate those persons whe do not have adequate or

readily availadle transportation.. IPRA-Byron, Revision O,

Vi (2), pp. 124, 148, 164, 188, 208, 224; VI (2a), p. 27;

(2¢), p- 19: (22), p. 17; (2e), p. 30; (2f), p. 19
Vi (3), p- 3.
\
I. During an evacuation the use of schiol buses as

\

vehicles for evacuation of the general pubdlic




withQut transportation is incapable of affording

a prompt and timely evacuation of that population.

A.

hrough interviews with School Super-
ihtendents Miller, Turner, and Malconey
during February, 1983, and Ogle County
Assisfant Superintendent Charles Hayes
duriné<the week of January 17, 1983, I
have de‘termined. d“Jwazn’d;‘;:;éf:.f:n
of this testimony, that the number of
scheol bus;§ owned and operated by
school districts are inadequate to effect
a timely evacﬁation of schools in the EFZ.
There are no pégted school bus stops or
routes and there is no plan or provision
to irnform the pubiic as to where they
are to CargregaTE;ﬁ:r : ... IPRA-Byron,
Revision 0, VI (3), b. 3, "Populatiocns
with Special Transporkation Requirements."
The entire Sheltering Cuide VI (3)
pp- 1-4, is attached to\this Affidavit
as Exhibit D. \

\

School buses are considered unsafe for

A

transportation of special facilities.

L) Interviews with Charles ia:b. Director
of the Ogle County Educat&onal Coop
during February, 1983, indilated
that the students at the Mt?‘Morris

Trainable Center cannot be safely

evacuated in regular school busif.



(Lamb Affidavit at §)
Interviews with Thomas Bowes,
Administrator of the White Pires

\F; ing Home in Oregon, during

\

D er, 1982, and Jamuary, 198
indicated that he has approxima

13 . ')
bus travel

dminis

travel would
and safety of t}
persons at

ffidavit at 6)
PRA-Byron, Revision 0, plans.fcr the evacuation
of homebdbound private residents gre incapable of
affording a prompt and timely evécuaticn of that
\

population. VI (3), pp. 2-3. (Exhibit D.)

A. Llists of shut-ins are nct\'
stated at VI (3), pp. 2-3.
1) Co "polio list”

kept in Dixon, too far (1€.miles)

\
away from the Ogle County EOC to
of timely use during an emergency.
\
The plan claims that the Yello?

Bird Senior Citizens Center mafkta;:s

a list of shut-ins which is one x;




several lists for Ogle County.

phone conversation with Jane Reid,

irector of the Yellow Bird Senicr
Citizens Center, dated February 20,
1955. revealed that thetYellow Bird
Center has the capabilify of com-
pilin;\n list for the Oregon area
only. \

B. The IPRA-Byron, Revision 0, plan's reliance
upon the Oregon Police Department and the
Oregon Ambulance Service for the trans-
portation of nur;ing home patients and
homebound private &esidents is inadeguate
and unworkable. (E%hibit D.)

d. Providing transportation to the mobility impaired
is not a responsibility which \is assigned to the
Oregon Police Department or thé Oregon Ambdulance
Service in either the Oregon Participating
Agencies summaries, IPRA-Byron, gevision 0,

V1 (2) pp. 161-162, pp. 169-170, ér the Annex 2¢
titled "Oregon Procedures" ld (2c) pp. 13-16,

Pp. 25-26; Figure G.2, e.l.cc, p. 9;.\the Oregon
Agency Responsibility Matrix gives no‘?ndication
that transportation of homebound priva%e residents
or nursing home patients will be providgh by
either the Oregon Police Departxent or the Oregen
Amdulance Service during evacuation. IPRA)Byron.
Revision 0, (2) pp. 13-16, 161-162; (2¢c) pp.'25-26,
169-170, and Figure G.2, e.l.cc, p. 97 are



/¢

}‘§ached to this Affidavit ag ¥vhibits E, F,

ang, G, respectively.

4. The Oregon Police Department has five full-time
and four part-time officers with two squad cars
charged With the following responsibilities:

a. imary responsibility for ﬁublic
notification, traffic and access
con;:ol VI (2) p. 162. (Exhidit E.)

b. standard operating procedures for law
enforc:ment and crime prevention
activit?és VI (2¢) p. 15. 1d.

¢c. previde giansportation for shut-in
population\?f Ogle County VI (3) p. 3.
(Exhibit D.)

3. The Oregon Ambulance Se{vice has 20 volunteers
and two ambulances and fs charged with the
following res;onsibiliti;s:

A. assist Oregon Pof&ce Department in
notification of the pubdblic, traffic and
access control if r:quested Id (2c¢)

p- 26. (Exhidit F.) \

b. follow standard operat;ﬁg procedures
for the fire prevention ;Qd emergency
medical services (Primary hgency 14d).

¢. assist the Oregon Police Department
with law enforcement VI (2) p. 97.
(L4hidit G.) L

- \
d. provide transportation of both private

residents and nursing home patieh}s in



4.

tAe EPZ who may not have adeguate or
readily availadble transportation VI (3)

p. 3\ (Exhidit D.)

The number of modility impaired persons in the

EPZ for whom, aEcording to the plan.‘the Oregon

Police and the Oregon Ambulance Service must

provide transport, must be pieced together from

various sources.

There are three nursing homes in the
EPZ. Administrators of two of these
facilities have indicated that abcut a
third of their residents will require
transport of greater sophistication than
a regular dbus (Affidavits of Montel,

Pp. 4 and 6, and Bowes, pp. 2 and 4).
This is a total of about 50. Adding

one third of the other nursirng home's
population brings the figure to about
80. (A phone interview ip January,
1983, indicated tha the N;%ghbors
Nursing Home in Byron had 9% residents.)
Jane Reid, the Director of the Yellow
Bird Senior Citizens Center.‘stated in
a letter dated February &, 1683, that
her facility delivers meals to as many
as 16 homebound persons each day\jn
Oregon alone. She also noted that\zo-Jo

additicnal Oregon area elderly are pro-

vided with transportation to the center

/I



5.

n a daily basis. These people have no
other means of transportation. The
letter from Jane Reid is attached to
this affidavit as Exhibit H.
Joyce\Allen. R.N., of Allen:Home Health
Agency:\Inc.. responded to ﬁy inquiries
on the ;ame day, February &4, 1983. She
reported\tnat her agency cares for ten
patients gp the EPZ, all of which
would require assistance. The letter
from Ms. Align is attached to this
Affidavit as Exhibit I.

The Regional ﬁealth Survey (1978) by

\
Comprehensive Health Planning of North-

west Illinois, feported that 2.3%

(457 persons in EPZ) of northwest
Illinois residents have mobility limi-
tations. More siénificant is the 1.1%
who must either st;y in bed all or most
of the time or use i‘vheelchair or

walker in getting around I1d. The table
fron which this data ls taken is attached
to this affidavit as fﬁhibit J. Since
21,622 permanent residents live within

the EPZ, approximately 238 are cenfined

\
to bed or home. (Exhibdit J.)
\

A member of the Oregon Ambulance Service Board
of Directors, Carl Swon, has indicated to me in

interviews dated February 7, 14, 16 and 17 that



9

all \xf these tasks requested simultaneously
would beyond the capabilities of the Oregon
Ambulance: Service.
2. He has stated this in affidavit.
». The Oregon Mayor, Jim Barnes, who is
- also ;h\ambulance service member, read
the Swoﬁ‘gffidavit on February 16 and
concurred }n Mr. Swon's assertions.

c. r. Swon indicated during those meetirgs
that atout b-6\a§bulance service volun-
teers would remaih}in the area to conduct
emergency operatioA;. Mr. Swon was not
sure if he personally\yould stay or

\

evacuate with his family,

Havé, other persons with experience in dealing with volunteer Ed

or part-time personnel commented to you regarding the [tD.

availabdbility of these personnel during a radiological }\’~L/

padt

—

emergency”?
Yes, individuals in key coordinating positions such as
schoel superin;:Bdents and anmbulance service directors have
indicated that they‘\are unable to notify personnel when
other exployment scatters them throughout the county.
Additionally, the willingness of volunteer, part-time
personnel to serve as emergency workers during a nuclear
disaster at the Byron Station ik not taken for granted by
individuals with close personal knowledge of ambularnce,
nursing home and bus service personnel. (Affidavits of
Bowes, p. 6, Miller, p. 6, Turner , pp. 6é-7, and Maloney,

p. 6.) Others are certain that most volungier. part-time



personnel vi;;\;3$\h£\fvailable (Swon, p. 5; Lamd, p. &),

Q. Does the IPRA-Byron, Revision 0, rely on the availadility
of volunteer personnel? ) O
A. Yes. The contridbution of volunteers to a number of e
essential emergency services, including notification of
the public,-access and traffic control, transport of the
modbility impaired, emergency medical services, fire
protection and law enforcement is the backbone of the
emergency planning effort in the Byron EPZ.
Fire Protection District and ambulance squad
ersonnel in Mt. Morris, Leaf River, Oregon ari
Stillman Valley are entirely made up of volunteer
personnel:
-Oregon Fire Protection District (¥pr) -
24 volunteers. VI (2), p. 315.
-Oregon'khbulance Service - 20 volunteers.
VI (2), p.\ 13. 6o~
-Mt. Morris FPD and AmbulSnce Squad - 28
part-time volunteers. VI (2), p. 337.
-Leaf River FPD and Ambulance Squad - 28
part-time volunteers. VI (2), p. 328.
-Stillman Valley FPD and Ambulance Squad -
30 part-time volunteers\ VI (2), p. 323.
B. Davis Juncticn, Holcombd and Linwood Fire Protec-
tion Districts are entirely made p of volunteers.
-Davis Junction FPD - 18 volunteers;

Holcomd and Linwood FPD - 42 volungeers.

VI (2), p. 345. \



e are only nine full-time firemen in the

entire Z and these are all located in Byron.
These nine flremen make up only 26% (9 of 35)
of the Byron Fire Protection Districts manpower.
VI (2), p. 301. '
Many part-time bus drivers have been.volunteered
;; emergency work. Part-time bus drivers
enployed elsewhere will be difficult to contact
in the event of an emergency (Affidavits of
Swon, p. S5, Miller, p. 6, Turner, pp. 6-7,
Maloney,\p. 6, Bowes, p. 6, and Lambd, p. &).
Of the school districts:

-Oregon\tommunity Unit (C.U.) #220 has 11
part-time bus drivers. VI (2), p. 305.
-Mt. Morris\ .U. #261 has 11 part-time bus

drivers. VI'(2), p. 339.

-Leaf River C.U. #270 has 10 part-time bus
drivers. VI (2), p. 333. (Interview
February, 1983).

-Meridian C.U. #223'has 29 part-time bus
drivers. VI (2), ;\.32#. (Interview
February, 1983).

-Byron C.U. #226 has 15'bus drivers, seven
of which are teachers and available at
school and eight of which are part-time.

VI (2), p. 307.
Furthermore, many police personnel in the EP2

work on a part-time basis:



-Th{\?t. Morris Police Department employs 7
full\time and 12 part-time employees.
VI (2)\p. 343.
-The Byron\Police Department employs 8 full-
time and ls\ba :
g Vi (2), p. 303.
-The 0£§gon Polic;\ epartment emplcys S full-
time and & part-t;jz\officets. Vi (2), p. 317.

rt-time employees.

-The Leaf River Police Department had no

resource summary. Q\\
Generally, the IPRA-Byron, Revision 0, fails to indicate
the nuzber of volunteer personnel who are necessary or
available to perforz the responsibilities assigned. The
plans do not (1) assess the availabdbility of volunteers
during hours in which many are employed outsie the EPZ;
(2) take into consideration inevitable personal conflicts
in the responses of volunteers who have families in the
EPZ; or (3) give consideration to the possibdility that
soze volunteers who may perform well in non-nuclear
disasters might refuse to participate in a nuclear dis-
aster at the Byron Station.

IESDA has failed to assexble data on. (1) the work
location of volunteers and time needed for their response
to emergency notification; (2) the number of volunteers
with families in the EPZ; and (3) the number of volunteers
who would refuse to respond at all to nuclear emergencies.
This data as noted by the Atomic Safety and Licensing
Board in Zimmer, Docket No. 50-358-06, June 21, 1982,



would indicate the need to recruit additional pPersonnel /¢,

R =
to provide adequate response on a 24-hour basis and give "
8Ome assurances that assigned volunteers could and would -

in fact - respond when needed.

—— e — —

e i ——



N

Q.

A.

tre you familiar witk the number of educationsl facilitier

ituated within the plurme exposure pzthwey of the emergernc:

plgnning 2one?
I

-~

The plume exposure puathway of the emergency planning

zone K:cludes 19 elementery, secorcezry, special ecduceticn

ar? collere facilities.
Uave ysu\investigat2d the adeguacy of eveouaticn [.ansg
for the schocls referred tc in the previcucs juesticns

)

ipetion allowed ysu t2 =ere COonc.UFLIInS
2s t> wretrer the rescective schecl districtls nisre=R ¢
eufficient nanter\of tures focr & tirmel; ard orier.y

transzortetion of {= students frc~ the rchozle t2

s
'J

o hotid
- e .

™M

receivin: sitee during evecu

7
2

Yee, Tre scro2l districts pcEsess no Sulh TerIurles,
\
Ccle County E2ucaticnel Sfervices issisternt Suresirtentans (b
Y v
\ R, i
Cravles Faves provide? me witr a list nf schocl Yus L‘
. 4 \ AT

\
resources in an interview on January 21, 15

attacred the 1ist to this affidavit as Eyhitit ¥,

Tris list and subseguent discus:§ons withk 8ckocl

\

Suserirntenients David Turner (Vt. %grr:s Ce==unity
Unit #2€1), J. Yickzel Mzlorney Leaf\si"er seensrdt

Unit #270), and David Miller (YeridiaﬁxC:::;nxty veit folY
provided the following treardown of stu‘ict populatiorn

and tus availatility in the =22 scnool districts:



Fumber of Availeatle Puses'
Scrool DisWNriect Ctudents Fuses Cazacity

Oregen C,U, #2 1,237 1 625
Meridian C.U, r22

1,330 18 1,138

Byron C,U. #22€ 925 12 780

\
Mt., Yorris C.U. #261 7 420 \
Leaf River C.V., #2720 ; 7 &cz

Total

win
‘N

-_—

C« PFow Qi2 school adninistrators respon? to cuections receria Sl

ing thg\feasibility of an evacuation 2uring bue trane-

portation of children at the ccmmencerment or ter-inaticn

of the scﬂocl day?

\
A. (1.) Echool districts in the EX2 possess neither the

Y-

cazatility ncr\the numter of buses nececssary to afford e~

transportation for thre evacuation of school children during

such times of day. It has come to my attention that

communication with school buses is insufficient or

non-existent (affidavits of Miller, p. 5, and Mezlorev,

PP. 5-€); and that multiple\routes and tripe will mean t

that tre school population will be widely disgerse?

between those in transit and those lccated at ezcor Scr--1

-
-

site,

(2.) Tre ™t, Morris Commurnity Unit #2€1, Meridian

Commurity Unit #227 and leaf River Ccr=urmity Unit #272

school districts do not maintain tre caratility to pro-stlv

rFhts,

summon part-time bus drivers who are em:clcyed elsewtere

\ [}
J
/

\ -

\




-

w
|

during \Xfae day (affidavits of Turner, Miller and Maloner),
The schodl superintendents have 2lso asserted ir intervie.s
and in the{; affidavits that many bus érivers will not te

availadle for evacuation driving due to family ccnzerne, ,L\ﬂ~

CNA
' N

They have further stazted that the nu-ber of bus érivers
willing to participate will decline vith eac: succerssive
trip (affidavits~ef Turner, pp. €=7; "iller, p. €; o2

ari Yaloney, p. 6)\

(3.) School auperi)&endents have clezrly stzted in |
interviers en? affidaskis trat they have teen cdenied =n L‘l;_1p~/

' 4 \ . »
active role in erergency planning., The surerinter“erss

do not consider evacuation plens for their facilicies t¢
\
\
be adejuate or cepatle of i=zlementaticn (effidzvite c¢f |
\ —

surner, Miller ar? 2&1cney).\
\

.et, eccording to IF7i2-2yron, Revieicn C, vill te tle —\W
\

eRSTZeEnNcy resporee rcle 0 the Cgle Scunty Surorirntendens

of Zducatioral Services? ‘\

A
The IF3:-2yron, Revision O, states tret the Cgle County i
. . - 2 g . . (A'V""M
sugerintendent of Tducaticrnal Services erell croriicess
and dispztch dus resources frcm outside trhe affecse” . Q‘vv—'

porulaticrns within the Z37 which resu

JRh=Fyron, Revision C, TI (), pp. Tl (Tl



Q.

A.

In ysur investigeticn ¢ the adejucey of tre I T .=%yron,
Revisicn C, rave you mgde gny findings relevont
facet ¢cf the :lian?

Yes, I vwi§. t: aake znovn the fIllivingss

£1.) Ocile Crusty Zugerintertert of

ey sosler an® ris cmelistane, Mhgrles Vsrem, Forted .7//;.

Py I ‘e

- ¥ -9 .o : é ne A - &» v, .. < Moo o B YO, ¢ &
(2. ENOEL BAZETINISLPer.tE B2 Ths aRTir Treirgwite Mets

" e - : -~ " b PO & & -~ 3 e d A ~ . ..
f2€1, 3 BIVET SermunisSy SNt Fa s Vit hmrcand e

s:dject t0 overlos? as <re Dutlin]es notiflel,

2 12 eveounte

(4,) SWNho2l districts would te hard -veese ¥ Tpth.

S$2=¢ se2tor T tre TV ever

necescsitate the evacuation of Oft sok 3 v. en?

etout 400 instituticnalize? transyortstion degerncdert
persons rcre than the two schoel distrists carrring cozec. %l
N



-
4

(5.) Coordinatinp~dhe bus rescurces will recuire adﬂitic:zigﬁ.p/w

X

28C0 Evecustion Time Zstirztes-

time not accounted for i he
Byron,

(€.}

-

~
e cocperation of school suzerintendents outside

telechone conversgtion cn Fetrusry &, 1932, tret lLis

district's bdbuses wou naot te aveailatle for ucse in | }

reported in a survey dated Jenugry 24, 1227, thatl ke !

not bYeen contacted by county or sthte EIT. officiels v

recariing thre Eyron E-ergency R-s;:r.se\?:an.\:"‘"" =y ol

(7:) ~re ability of schrool districts outside tre Z77 to

ascist in tré transporiation cf students or the perer:z:

soculace inside tre EFZ is very limited;
(a.) Zre terintendents of tvo Ozle Csourntyr Sistrictrs ‘
outside th rave entizated long motilizsticr tires,

Dr, Jarmes Egan of
#1842, stated in a surdey returned Jaznmuary 2¢, 1997, N
trat one to two hours wo
versonnel sufficient to man

E.hnT2,
bures,, In 2 eurvey returnec Jatyery 28, 1857, Tirecdcre

two hours 2s necessary for mobilizetidOg of drivers, (fwhst2)
(v.) Tre availatility of these bus drivers would dererni

on their willirngcness to enter a contezminzted reZ-ictn

or.e or more tines.



(c.) The distahges over which non-k”Z school buses i
(onnvm
must travel will 1ixit their ability to offer tirely ame——

b,,.l-&'

assistance in the trandport of E2Z school populatione, .:53

Have\g;ovisions been made to evacuate those none-putlic

schools without available transgsortation? ; (Ow“’L
The school fagilities not incorporated as part of one

particular \school district do not possess sufficient

vehicles foS\a timely and orderly evacuation,

(1.) During the weeks of January 3rd and February 7th, 1323,

I had two conversations with Jessie B, Kinkle, the idmin-

-nh\

istrative Directo;\gf the Oregon Day Care Center (0ZZC),

I have ccllected the'following information on that facility:

(a.) The OICZ has £2 students presently, tut is
licenced for and Las previously utilized its cagzclity

of €4, Tre center has seven staff me~ters, of ulhick
three to fcur are vorking at ary ore tire,
(t.) The ODZC owns no velicles en? has rc slarns
whick would give staff access to eny tus services
during an emergency. Staf!‘>Rti:1es. when gvailatle,
are not sufficient to transzort more than ten chilédrer,
(¢.) The ODZ7 serves families fxorm Cregon, Diyor end
¥r. Yorris, zrernts are e=:zloyed {n rany diflerent
erezs arsund Czle County. 1f ;aregxs' veiislen
to te used to transzort studernts during en emergert),
so~e 4C-60 vericles vill begin erriving\at or nezr t.c
day care center, Tre CDCT is located on the cornsr

of Second Ctreet eand Tast “asiingtor Street\(Zoute £




eral hundred feet from the only easgtern

f Cregon === the wasrirngton Street bricce.

~here are nz provistons in 17R2-Syron,

AN} - Y-
Srarles &

ru~-ber of conversaticns with

~ - P
Sonoerstive

tre Director of \the Cgle County tducatioral

. -
eVas

ty ¥r. larmd, anid tlhe afficd

rae sutrmittes orn the Emergency Srejerednecs fontenticiv
\
ie gpperant that the Cregcr. fnnex vigh Schocl in Cregcer
tre Czle County mrzinztle Center in "t, VOrTif Lave ver
\
1i4+le hone of self evmouetisn (la=t groidgeit.. %
\
Yucee zve cwned Ty eitLel f20i1i4r, Cre oomiraciel ‘-
zaszserer van-tus 1S rve;&atle 2aring nogt LOurf s . et
das San Sh teanaport ¢ X ro~tined siudert LIzultt.f
- q9e (32, 7. &), Zukicic =:§C;1 val:jalep 410 net 7
i

veiletle on & timely Loscr Pab gietas e TPCI.T VAT
sw gl e Tonivatle merter iIf, pe XKoo CT i%y eatout b
cffer eo72 tranezsortatiicon £ srofRundly randiseo;e?
esudegntc gt 4he Trzinplle Cernter ?X@T.

(*.) Tre Tevedd mefe Tiel? :;';us—skt:;t be WU SSLNTS
g ti=ely or orier.y Tonnel. Trosust s\Fetzuas, T, ol
ipsgmrigy with Johw frnders, N6 foatid®e mare cep, T 0F
gztierec? tle £5132vin= informeticon °% t?>\fe=9:';l:‘_

-~ - - S~
Sa~sus ranges

passaze:

.

..
v
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timely Apd orderly evacuation is further hindered by the

fact that the only route to the campus is alsoc the only
exit for oveX 100 recreational vehicles and many more day
visitors who fraguent Lowden State Park during the
sunzertime.
(4%.) Throuéh a survey and interviews (Februafy 9th and
17th, 1983) with Rolert Glaser, director of the Village
of Progress Inc., 1 have ascertained the following infcr-
mation on that facility's ability to self-evacuate. The
Village of Progress has adbout 10Q students at the present

time. The facility presently contracts with KAL

-

\

Buslines, Inc., for two dbuses, one o;\\Qi:f is availatle
at the facility during the day. _—

Havh _ycu investigated the availability of emergency

medicalNfacilities with trained staff, equipment, and
written prgtocols for responding to a radiological
exergency at the Byron site?

Yes, I have. WX\th input from Radiologist Dr. Celow
Edwards and Dr. Jo\n Hansen of Rockford, 1 adapted New
York Public Interest Research Center ("NYFIRC")
Radiological Emergency sponse Survey (developed by
James L. Murphy MPH and Joagn E. Harriss MPH) to address
the hospitals in the nine coully Regional Health Service
Area of Northwestern Illinois. 1ile the specifics of
the survey were developed by those the Medical and
public health professions, the parazetgrs of the survey
were determined by NUREG 0€54 II (L and which address

the level of preparedness (in terms of equipgent, training



of pursonnel and pre-established protocols) required of

medical) support facilities surrounding nuclear stations.
I also hdped to determine from the survey the extent to
which CECo\and IESDA planners had assisted the hospitals
surrounding \the Byron Station in developing a compre-
hensive reg%p al response plan. A copy of theisurvey is
attached to thds affidavit as Exhibit M. The survey was
described by Dr.\David Jedlonowski, ER Physician at St.
Anthony Hospital Rockford as "thorough" and "a real
eye-opener."”

Hospitals were ggnerally uncocoperative. In mid-
Decexbdber, I sent surve to all 15 hospitals in Illinois
Region One which include¥§ all hospitals within 30 miles
and soxe as far as 70 mil distant. Throughout January
I mace follow-up phone callg, mailings and carried on a
lergthly ca::paign to convince\ the Illincis Hospital
Association (IHA) Survey Commixtee to approve the survey.
The IHA, however, recommended thit the survey not be
conmpleted because litigation involying the hospitals
could ensue. Despite this I receivad four co~pleted
surveys: from Rochelle Community HosgRital in Rochelle,
Highland Hospital in Belvidere, Sandwick Community Hospi-
tal in Sandwich, and Savanna City Hospitay in Savanna.
The tabulated results of these surveys are ypresented in
a table attached to this affidavit as ExhibidWN.

0f the respondents to my survey:

---no hospital had staff training in the trRatment

of radiation injury and the decontaminatiog of




size

patients (though one nurse at hospital #2 had had
3 hours of hazardous materials training in an
T course).
---sRlf evaluations of staff preparedness to
margge a major radiological disaster (more than
5 vidtims) were "1" "3 and 2 "0's". '
-==N0 ﬁos ital reported having a decontazination
table, contamination showers or lead containers
for disposel of contaminated articles and only
one has an isolation room.
w==orily two of e four has a radiation survey
instruzent.
---three have written protocols for decontaxzination
procedures but noke could claiz to have practiced
the procedures.
---one of the four has § protocecl for dealirg with
a major radioclogical ésaster (5 or more victizs)
but the plans have nevgt been tested.
---gself evaluations for faél ity preparedness for
such a disaster (0-10 scalg) was two "0's" and
two "2's."

---none of the hospitals has ever been contacted

by anyone froz IESDA regarding \the Eyron Emergency

Response Plans and none are awark of any efforts
to assign a support role to their Yacilities.

While these respondents are approximatdly equal in

and possibley representative of the 12 spaller Region

One hospitals, the three Rockford Hospitals ha\e received

special attention. Throughout December, 1962,




January, 1983, I made attempts to obtain information

conderning the preparedness of these thrree hospitals via
and interviews. Dr. Jeblonowski, Head Emergency

Room phy\ician at £t. Anthony Hospital had completed

the survey when administrator Robert Flodin iniervened.

Likewise, Dr. écne at Rockford Memorial Hospifal ("RNH")
was essentially gooperative and discussed decontamination
capabilities of that facility with me during the week
of January 3. Adminixtrator William Dilts, however,

did not see my inquiried regarding Radiological responce

capabilities as "any of (my) business." RMH is the

9

support medica) facility des\gnated by CECo for the Byrcn ,,:;\

Station. (GSEF Byron Annex BYA 4-4). The present state (\__,/

of RvM preparedness is highly redevent since both Dr. ‘

Keene and William Dilts indicated td ase that there would

be no enhancement of the RMH emergency\facilities as a

result of the letter of agreement with CESo. J
————

Have you investigated the availability of equipment and
vehicles for transporting victims of a radiological
accident to medical support facilities?

Yes, I have.

Please describe how this investigatinn was carried out.
Again, I adapted a NYPIRC survey to specifically address
Anbulance medical services in the area surrounding the
Byron Station. A copy of this survey is included with
“Results of the Radiological Zmergency Response Survey:
Ambulance Medical Services" prepared by Comprehensive

Health Planning of Northwest Illinois ("CHIPNI") which is



attcached to the affidavit of Joel Cowen, Executive
Director as Exhibit B. I surveyed ambulance services in
the 9 counties of Northwestern Illinois since the Byron

Station is just 7 miles from the center pointAof the

region. I obtained a comprehensive list of 72 ambulance

services frgp Roy lLeslie, Emergency Medical Services
Coordinator for Regicn 1 and mailed or hand delivered a
copy of the survey to all 72 between December 20 and
December 22, 1982. Follow-up phone calls and visits were
made during the weeks of January 3 and January 10 to
encourage response. Roy lLeslie received more than 20

calls from ambulance services about the survey ani he,

too, encouraged them to respond since he considered it
to be a good exercise.

In order to assure a timely collation of survey
results, the study was terminated on January 31 and all
raw questionaairs were given to Joel Cowen, Executive
Director of CHPNI. -

Q. What information did you obtain from the survey regardirg
the availadility of equipnent and vehicles for transport-
ing victims of radiological accidents to medical support
facilities?

A. "Results of the Radioclogical Emergency Response Survey:
Ambulance Medical Services" thorouvghly evaluated these
criteria from NUREG 0654 Chapter II, Section L. I refer
to Cowen affidavit Exhidit B question 16 on page 9,
questions 21-23 on page 10, and notes B and 9 on page 1l.

) The only EPZ ambulance service which did not respond to



the survey was the Byron FPD. I-aeked

Steve Walters on February & if his amdbulances woul
used to transport contaminated individuals to & supporting

hospital. He responded that he didn't €w. "That

hasn't been worked out yet." The on Fire Protection

District is named in the ByronAnnex to the CECe GSEP as

providing ambulance servigés for the Byron Station.

(BYA 4-4) as is requjred by NUREG 0654 Chapter II,
Section B.9. Acco ing to IPRA-Byron, Revision 0, the
Byron Fire otection District doesn't have any radiaticn
survey instruments or protective equipment. IPRA-Byrcn,
Revjfion O, Chapt. 2, p. 301, Byron Fire Protection
strict Resource Summary is attached to this afficdavit
(:as~£xh&a&%—o.—-
——

Did e survey address any other areas regarding the
prepzj:éness of axzbulance services to respond to a
radiologigzl‘emergency?
Yes. Among other things, the survey results provide data
showing the inadequacy of training for ambulance Corps
members pursusant t;\NUREG 0654, Chapt. 2, Section 0 and _ \
L. I refer to Cowen a;}iQavit Exhibit B, questions 5-9 IJ\b,
on pp. 6-7 and notes 1-5 ;; ppP. 11-12.

The survey results indiggte the almost total abdbsence

of protccols for responding to a radiological accident

and no clearly defined roles for ambul:?ce services,
pursuant to NUREG 0654, Chapt. 2, Sectibn§ Aand L. 1

N\
refer here to Cowen affidavit Exhibit B, questions 1&-19
N

on pp. B-9.



Acgording to IPRA, Volume 1, Chapt. 10 and IPRA-

Byron, Revigion 0, Chapt. 2, Sectiocn M, training is to

be provided r personnel involved in emergency response

functions. Accoxding to IPRA-Byron, Revision 0 "Specific
training for emergency workers is performed oﬁ a <
continual basis during the planning process an municipal- " S
ities in th; EPZ of en;h\nuclear power plant site in

Illinois.” The page of I\\ -Byron, Revision 0, devoted

to 'Training Consideratio:?A?§I (2), p. 381) attached to
this affidavit as Exhibit P. This is clearly an excerp:
from Volume I of IPRA which has yet to be implemented I oA
in the Byron EPZ with regards to the amdulance services

arnd the fire department rescue squads whieQ\respcnded to

the survey.
\ /

~

dependence on ccxXxercial telephones and radio begins. N

Both systems are subject to overload. Carl Swon,

at 4). This frequency is used by Rjvery fire protection

district and amdulance service (except Byron) in the EFZ.
The IPRA-Byron, Revision O 'CommurNcations Network

Sunmary' VI (2) pages 277, 279, 281, 283

this affidavit az Exhidbit Q. There are no

re attached to

ovisions



the notification of Winnebago County officials

officials are not included in the 'Radio

local municipalities will be through commercial telephone
(v (2), p. 9‘

carried out by the Ogle County Superintendent of

. All emergency communications to be

Educational Serviges must be by commercial telephone
lines. The Ogle Coynty Superintendent has an on going

role in coordinating \transportation resources which is

™~

dependent on the integhity of the local phone lines
for hours after the pudblic is notified that a radio-
logical accident has occured.
According to IPRA-Byron, Rekision O, what communications
systems will be relied upon\}pr mobilizing and main-
taining communications with emergency response personnel
in the event of an accident at the Byron Station re-
quiring their services for the igplementation of
protective actions?

The IPRA-Byron, Revison 0. states ant communications
between school superintendents and fleld personnel will
be maintained by telephone or radio. oxmercial phone
lines will be the only means by which sgthool superinten-
dents Miller (Meridian C.U. #223), Turn;}\(Mt. Morris
C.U. #28l1) and Maloney (Leaf River C.U. #270) can notify

bus drivers that they are needed for evacuation driving.

(Affidavits of Miller, Turner and Maloney).
It is suggerted at VI (2), p. B7 and 207 Yhat

school superintendents David Miller and Michael

~
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use éheir telephone or radio to communicate with their
field personnel during emergency operations. Neither

Mr. Miller nor Mr. Malconey have radios with which to
commun}%ate with his bus drivers (Miller affidavit, p. 5;
Maloney }Ifidavit. P- 5). Superintendent Turner of Mt.
Morris C.U.\’has radics for his buses but he is instructed
(IFRA-Byron, Revision 0 VI (2), p. 223)ileave his base
station and r:}ort to the Mt. Morris EOC.

According tb the ‘Byron Superintendent of Schools
Resource Summary',\Superintendent Bill Brown has three
C.B. radios with whia? to communicate with his 15 buses.
VI (2), p. 307. \

\
Continental Telerhone representative Charles Strarc

indicated to me in a Feb;uary 7 phone conversation that N
phone equipment is engineerid for average daily use.

Use of capital outlays is an\efficient ‘upper nineties.'
The IPRA-Byron, Revision 0, has no contingency plans

in the event of an overload of telephone lines.

Are there guidelines for radiolo;;cgl emergency response
plans in NUREG 0654 which concern pfgnning outside of
the EPZ7?

Yes. Protective measures to be used for éhe ingesticn
pathway are descrided, as are guidelines Ior\:he siting
and organization of host facilities. NUREG 06§§ also
recognizes (persuant to planning bases in 0396)\$hat

one out of the four primary reasons for selectiné‘a
10-mile radius EPZ was that ‘'detailed planning wi%hin
10 miles would provide a substantial base for expansion

of response efforts in the event that this proved



ecessary.' (p. 12, NUREG 0654, FEMA Rep. 1, Rev. 1).

ThAe dedbate over the size of the EPZ continues and I have
attached a brief summary of existing argument for ex-
terndi : the EPZ as Exhibit R. NUREG 0654 clearly
ctntos‘xhat for the most serious accidents, protective
actions would need to be taken outside the planning
zones. Jd p\1l. NUREGC 0654, pp. 11-12 are attached !
as Exhibit S.

In the event ihat. protective actions (evacuation,
sheltering, control. of access and regreseg, radioc-pro-
tective drugs) became necessary beyond the EPZ, would
plans in place within\lg miles provide a base for the
expansion of response efforts?

No, because: \

1. Notification procedgres outlined in BYA &4-5
cannot be expanded to provide'{gr the prompt notificaticn
of the pudlic beyond the lo-milé EPZ. The applicant
relies on permanently installed s}rens and a mobile
pudlic address system. No such sirens exist outside
the EPZ. The applicant's alternativ;\yystem of motile
public address systems is impractical fé{ larger popula-
tions in Rockford, Freeport, Dixon, Sterling and Rochelle;
no plans are in place to notify the more sp;rsely popu-
lated rural areas.

2. The applicant has developed no evacuation time
estimates for areas outside the 1lOmile EPZ for use bty
those responsible for choosing protective actions.

3. To the northeast and within the first 10-nile

&0



91

incregertal expansion of the planiing base is most of
the cify of Rockford, Illinois. The Rockford area has
a total

lation dis

pulation of about 204,000. Taking the popu-
ibution by campus sector, we find.that the

\ :
Sector C (22{‘ with a northeast centerline) population

within the {i)st 10 miles stands at 1,577, while a
second 10 miles adds 114,598 persons. This is an increase
in population by a factor of 72.7.

Similarly, Segqu G (southeast) has 261 persons
within 10 miles, lnd\ﬁumps to 11,528 within only an
additional 10 miles. fh%s is a 44-fold increase.

There is a clear chinge from rural to urban areas.
Besides huge numerical inc;eases. additional protlems are
caused by high density urban‘a;eas (e.g., traffic, heavy
industry which must be shut down, people dependent upon
public transportation). SOuthw;st Rockford is character-
ized by all of these factors.

L. No plans have been made f&r‘the relocation of
persons outside the EPZ. Wisconsin Division of Emergency
Covernment Deputy Adzinistrator Gordo;\Reece has confirzed

\

\
that no plans have been made to relocate Rockford
\
residents in Wisconsin. \\

5. Finally, the public outside the EPZ would be
totally uninformed as to the actions to be igken (e.g.,
sheltering, evacuation) in order to protect %Qemselves from
radicactive effluents. \

The emergency plans pruposed by the state and the

applicant for the 10-mile EPZ fail to 'provide a sub-

>
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M
stantial base for expansion of responsibie efforts in
the event that this proved necessary' (NUREG 065%,

p. 12).
Although Commonwealth Edison responded to a DAARE/

"

SAFE interrogatory as follows: "if evacuation or any .
other protegtivg ﬁ:asures became necessary beyond 10

miles, they oﬁid be izplemented as an extension of the
measur:;/p anned for within the 1l0-mile area," such an

expansy®tn is not feasible by present planning.



Are you familiar with CECo's "Evacuation Time Estimates

for the Plume Exposure Pathway Emergency Planning Zone
of the Byron Nuclear Generating Station" dated December,
1982, ("Evacuation Time Estimates - Byron")?

Yes, I ax. L
Have you read and studied the relevent regulations and
guides for the preparation and evaluation of Evacuation
Tize Estimates?

Yes. 1 have read interalia 10CFR, Sections 50.3%; 50.47;
50.57 and NUREG 0654, FEMA-Rep. 1, Rev. 1. I have read
and studied 10 CFR, Section 50.47 (b) (10) and NUREG
0654, II. J. 8; 1I. J. 10 (i), (m), and Appendix 4.

Has Evacuation Time Estimates - Byron been prepered in
accordance with these regulations?

Certainly not. Evacuation Time Estimates - Byron fails
to comply with NUREC 0654, Apprendix 4 because:

does not translate population data

into two subgraups: those using autos and those
without autos (NUREG- 0654, Appendix &, 1I-A,

p. 4-2).

2. The study\does not give special attention to
those households not having automobiles (ld
11-A, p. b-}).\\Yehicle data was derived from
demographic data:iqd the number of vehicles
registered in Ogle ;hd Winnebago Counties.
(Evacuation Time Estim:tes - Byron, p. 3-1)

Each houserold is then as;u?ed to represent

one vehicle because there are, numerically,

enough to go around. (Id)

O



3.

s
P
The study does not develope accurate estimates
of transient pcpulations using local data such
as peak tourist volumes and employment data of
large factories (NUREG 0654, Appendix &4, 1I-B,

pP. 4-3). The study misrepresents nofmal and
seascnal transient populations. Table 3-4
"Canps and Recreation Areas Within the Emergericy
Planning Zone" is attached to this Affidavit as
Exhibit T. Numerous phone interviews and
personal interviews with owners and representa-
tives of camps and recreational areas conducted
between December, 1982, and February, 1983,
letters received from said spokespersons during
Fedbruary, 1983, and examination of the FSAR and
a Department of Ccmmerce and Community Affairs
publication titled "Rock River Valley," dated
June, 1982, have led me to conclude that the

data presented in Table 3-4 is far from accurate.
Table 3-4x summarizes the data collected during
my investigation of this issue. Table 3-4x is
attached to this Affidavit as ExhibitU . Should
an emergency occur on a summer weekend, decision
makers using CECo time estimates would be
overlooking 450 night time campers at Lowden
State Park, almost 800 at Lake Louise and as
many as 1,100 at Lake LaDonna. During a holiday
weekend up to 2,300 mz e persons would enter the
roadway system at Lake LaDonna than CECo planners

would have us believe.



The study does not indicate the critical assurp-
tions which underlie the time estimates, e.g.,
peak transient versus off-peak transient (NURZ:
0654, Appendix &, IV-A, p. 4-7).

: .
The study does not address the relative signifi-|

cance of alternative assumptions (ld, IV-Alﬂ—_—/'f'
p. 4-7).

f\s study does not make evacuation time estirates

for\ each special facility on an individual basis
(1d,\JI1-C, p. 4-3; IV-B, p. 4-10). The Village

of Progress and the Oregon Day Care Center are
listed.}n Table 3-2 as schools. (Table 3-2 is
attached \li Exhibit V.) Schools are designated Iz
in Section 4.2 of the Evacuation Time Estimates - -
Byron as speclal facilities. (Sect.on 4.2 is
attached as Ex;ibit\/.) But evacuation time »L:
estimates were ngi calculated for Village of
Progress and the o;egon Day Care Center. (Tabtle ,f.-
6-2 "Special Facilit}gs Evacuation Time Estizates"

is attached as Exhibitﬁl.)

The study does not describe special facilities'

highly individualized mean; of transportation

(NUREG 0654, II-C, p. 4-3). The differing
transportation capabilities of the Oregon Annex

School, The 0Ogle County Trainabl:\ enter, The

Lorado Taft Field Campus, White Pines Manor

Nursing Home, and Pinecrest Manor Home for the

Aging are well documented in the Affidavits of

Thomas Bowes, (pp. 2-5), Gary Montel, (;}\ L-6),



Yc

and Charles Lamb, (pp- 3-5, 7-9). The pudlic
schools, tod, have vaiying transportation capatili-
ties to which the time estimates are insensitive.
The insensitivity is both general (all districts
have mobdilization and transportation:problems
according to Affiarts Miller, Turner and Malorey)
and specific (the Oregon Superintendent of
Schools can transport less than half his student
population in one trip as ex?lained in this
testimony at p.aS ).
The study does not consider the special facilities®
highly individualized mobilization times for
equipment and manpower (NUREC 0654, Appendix &,
IV-B, p. &4-9).

a) 0gl\e County Jail inmates are, acccrding

to thw IPRA-Byron, Revision 0, to wait

Z holding center vehicles to

drive to Oregon to pick them up, yet
their evacuatioh time is the saxe for

Oregon Bible College students who can

ehicles and
L)
b) Stran&§iy enough, the Oregon Annex

simply get into private
leave. (Table 6-2, Exhidbit

School and the White Pines Manor Nursing
Home are\\ble to mobilize vehicles and
evacuate (54 winutes) before their i,;
source of transportation, the Oregon

School District, is able to complete

its evacuation (55 minutes).

N\

N\
\



g.

c)

T7

e statement in Section 4.2 (Exhidit|/)
that "The individual mobilization ti=e
estimates for each special facility
have been combined with the travel
time out of the plume exposure pathway
EPZ to c11:§late the total special
facilities evacuation time (sic)" is ST
pure nonsense (R. 4-7). No individual
mobilization times have been calculated.

If the special fa;}lities are arranged
in order of the distance required to
travel out of the EPZ, ‘the total
evacuation times line up accordingly.
Mobilization times are a :Ehstant. not

a variadble, factor in the Evac<?tion

Time Estimates.

fhe study does not use time of day considerations

fo;\kpecial facilities: (NUREGC 0654, IV-B,

P 4-18}

a)

b)

Nhi{; Pines Nursing Home has 15 staff
d

Q{\:uring the day and three at
night. \(Bowes Affidavit, pp. §-6)

on

}\ \:\)
-
ﬁ

\

\
Pinecrest\hanor has 40 staff on duty
during the day but as few as three or
four at night. \XMontel Affidavit,

pp. 6-7) \\\\b
Time of day is clearly a variable to be considered

in deternining evacuation timesf\\



10.

ad 4

The study does not use area specific weather
characteristics (NUREG 0654, Appendix &, IV-aA,
Pp. 4-6, 4-7).

It is assumed in the Evacuation Time 5
Estimates that there will be a 30% reduction in i ,;>
roadway capacity during adverse weather (p. 4-5).

x This assunption is based on Hwy. Research
Record No. 321 (1970) titled "The Environmental
Influence of Rain on Freeway Capacity." Rain is
not the major impediment to roadway travel in
northern Illinois and there are no freeways in
Ogle County. A snow or ice covered county road
would have been a more appropriate case for study.

Allow me to quote the FSAR on this, “"Severe
winter storms, those that produce snowfall in
excess of six inches and often are accorpanied
by damaging glaze, are responsitle for more
damage in Illincis than any other form of severe
weather.” (FSAR ot 2.3.1.2.3.) These st~=s
occur five times per year in the state and
average 14.2 hours in length. Id. The north-
western area of Illinois, including the Byron
Station, has the highest frequency in the state
(144 storms over six inches in the last 60
years). JId. The life of the plant then, may
see over 70 such storms in addition to the two
days glaze per year in Ogle County. 1Id

Bad weather has other effects on Evacuation

Time Estimates including:



&) the number of accidents increases

dramatically thus slowing traffic;

b) snow removal duties will reduce the
Ogle County Highway Deparment's and
the State Highway Departmenfs adbility
. to perform other tasks vital to prompt
‘ evacuation, viz., notification of the
pudblic, access and traffic control
(IPRA-Byron, Revision 0, VI (1)p. 27;
VI (2) p. 120); and
c¢) other emergency workers will be delayed
in getting to their posts.

NUREG 0654 . states explicitly, "...a

northern site with a high summer tourist pcpula-

tion should consider rain, flooding, or fog as N
the adverse conditions as well as snow with L .
winter population estimates" (NUREGC 0654,

Appendix &, pp. 4-6 - 4-7). Evacuation Time
Estimates - Byron exhibits no such sensitivity
to local conditions.

11. The study does not identify the adverse weather
frequency used. (ld, IV-A, p. 4-6) :

12. The study does not present each of the evacuation
time components alone, with the total evacuation
time (NUREG 0654, Appendix &, IV-A, p. 4-6) in
a format as exhibited in Table 2 (1d, &4-16).

A tadle of this nature would have forced
) the Evacuation Time Estimates - Byron authors

to recognize other inadequacies of the document
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presented herein.-
13. The study does not give consideration to the /’f,_—'
impact of peak populations including behaviora1’1 P
aspects (Id, IV-B, p. 4-10). _ -
14, e study does not make recommendltiéns for
:f;}bns that could be taken to significantly
improve ‘evacuation times. (14, IV-B, p. 4-10) [ -
The study mentions the deployment of traffic
control (p. 7-2)\but this is hardly innovative.
15. The study does ;::\1nc1ude comments resulting
from a review of the draft by principal organi-
zations (state and local). \(NUREG 0654,
Appendix 4, IV-B, p. 4-10) .

Q. Are there further inadequacies in the Evacuation Time
Estimates which are not related to specific portions of
NUREG 0654, Appendix &4, but which still threaten the
document's credibility and reliability as a tool for
decision makers during a radiological emergency? =

A. Yes, there are.

1. Evacuation Time Estimates - Byron makes the e TR
following assumptions which are not supportable: 'v
P i i

(Section 4.1.3 which contains the assunptions,
is attached to this Affidavit as ExhidityY.)
a) *"All persons within the plume exposure
pathway EPZ when instructed to evacuate,
will leave.™ (p. &4-4)
b) *"People in the outer primary evacuation
tones will not evacuate when an inner

primary evacuation zone is the only



c)

d)

e)

5/

zone to be evacua.ed." (p. 4-5)
"Traffic rules and controls will be
obeyed, only the proper travel lane
will be used (not shoulders or opposize
flow lanes)...* (p. 4-5)

Assumptions 1, 2 and 3 run -“untrary
to expected human behzavior and comror
sense. The plan should consider ttre
relative significance of alternative
assucptions (NUREG 0654, IV-A, p. 4-7).
"The prompt pubdblic notification system,
which utilizes sirens, will be used.
(Based on this system, the time to
notify essentially 100% of the full 1
plume exposure pathway EPZ populaticr {r—ﬁﬂ<’
has been estimated to be 15 minutes).”

(p. 4-5)

On the contrary, according to state
plans, *"Provisicns exist to warn 1007
of the population within the entire
pluze exposure EPZ within a 45 minute
tize pericd.” (IPRA, Volume I, Ch. §;

IPRA, Volume VI, Ch. 2, p. 10)

"The pecple without cars will receive

rides from either neighbors or designated
public service vehicles." (p. 4-5) /«,LJ’;

As discussed in this testimony, / '
no adequate plans exist for the use of ;

public service vehicles in transporting



homebound residents or those without a

vehicle at home. Relying on neighbors
is a more realistic assumption but it
is an assumption far ahead of pudlic
consciousness.
f) *"Adequate transportation will be
available for summer camps.”
Summer camps are only listed in
the IPRA-Byron, Revision 0. No provi- ;
sions have been made for their trans- E:—;_;;__,
portation. Ruth Little, Executive
Director of the Rock River Valley
Council of Girl Scouts, reported to me
on January 13, 1983, that Cazp McCorzick,
located in the EPZ, has abcut two cars
for 90 campers.
The PNacuation Time Estimates - Byron falsely
claim to\have obtained mobilization and loading

times for ecial facilities from adrministrators

of those facilities (ExhibitW). 1IESDA officials
are purported to\have obtained a 30 minute

mobilization time ({ime required to obtain

transportation and prepare to leave) froz schocl
officials. Affidavits bf school officials
Maloney (p. 9), Miller (p)9 ), Turner (p. 9-10),
and Lamdb (p. B8) all deny this. Nursing hozes
were assigned the same mobilization times.

Affidavits of Montel (p. 8-9) an{\Bowes (p. 8)

aggress.ively deny the adequacy of ‘these estimates

L




. ' RADIOLOGICAL EMERGENCY RESPONSE SURVEY
AMBULANCE MEDICAL SERVICES

How many people are active members of your Ambulance Corps at this time?

30-Mile -
Emploved Region EPZ Radius -
o~
0-10 6 1 5 Aa
11-20 11 1 5 By
21-30 13 2 11 &
31-40 0 3 .
41+ 3 0
¢ 8
Mean 23.0 19.5 24,7 S
Median 19.0 19.0 24.0 z
Total 760 78 593 g
o
2 How many of these people are Emergency Medical Technicians (EMTs)? =
&
30-Mile o
EMTs Region EPZ Radius 2
0= 5 - 0 “
6-10 13 3 10
11-15 10 1 6
16-20 4 0 3
21+ 2 0 1
Mean il.7 10.0 11.0
Median 10.0 10.0 10.0
Total 387 40 265
2 EMTs 50.9% 51.32 44.7%
s How many ambulances does your Ambulance Corps operate?
No. 30-Mile
Ambulances Region EPZ Radius
1 12 1 9
2 19 3 13
2 1
4 1 1
Mean 1:7 1.8 1.8
Median 2.0 2.0 2.0
Total Ambulances 57 7 42
4. Is your Ambulance Corps part of the Police or Fire Department in your area’
30-Mile
Region EPZ Radius
Response No. No. No. 2
Yes 24 i iy - 3 .02 20 83.3%
No 9 27.32 1 25.02 A 16.7%




Have you or'yout Corps had in-service training on emergency response
to ionizing radiation injury and/or decontamination procedures in

the past five years?

Region EPZ
Response No. z No. 2
Yes 9 27.32 1O 25.02
No 23 69.72 3 75.0%
No Response 1 3.0 0 0.0%2

Have you or yéht Corps had any other training pertinent to an emergency

response to above?

Region EPZ
Response No. x No. 2
Yes 3 9.1% 0 0.0%
No 26 78.8% 3 75.0%
Don't Know 2 6.1% 1 25.0%
No Response 2 6.1% 0 0.0%

/ How many Corps members are compatent in

Region EPZ

Response No. 2 No. z
Some 5 15.2% 0 0.02
None 26 78.8% 4 100.0%
Don't Know 1 3.0% 0 0.0%
No Response 1 3.0% 0 0.0%
# Competent 19 0

% Competent 2.5% 0.0%

How many Corps members are competent in
and treatment of individuals exposed to

Region EPZ
Responie No. 2 No. 2
Some 7 21.22 0 0.02
None 24 12.7% 4 100.0%2
No Response 2 6.12 0 0.02
# Competent 33 0
% Competent 4.32 0.0%2

30-Mile
Radius
No. %

@ 25.0%
18  75.0%
0 0.0%

30-Mile
Radius

No. 2
3 12.5%
19 9. 2%
1 4,2%
1 4.22

the evaluation of exposure levels?

30-Mile
Radius
No. A
& 16.7%
18 75.0%
1 4,22
1 4,22
18
3.0%

the evaluation of decontamination

ionizing radiation?

30-Mile
Radius
No. 2
© 16.72
18 75.0%
2 8.32
22

3.72



z
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¢ 9. ) How prepared are your Ambulance Corps members to respond to a major
vj / radiological disaster?

M 30-Mile
V Ranking Region EPZ Radius
0 21 3 16
1 2 1 i
2 - 0 3
3 2 0 1
“ 1 0 1
5 0 0 0
6 0 0 0
7 1 0 1
8 1 0 1
9 0 0 0
10 0 9 0
Total 32 4 24
No Response 1
Mean | 0.3 s
Median 0.0 0 0.0
Rank Description No. % No. 2 No. 2
(0) not at all 21  65.6% 3. 75.02 16 66.7%
(1-4) not well prepared 9 28.12 [© 25.02 62 25.0%
(5-8) generally prepared 2 6.32 0 0.0% 26>
(9 &§ 10) well prepared 0 0.0x _O 0.0 O O O'
Total 32 100.0% 4 100.0% 24 100.0%
No Response 1

10. To what hospital would you take patients who have been injured in a
radiological emergency?

J0-Mile
Hospital Region Radius
Rockford Memorial
St. Anthony
Nearest Rockfor, Hospital
Sterling Community General.
Rochelle Community
Freeport Memorial
Kishwaukee Community
Sandwich Community
Galena Stauss
Dixon KSB
Pon't Know
No Response
Total

W
«»Ib »-na—-—-u:e-—-a-u>o~?§)

| m
&l-—~ocococococococo~~ |¥

L
b'br—NOOuv-»-NNON

2 Correct (RMH) 6.12 25.0% 8.3%



11. What is the distance from the farthest point in your area to this
hospital?
30-Mile
Region EPZ Radius
Distance in Miles Distance in Miles Distance in Miles
Mean Max. Min. Mean Max. Min. Mean Max. Min.
24.5 55 2 35.0 45 25 23.9 55 2
12. What is the maximum number of tr-uma or medical patients that your Ambulance
Corps can transport at one time?
30-Mile
Region EFZ Radius
Total Total Total
Patients Mean Max. Min. Patients Mean Max. Min. Patients Mean Max. Min.
109 3.3 8 1 18 4.5 8 2 82 3.4 8 1
13. What is the maximum number of non-ambulatory people that your Ambulance
Corps can transport at one time?
30-Mile
Region EPZ Radius
Total Total Total
People Mean Max. Min. People Mean Max. Min. People Mean Max. Min.
163 . 8 | 16 2 25 6.3 12 4 143 6.2 16 2
) l4. Does your Ambulance Corps have a written protocol for radiological
B emergency procedures?
A)hﬂ
2, 30-Mile
Region EPZ Radius
Response 0. A No. 2 No. -
Yes 2 6.0% 0 0.0% D 8.3z
No 31 93.9% _4 100.0% 22 91.7%
Total 33 100.0% 4 100.0% 24 100.0%

15.

Do you have a written protocol for an emergency response to accidents
involving other injuries as well as radiation exposure?

Response

Yes

No_
Total

No. Response

Region
No. 2

12.92

100.0%

&4

27 871.12
I T00.0%
2

EPZ
2

20.02
80.02
100.0%

o wle - l.g

30-Mile
Radius
No.

jre




16. Do you have a written protocol for the transportation of patients
ccentaminated in a radiological emergency?

30-Mile

Region EPZ Radius

Response No. 2 Yo. 2 Bo. 2
Yes 3 9.12 1© 25.02 © 12.52
No 30 _90.9% 3 _75.02 21 87.5%
Total 3 T00.0% % T100.0% 24 100.0%

17. Do you have a written protocol for the evacuation of people dependent
on others for mobility during a radiological emergency?

30-Mile
Region EPZ Radius
Response  No. % No. 2 No. 2
Yes 1 3.2% 0 0.0% 1 4.5%
No 30 _96.8% 4 100.0% 21 95.5%
Total 31 100.0% 4 100.0% 22 100.0%
Don't Know 2 0 2

18. Has your Ambulance Corps ever been contacted by anyone from ESDA
regarding the Byron emergency response plan?

30-Mile
Region EPZ Radius
Response  No. % No. 2 No. %
Yes 8 28.6% 1100. 02 70D 35. 02
No 20 _71.4% 0 0.0 13 _65.0%
Total 28 100.0% 3 100.0% 20 100.0%
Don't Know 5 1 4
1 Are you aware of any efforts to assign a support role to your ambulance
/(\,./ [ service as a part of an integra:ed response to a radiological emergency?
@
\Vf 30-Mile
\’3 Region EPZ Radius
Response  No. % Yo. % No. 2
Yes 1 3.4% 0 0.02 1 4.5%
No 28 96.6% 2 100,02 21 95.52
Total 29 100.0% 2 100.0% 22 100.0%
Don't Know 4 2 2



emergency resulti

nuclear facility?

Region
Members
Responding Avg. lnsggnding
180 7.5 s o
No Response:

responding]

21. Do you have any disaster cabinets containing the supplies necessary for
treatment and decontamination in the event of a radiological emergency?

Response

Yes
No

Total

22. Number of Ambulance Corps with protective equipment available for

|

20. How many of your Ambulance Corps members would respond to an
from a radiological release from the Byron

Respondggg Avg. Respondir

EPZ
Members b4 Members
Responding Avg. Responding
58 14.5 74 .4% 122

Region
Bo. 2

1 3.0%2
32 _97.02

3 100.0%2

a radiological emergency.

Type of
Equipment

Gloves
Gowns
Masks

Shoe Coverings
Head Coverings
Personal Dosimeters

Eq

Available Totally
or Partially

Marked plastic bags
as waste containers 1

Blankets

23. Does your Ambulance Corps have any radiation survey instruments?

Resgonle

Yes
No
Total

2/14/83

flooges 1 ¥ 20

uipment

No. 2
6 18.2%
1 3.0%
3 9.1%
1 3.0%
1 3.0%
2 6.1%

3.0%2

11 33.3%

Region

No.

~N o

2

w

2

18.22

81.82

100.0%

Region (8), EPZ (1), 30-mile radius (7).

Not
Available
No. 2
§7 51.52%
23 62.72
el 63.6%
23 69.7%2
23 69.7%
22 66.7%
24 12. 72
10 30.32

- 10 =

[Considered to be members

30-Mile
Radius
No. z
1 4,22
23 95.8%

24 100.0%

Don't Know/
No Response
No. 2
10 30.32

9 27.32
9 27.3%
9 27 3%
9 27 . 3%
9 27.3%

24.,2%
12 36.4%

30-Mile
Radius
z

No.

5 20.82
19 79.2%
24 100,0%
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APPENDIX 3

ROCKFORD LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS - DAARE/SAFE

RADIOLOGICAL EMERGENCY RESPONSE SURVEY

AMBULANCE MEDICAL SERVICES

January, 1983

Please complete by
January 10 and return: to:

Public Bealth Preparedness Survey

3004 Imperial Oaks
Rockford, IL 61111

e 35 »



GEBFRAL CUESTIONS ABCUT MMECIANCE CORPS

1l hmp@nmﬁw“dmmmnmm?

Narter
i. How mny of these pecple are Dnergency Medical Technicians?

Narcar
3. hm&ﬂm“mmmm

Nonoer

4. nvmmmamwzmwmm
ares




Page 2

i

Dates

ii:;thm!
In Bours

Amulance
Members

Pes—cx
Of Training

7. To the best of knowledce
merdErs Ife ccopetent in the

of your Ambulance Corps
tion of exposure levels?

, oW many
evaluats

™ tha best of

p mm.mmmmm
Corps mamters to TESpchd t© a major radiclogical disaster?

(Mcre than five perscns with radiation injury?)

CRCZ OE NOMEER

10

(Totally

MNot at all

)

- 1I§ =



BMERGENCY RESPONSE PROCEDURES
. e —— e e S e e s - S et e

10. To what hospital would you take patients who have been injured in
a z»diclogical emergency?

Name of Bospatal Location

1l. What is the distance £rom the farthest point in your arsa to this
hospital?

Nurcer
13. Wat is the meximm mmber of non-ambulatory pecple that your Ambulance
Corps can tTanspoxt at ane tioe?

19 .



14. Does your Ambulance Corps have a writtsn protocol for radiclogical
emrgercy procedures?

? No Don't Know
I!g.pl-.nin:hthaqyctdnml\dth:hi:m.
ug.wmmmwu.

l4a. Have the decontamination procecures ever been practiced?

_Y? No D't Know
If YES, please caxplete this table.

“bates NUmoer of Part-corants ]

1@. In your estimetion, is this plan fsasihle at this time, given
MMM?

~ las No Don't Koow

- 20 -



Page 5

-, 1S. In the event of a radiclogical emrgency, do you have a written
for an emmrgency response to accidents involving other
imjuries as wall as radiation egosure?

Ben't Koow
( please inclixis a copy of the protocol with this suxvey.
mmumm

1S5a. Bas this emergency response procuiure ever been cracticed?

_Yr NC Don't Row
If &5, please caaplete this table.

Dates NMumbers of Part.c.pants ]

15h. In your estimation, is this plan fsasible at this time,
Fven your presant resources?

“Yas Mo Don't Know

- 31 -
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Page 6

16. mpmaummbmmumapm
mham-m?

_!:T No Den't Know
ég.phn-in:h:hamdﬁ.mmlv&bmsm.
If YES, pleass answer the following questions.

16a. Have the transportation procedures ever been practiced?

Y:.s No D't Know
If Y¥S, please couplete the following table.

Dates Numter of Parcioants

16b. In your estimation, is this plan feasihle at this tims,
Flven your resent resources?

~ Yes ) Dot Row




Page 7

17. Do you have a writtsn protocol for the evacuation of pecple depencdent
cn others for mobility during a radiclogical emergency?

? No Don't Koow
ég_.mmamamma&&nm.
If YES, pleass answer the fullowing questions. |

17a. Have the evactation procedires ever been practiced?

Y:s T No Bt Koow

If ¥ES, please ciplete the following table.

[ Dates Number G Part.ic.oants -
17b. In , is this plan feasible at this time,
Fven your resources?

Yas No Don't Koow

-3 =



Page 8

18. Has yoor Amtulance Cxrps ever besn contactad by anyons from the
' Zpergency Services end Disaster Agency regaxrding the
Byron emergency response plan?

?wm
If YES, please describe was involved in this
contact in the space below.



Page 9

Are_you aware of any efforts to assign a support role
to your Ambulance Service as a part of an integra+ed
response to a radiological emerzency?

h‘ﬁ: I 7) Ben't Roow
nm,mmmmm.

1Sa. Pleass explain you rule in the space provided below.
(Inclixie Evactation procedires as well as Energency
tTeatment and transport.) Please be specific,

Have you ever had a forml discussion of this role with
yor Amulance Corps members?
les

No Don't Fnow
15c. To tha best of your knowledge, given your present membershin
and resturces, how ctfipetent is your Ambulance Corps to ful-

sul®ting from a breach of containment at the
Byron nuclear power plant?

CIRIZ ONE NOMEER
o L 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1o

2R/ =



Page 10
20. To the best of you knowledge, how many of your Ambulance Corps
ﬂnuwdaqndbnmmﬁqm radio-
logical release from the 57ron nucieal fa:;:_.__i::"’
M
(estimats) vy ¢
T Namcar 1[
20a. Please explain the basis for your answer.
BOTPvENT
2. Do you have any disaster cabinets containing the supplies necessar
for treatment and decontamination in the event of radiclogqical !
anergency? *
= Yes No
2. Phahdinudnnﬂc(umy)dthbumlxv:acdw

mmmmmmmmmmw

Gy, (lsate e § 0 woe GUDE e it Mo W
Protactive Gloves
Protactive Gowns
Protactive Masks
Protective Shoe Coverings
Protactive Head Coverings
Personal Dosimetars

Plastic Bags Marked As
Radiclogical Wasts Containers

Alankets

e 26 =
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3. Does your Ambulance Coxrps have any radia ion sovoy instruments?

? No bon & Enow
Itg.gln.uﬂ:n wm following table.

Lo R e -
w/knowledce Range {lc\m Testad
to coerats (mo. /vr.)

I have answered this swvey voalunta ily and t© the best
of my ability.

=27 -



