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JUDGE GLEASON: If we can proceed,

please. I believe the staff witnesses are next in
order.

Mr. Hassell?

MR. HASSELL: The staff would like to
call Mr. Schwartz and Mr. Sears.

JUDGE GLEASON: Will you gentlemen

please step forward.

Mr. Sears, I think you have been

sworn in before.
5 MR. SEARS: Not in his hearing.
Whereupon

SHELDON A. SCHWARTZ and JOHN R. SEARS,
were sworn by the Hearing Officer, and testified
as follows:
DIRECT EXAMINATION

BY MR. HASSELL:

Q. Would each of you please state your
name and occupation for the record?

A. (Witness Schwartz) My name is Sheldon
A. Schwartz. I am deputy director of the Division
of Emergency Preparedness and Engineering Response
at the Nuclear Regulatory Comnaission.

A. (Witness Sears) my name is John R.

Sears. I am a senior reactor safety engineer in

TAYLOE ASSOCIATES
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the Emergency Planning Licensing Branch in the

Division of Inspection and Enforcement, NRC.

Q. Mr. Schwartz, do you have before you
a copy of the testimony of Sheldon A. Schwartz,
deputy director, Division of Emergency
Preparedness and Engineering Response, NRC,
concerning emergency planning contentions relating
to questions 3 and 4 consisting of 6 pages, dated
M~rch 8, 1983, along with a copy of your
professional gqualifications, served on all the

parties on March 8, 198372

A. (Witness Schwartz) I do.

Q. pid you prepare this testimony?
A. (Witness Schwartz) Yes, I did.
Q. Do you have any changes or

corrections that you would like to make in that

testimony?

A. (Witness Schwartz) There are 2a few
minor changes. on page 2, A 5, in the last
paragraph, second line, the word "potential”
should be "protective."

On page 4, the last paragraph, first
line, near the end of the line, it should be "the
TMI accident®” instead of "TIM."

on page 5, the beginning of the first

TAYLOE ASSOCIATES
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paragraph, it says, " The size (about ten miles)";
it should be "after ten miles."

Q. Did you mean to say the second
paragraph there?

A. (Witness Schwartz) The second
paragraph, that's correct.

In the professional qualifications,
the secund paragraph, second line, strike *af®
after "developing."

On the second page, last line of the
first paragraph, it should read, "Committee
subject matters for study,” not "manners for
study."

The last paragraph, second line, end
of paren, it is "widener University."” Strike the
apostrophe and the S.

The next to the last line, last
paragraph, the end of the line it should read,
*"pPressurized water reactor.”

= g With those corrections is the
testimony and statement of professional
qualifications now true and correct to the best of
your knowledge and belief?

A. (Witness Schwartz) Yes, it is.

Q. You adopt that testimony as your own

TAYLOE ASSOCIATES
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for this proceeding?

A. (Witness Schwartz) Yes, I do.

Q. Mr. Sears, do you have before you a
copy of the testimony of John R. Sears, NRC Staff
Commission questions 3 and 4 dated June 7, 1982,
consisting of 59 pages, which has attached a copy
of your professional qualifications, which was
served on the board and parties on June 7, 198272

A, (Witness Sears) Yes.

Q. Do you also have before you a copy of
the supplemental testimony of John R. Sears
relative to commission gquestions 3 and 4
consisting of 4 pages, which was served on the

board and parties on February 18, 198372

A. (Witness Sears) Yes, sir.

Q. Did you prepare that testimony?
A, (Witness Sears) Yes.

Q. Do you have any changes or

corrections that you would like to make in that
testimony?

A. (Witness Sears) Yes, sir.

Q. Do you want to begin with the
supplemental testimony?

A. (Witness Sears) On page 2, in answer

number 5, it says, "Provisions for tech support

TAYLOE ASSOCIATES
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not "liability conditions.”

JUDGE GLEASON: Excuse me, on the

supplemental, page 27

THE WITNESS: (Witness Sears) Yes,

JUDGE SHON: Mine doesn't have an

answer S on page 2.

I am sorry, it does.
JUDGE GLEASON: Which line, sir?

THE WITNESS: (Witness Sears) 1

believe it is line 10 on my copy, sir.

again?

the habitability conditions,”

JUDGE GLEASON: What is the correction

THE WITNESS: (Witness Sears) The

correction is change the word "liability" to

"habitability."

JUDGE GLEASON: Change "habitability"

to liability,"” is that what you are saying?

THE WITNESS: (Witness Sears) No,

To change the word "liability,” which is on my

copy here,

mine.

to "habitability."”

JUDGE GLEASON: I have habitability

MR. HASSELL: Sorrye.

TAYLOE ASSOCIATES
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site emergency and immediately communicated this
declaration to off site officials. At 9:45 the
sirens of the public notification system could be
heard in the EOF and at 9:48 a warning message was
transmitted over the Emergency Broadcast System.

A public notification decision was made promptly
by state --"

MR. BRANDENBURG: T am going to ask
;hat it be re;eated. The witné;s is talkiﬁg tbo -
fast for me to copy.

JUDGE GLEASON: Excuse me, Mr.
Brandenburg?

MR, BRANDENBURG: I can't write as
fast as the witness is talking.

JUDGE GLEASON: Would you slow up,
please.

JUDGE PARIS: Mr. Brandenburg would
like the last sei.tence read, Mr. Searcs.

THE WITNESS: (Witness Sears) "At 9:45
the sirens of the public notification system could
be heard in the EOF and at 9:48 a warning message
was transmitted over the Emergency Broadcast
System. A public notification decision was made

promptly by state and local officials, and

consequently I conclude, when the appropriate
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revisions are made to county plans, that the
provisions of 10 CFR 50, appendix E, IV D-3 will
be met."

JUDGE GLEASON: Does everybody have
that addition?

All right, go ahead.

THE WITNESS: (Witness Sears) There
are some further changes of substance, sir,
starting on page 55, and these changes were
necessary because certain contentions were then
eliminated.

JUDGE GLEASON: Go ahead.

THE WITNESS: (Witness Sears) From my
testimony eliminate contention 4.5 and the
ecorresponding question, question 145. The f.rst
paragraph in the answer of 145 will be moved to an
answer on page 57. So if we could just preserve
that for the moment, and the only change there,
just for the language, will be 10 CFR 50, appendix
E, IV D-2, as follows, and repeat everything in
that paragraph.

JUDGE GLEASO": Let me follow you
again. You are going to move the answer over to
page 57, so you are going to strike, on page 55,

the answer 145 and that's {t?

TAYLOE ASSOCIATES
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THE WITNESS: (Witness Sears) We are
going to use that paragraph, sir --

JUDGE GLEASON: I understand, but you
still have to strike answer 145.

THE WITNESS: (Witness Sears) Yes,
sir.

JUDGE GLEASON: So now what do you do
after you have stricken all that? Do you now go
to page 577?

THE WITNESS: (Witness Sears) Yes, we
will be striking everything on page 56.

MR. BRANDENBURG: How about the last
two lines on 557

THE WITNESS: (Witness Sears) Yes,
sir, they will be strickesn.

JUDGE GLEASON: Everything at page 56
is stricken?

THE WITNESS: (Witness Sears) Yes,
sir. And on the top of page 57, that's stricken.

Then where I have answer 148, :t will
read as follows: "The NRC requircments for
educational material &re stated in," and then we
will move that paragraph which we formerly had on
that page 55.

JUDGE GLEASON: All right.

TAYLOE ASSOCTATES
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Q. Are you finished with you!
corrections?

A. (Witness Sears) Yes, sirc.

Q. wWith those corrections, is the
testimony now true and correct to the best of
knowledae and belief?

A, (Witness Sears) Yes,

MR. HASSELL: I would move the
statements of Sheldon A. Schwartz and John R.
Sears, together with their professional
qualifications, and ask they be bound in the

record as if read.

12244

your

JUDGE GLEASON: Is there objection?

MS. POTTERFIELD: No objection.
JUDGE GLEASON: Hearing none, the

tectimony of the witnenses, as modified, will

be

received in evidence and bound into the record as

{if read.

(The bound .estimony follows.)

TAYLOE ASSOCIATES
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In the Matter of

CONSOLIDATED EDISON COMPANY OF NEW
YORK INC, (Indian Point, Unit No. 2)

Docket Nos. 50-247 SP
50-286 SP

POWER AUTHORITY OF THE STATE OF NEW
YORK, (Indian Point, Unit No. 3)

il ol el el e

TESTIMONY OF SHELDON A. SCHWARTZ,

DEPUTY DIRECTOR DIVISION OF EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS
AND ENGINEERING RESPONSE, U.S.N.R.C.
CONCERNING EMERGENCY PLANNING CONTENTIONS

RELATED TO COMMISSION QUESTIONS 3 & 4

. 0.1 State your name and positinn with the NRC?
A.1 Sheldon A, Schwartz. | am the Deputy Director, Division of
Emergency Preparedness and Engineering Response, Nffice of

Inspection and Enforcement,

0.2 Have you prepared a statement of professional qualifications?

A.? Yes, it is attached to this testimony.

0.3 What is the purpose of this testimony?
A.3 The purpose of this testimony is to address Contention 3.6, in part,
and Contention 4.1 related toc emergency preparedness for Indian

Point-Unit ? and 3.
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Describe your current ro'e in the Division of Emergency Preparedness
and Engineering Response, Office of Inspection and Enforcement.

1 am the Deputy Director of the Division of Emergency Preparedness
and Engineering Response in the Office of Inspection and
Enforcement., In this position my .ole includes responsibilities for
development of policy and program requirements for licensee
emergency preparedness: review and evaluation of emergency plans;
support for the regions and the conduct of site appraisals,
inspections and emergency planning exercises; review and evaluation
of FEMA findings and determinations concerning off-site
preparedness; and determinations of the overall NRC evaluation of

emergency preparedness,

Contention 3.6 - The emergency olans and proposed protective actioms do

not adequately take into account the full range of meterological
conditions for Indian Point, Units 2 and 3.

0.5

A.5

Describe the extent to which emergency preparedness for Indian Point
vaits 2 and 3 accounts for a range of accident scenmarios and
meterological conditions.

The NRC staff position is that the emergency plans and proposed
potential actions for Indian Point take into account both fair and
adverse weather conditions, and a range of accident conditions that
include Class 9 accidents. The planning basis elements needed to
scope the planning effort are (1) the distance tc which planning for
the initiation of predetermined protective actions is warranted;

(2) the time dependent characteristics of potential releases and
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exposures and (3) the kinds of radiocaetive materials that can
potentially be released to the environment. The technical "asis for
each specific planning element is described in NUREG-0396, Planning
Basis for the Development of State and local governments,
Radiological Emergency Response Plans in support of Light Water

Nuclear Power Plants, December 1978,

Contention 4.1 - The plume exposure pathway EPZ should be expanded from

1ts present I0-mile radius in order to meet local emergency response
needs and capabilities as they are affected by such conditions as

demography, topography, land characteristics, access routes, and
jurisdictional boundaries.

n.6

A.6

Describe the basis for NRC's use of a plume exposure pathway EPZ of
about 10 miles for emergency planning around nulcear power plant
sites.

Because of discussions during the seventies with respect to class 9
accidents and particularly the WASH-1400 document, questions arose
concerning the basis for nff-site emergency planning,

An NRC/EPA task force was formed in 1976 which addressed questions
from State groups as to what accidents :huuld be used to prepare
emergency plans., In December, 1978, this task force issued its
report, NUREG-0396/EPA 520/1-78-016, "Planning Bases for the
Development of State and Local Government Radiological Emergency
Response Plants in Support of the Light Water Nuclear Power Plants."
The principal recommendations of this report were that a spectrum of
accidents, including core melt accidenis should be considered and

that the task force consideration of this accident spectrum led it
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to recommend the establishment of Emerqency Planning Zones around
each nuclear power plant. The conclusion of the task force was that
no single accident should he singled out as the planning bases
because of the wide variety of conditions and various accident
possibilities. If one picked a single accident, even two or three

accidents, one could well miss relevant points of other accidents.

The concensus of the task force was as indicated above, that a
planning basis would cover a spectrum of accidents, and in this were
considered all of the design basis accidents that were then used in
the Ticensing process. A1l of the WASH-1400 scenarios, including
the core melt sequences, were also considered. This {s discussed in
an Appendix to NUREG-0396.

The task force identified the emergency planning zones, and also
gave some guidance on time frames and types of radionuc!ides which

should be considered in developing plans.

Though this report was issued prior to TMI, the TIM accident was
considered by the task force when they considered the comments
received on NUREG-0396. The TMI accident was judged to reinforce
the initial determination of the task force both with respect to the
need for planning for a spectrum of accidents and with respect to

the concept of and sizes of the emergency zones.
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The basis for the establishment by NRC of a plume exposure pathway
EPZ of about 10 miles is described in 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
Power Plants,” December 1978 and sumnarized in NUREG-0654,

Revision 1, "Criteria For Preparedness and Evzluation or
Radiological Emergency Response Plans and Preparedness In Support of

Nuclear Power Plants.," November 1980.

The size (about 10-mile radius of the plume exposure EPZ was based
on the following considerations:
a. prejected doses from the traditional design basis
accidents would not exceed Protective Action Guide levels
outside the zone;

b. projected doses from most core melt sequences would not

exceed Protective Action Guide levels outside the zone;

c. for the worst core melt sequences, immediate 1ife
threatening doses would generally not occur outside the

zone;

d. detailed planning within "0 miles would provide a
substantial base for expansion of response efforts in the

event that this proved necessary.
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The NUREG-0396 report also 1llustrates the relative effectiveness of
shelter versus evacuation at various distances, and indicates that
shelter with subsequent relocation after cloud passaqge may be as
effective as evacuation even in severe accident sequences at

distances greater than about 10 miles.

In your opinion do you believe the present plume exposure pathway
EPZ of about 10 miles is appropriate for emergency planning in the
vicinity of the site for Indian Point Units 2 and 3?

Yes. The selection of a radius of about 10 miles for the plume
exposure pathwav EPZ was made in the Commission's final emergency
preparedness regulations published August 19, 1980, which reference
NUREG-0396. 1 conclude that the rationale for selection of the
plume exposure pathway EPZ described above holds for the Indfan
Point site.



PROFESSIONAL QUALIFICATIONS
SHELDON A, SCHWARTZ
U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

[ am Sheldon A, Schwartz, Deputy Director of the Division of Emergency
Preparedness and Engineering Response in the Office of Inspection and
Fnforcement. My role in this pnsition relating to nuclear reactors includes
responsibilities for development nf policy and program requirements for
licensee emergency preparedness: review and evaluation of emergency plans
associated with construction permits, operating 1icenses and amendments;
support for the regions and the conduct of site appraisals, inspections and
exercises to assure that licensee plans can be implemented review and evaluation
of FEMA findings and determinations relating to offsite preparedness by State
and local governments; and, determinations of the overail NRC evaluation of
onsite/offsite emergency preparedness.

I am a member of the NRC/FEMA Steering Committee which is responsible for
developing of policy and quidance to assure that onsite and offsite emergency
preparedness is adequate.

From January to November 1980 I was on detail as the Acting Director of Radio-
logical Emergency Preparedness Division at FEMA to carry out a number of tasks
relating to upgrading of offsite radiological emergency preparedness around
nuclear facilities. This detail was in response to the assignment by the
President on December 7, 1979 of responsibility to FEMA for these activities.
During this period I was responsible for the development of the basic
requlations, policies and procedures for the radiological emergency preparedness
program with State and local gqovernment Additionally, I participated as a
member of the NRC/FEMA Steering Committee that developed NUREG-N654/FEMA-REP-1,
Rev. 1.

From September 1972, when I joined the Commission, to Januarv 1980, my
responsibilities in the Nffice of State Programs were to participate in
formalization of policies involving NRC/State cooperation and liuison;
development and direct administrative contactual programs for coordinating
and integrating Federal and State regulatory activities; providing quidance
and support to State, interstate, Regional, and quasi-governmental
organizations, NRC Nffices and other government agencies on requlatory
matters; and, planning, directing and coordinating activities of State
Liasfon Officers located in the five NRC Regional Offices.



From June 1971 to Auqust 1972 | was the Senfor Consultant to the California
Leqislature Joint Committee on Atomic Development and Space. My primary
responsibilities were to: maintain contact with appropriate public and private
organizations in California, nationally and internationally, to assure that
the Committee was kept informed of the latest developments in the nuclear and
aero space field; prepare legislation and reports for the legisiatures on
current factual information regarding nuclear and aero space related subiects;
and, recommend to the Committee subject manners for study.

Prior to joining the California leqgislature, | spent 84 vears with Aero Jet
General Corporation as a designer, proiect manager, program manager, and senior
engineer for various aero space and nuclear programs. | was specifically
involved in the Nuclear Engine Program (Nerva) as well as the company's pro-
grams with commerical nuclear power plants,

I received my Bachelor Of Science Degree in Mechanical Engineering from
Pennsylvania Military College (Widener's University) in 1960 and have taken
advance courses at Drexe)l Institute of Technology and Sacramento State
College. | have completed the hniling water reactor and pressurize water
reactor manager courses at the N®" Training Center at Chattanooga, TN.
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Q.1.
A.1.

Q.2.

A.2.

Q.3.

A.3.

TESTIMONY OF JOHN R. SEARS OF THE NRC STAFF ON
COMMISSIOr QUESTIONS 3 AND 4 AND EMERGENCY
PLANNNING CONTENTIONS ADMITTED BY BOARD ORDER OF
APRIL 23, 1982 FOR INDIAN POINT, UNIT NO. 2 AND UNIT NO. 3

State your name and position with the NRC?

John R. Sears. 1 am employed by the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (NRC) as a Senior Reactor Safety Engineer in the
Emergency Preparedness Licensing Branch, Division of Emergency

Preparedness, Office of Inspection and Enforcement.

Have you prepared a statument of professional qualifications?
Yes. A copy of my statement of professional qualifications is

attached to this testimony.

State the nature of the responsibilities that you have had with
respect to Indian Point, Units 2 and 3.

I have been responsible for reviewing and evaluating the Emergency
Plan for Indian Point Unit No. 2 and Unit No. 3 for conformance with
the planning standards and requirements of 10 CFR Part 50,

Appendix E to Part 50 and the evaluation criteria of NUREG-0654,
FEMA-REP-1, "Criteria for Preparation and Evaluation of Radiological
Emergency Response Plans and Preparedness in Support of Nuclear
Power Plants" (NUREG-0654). As part of my responsibilities in
reviewing and evaluating the Emergency Plans for Indian Point Unit
No. 2 and Unit No. 3, I am also responsible for addressing
Commission Questions 3 and 4, and those emergency planning

contentions related to Consolidated Edison Company of New York's
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. (Con Ed) and Power Authority of the State of New York's (PASNY)
Emergency Plans for Indian Point, Units 2 and 3 and onsite emergency

planning and preparedness.

Q.4. What is the purpose of this testimony? )

A.4. The purpose of this testimony is to address Commicsion Questions 3
and 4, the admitted emergency planning contentions related to
licensees' Emergency Plans and the current state of onsite emergency
preparedness. My testimony will address the licensees' state of
emergency preparedness as described in the Indian Point Units 2 and

3 Ewergency Plan and implementing Emergency Procedures.

Contention 3.1
’ Emergency planning for Indian Point Units 2 and 3 is inadequate in that the
present plans do not meet any of the sixteen mandatory standards of 10 CFR

50.47(b), nor do they meet the standards set forth in Appendix E to 10 CFR

Part 50.

Q.5. Do the Emergency Plans for Indian Point Unit 2 and Unit 3 describe
the organization for coping with radiclogical emergencies, including
definition of authorities, responsibilities, and duties of
individuals assigned to the licensees' emergency organization?
Explain.

A.5. Yes. Con Ed Emergency Implementation Procedures 1001 and PASNY
Emergency Plan Procedures, pages VI through XVI describe the
responsibilities and the actions required by plant personnel for

establishing the On-Site Emergency Organization and indicate the

preferred candidates to fill each position. The transition from a



Q.6.

A.6.

Q.7.

A.7.

s

normal operating organization to am«On-Site Emergency Organization

involves three basic steps:

(a) Filling appropriate On-Site Emergency Organization positions
on an interim basis with personnel who are immediately
available on site at the time of the emergency;

(b) Notifying plant personnel off-site and on-site that their
assistance is required; and

(c) Filling positions in the lcng-term emergency organization
with appropriate plant personnel as they arrive at their

designated emergency response facilities.

Do the licensees' Emergency Plans identify the State, local, federal
and private sector organizations that are intended to be part of the
overall response organizatica? Explain.

Yes. Appendices B to the Con Ed Implementatioi Procedures, and to
the PASNY Emergency Plan Procedures contains a roster of off-site
agencies, local, federal and private sector, that will be part of

the overall response organization.

Do the licensees' Emergency Plans specifically establish the
emergency vesponsibilities of the various onsite support
organization? Explain.

Yes. Section 5.2 of the Emergency Plans for both Con Ed and PASNY
describe the responsibilities of both individuals and groups in the
On-Site Organization. In both plans, the Shift Supervisor initially

is the Emergency Director. This title corresponds to the Emergency
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Coordinator of NUREG-0654, E.2. Thg description of responsibilities
includes a description of those responsibilities that may not be

delegated.

Do the licensees' Emergency Plans delineate the relationship among
the principal emergency response organizations? Explain.
Yes. Both Con Ed in Figure 5.22, and PASNY, in Figure 5-3, of the
Emergency Plans include descriptions which delineate the
relationship of the principal response organizations, both on and

offsite.

Do the licensees' Emergency Plans and implementing procecures
contain organization assignments that are well-defined? Explain.
Yes, as stated in response to Question 5, Con Ed Emergency
Implementation Procedures 1001 and PASNY Emergency Plan Procedures
1030 and 1032 describe the responsibilities and the actions required
by plant personnel for establishing the On-Site Emergency
Organization and include the preferred candidates to fill each

position.

Do the licensees' Fmergency Plans identify an individual by title
who shall be in charge in the event of a radiological emergency at
Indian Point Unit 2 or Unit 3?7 Explain.

Yes, both Con Ed and PASNY plans state that initially the Shift
Supervisor is the Emergency Director and both plans include a line

of succession for the position of Emergency Director.
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Have you examined the licensees' megns for providing 24-hour per day
emergency response, including 24-hour per day manning of
communications 1inks? Explain.

Yes, each plant is staffed 24-hours per day, 7 days a week by a
minimum staff operating crew of 11 individuals. The operating crew
for each reactor will comprise the initial On-Site Emergency
Organization. The Emergency Director (initially the Shift
Supervisor) will assign a Communicator to notify offsite plant and

corporate personnel, and other offsite agencies and organizations.

Have you examined the licensees' provisions to respond to an
emergency and to augment any initial response on a continuous basis?
Explain.

Yes, the Con Ed plan at Section 9, and the PASNY plan at Section
5.3, describe technical and logistics support assistance available
from each organizations‘ corporate staff for initial and long term

response.

Do the licensees' Emérgency Plans contain adequate written
agreements developed between Federal, State, local, and other
support organizations concerning concept of operations, information
exchange and response functions? Explain.

Yes, Con Ed and PANSY Emergency Plans contain a Mutual Memorandum of
Understanding and copies of agreement letters from the following:

Verplanck Fire Protective Association - Ambulance
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Verplanck Fire Protection Association - Fire
Buchanan Engine Co. No. 1, Inc.

New Yc k State Police

Department of Energy, Bruckhaven Area Office
State of New York Department of Health
Peekskill Community Hospital

U.S. Coast Guard

Do the provisions of the Emergency Plans for Indian Point Emergency
Units No. 2 and 3 and the licensees' implementing procedures which
you have described in response to Question 5 through 13 above meet
the planning standard of 10 CFR Part 507

Yes, the licensees' Plan and procedures meet the planning standard
of 10 CFR 50.47(b)(1) and the requirements of 10 CFR 50, Appendix E.
IV.A.

Do the licensee's Emergency Plans describe plant staff emergency
assignments for all shifts? Explain.

Yes, each plant is staffed 24-hours per day, 7 days per week by a
shift operating crew who will comprise the initial On-Site Emergency
Organization. Con Ed Implementation Procedure 1001 and PASNY
Emergency Procedures, pages vi through xvi, describe
responsibilities and actions required by plant personnel for the

on-site emergency organization.
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Describe the licensees' Emergency Plan provisions for an emergency
coordirator?

In both Con Ed and PASNY Emergency Plans, the Shift Supervisor
initially is the Emergency Director. This position corresponds to

the Emergency Coordinator of NUREG-0654, E.2.

Are the percons in the line of succession for the emergency
coordinator position qualified to assume that role in the event of a
radiological emergency at Indian Point Unit 2 or Unit 3?

Yes, the PASNY Emergncy Plan at Section 5.2 and the Con Ed plan at
Sections 5.2.1 and 5.2.1.2, state the line of succession of trained

and qualified persons to assume the role of Emergency Director.

Do the licensees'Emergency Plans have clear definitions of on-shift
personnel responsibilities for emergency response? Explain.

Yes, Table 5-1 of the PASNY Emergency Plan and Figure 5.2-1 of the
Con Ed Emergency Plan list the position of the individuals on-shift
and the major functional areas in which each is tu operate in an

emergency.

What provisions have the licensees' made for maintaining a
sufficient staff to provide an initial response in key areas to an
accident at either Indian Point Unit No. 2 or Unit No. 37

As stated in response to Question 11, each plant is starfed 24-hours

per day, 7 days per week by a minimum shift operating crew who have
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been trained to function in key aregs in the initial response to an

accident.

Describe the provisions of the licensees' Emergency Plans for
staffing the onsite emergency organization and for augmenting that
staff?

PASNY Emergency Plan Table 5-1 and Con Ed Emergency Plan Figure
5.2-1 give the minimum staffing for required on-shift personnel and
additional staffing within 60 minutes. Controlled copies of
Appendix A to both PASNY and Con Ed Procedures contain rosters of

response personnel with rames and phone numbers.

Do the licensees' provisions for staffing aescribed in response to
Question 19 and 20 satisfy the staffing requirements of Table B-1 of
NUREG-06547 Explain.

Yes, PASNY Emergency Plan Table 5-1 and Con Ed Emergency Plan Figure
5.2.-1 include all the job functions in Table B-1 of NUREG-0654.

The licensees have conducted surveys of all plant personnel on their
travel time from home to work. The NRC staff judges that the
licensees satisfy the goal of the time response called for by Table

B-1, NUREG-0654.

Do the licensee's Emergency Plans describe the interfaces among
various onsite response activities and offsite support and response

activities? Explain.
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Yes, PASNY Figure 5-3 and Con Ed Figure 5.2-2 delineates facility
designation and lines of responsibility and lines of communication
for the onsite emergency organization to interface with offsite
response organizations and for an integrated response by all

organizations.

Do the licensees' Emergency Plans identify the contractor and
private organizations who may be called upon for assistance for
emergencies? Explain.

Yes, both PASNY and Con Ed emergency plans specify that the Nuclear
Steam System Supplier, Westinghouse, has an Emergency Response Plan
and is available for technical assistance. In addition, Con Ed,
PASNY, Niagara Mohawk and Rochester Gas & Electric anticipate enter-
ing into a mutual agreement for personnel services and technical

assistance in the event of a radiological emergency.

Do the licensees' Emergency Plan identify the services to be
provided by local offsite agencies for handling emergencies?
Explain.

Yes, both PASNY Emergency Plan at Section 5.23 and Con Ed Emergency
Plan at Section 5.32 identify ambulance service by Verplanck and
Peekskill Ambulance Corps, hospital service by the Peekskill
Community Hospital, firefighting by the Verplanck Fire Department,

and police assistance by the Buchanan Police Department.
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Do the provisions of the Emergency Plans for Indian Point Unit No. 2
and Unit No. 3 which you have described and identified in response
to Questions 15 through 24 above meet the planning standard of 10
CFR Section 50.47(b)(2) and the requirements of Appendix E.IV.A. of
10 CFR Part 50?7

Yes, the licensees' Plans and procedures meet the planning standard
of 10 CFR 50.47(b)(2) and the requirements of 10 CFR 50, Appendix
E.IV.A.

Have the licensees made arrangements for requesting and using
assistance resources? Explain.
Yes, the response to Questions 13 and 23 lists letters of agreement

with offsite organizations for assistance resources.

Have the licensees made arrangements to participate in the Federa)
Radiological Monitoring and Assessment Program? If yes, explain.
Yes, each licensee has available to it, upon request, the resources
of the IRAP program through the Department of Energy. Both PASNY
and Con Ed Emergency Plans include letters of agreement with the
Department of Energy. FEMA will coordinate the efforts of Federal
organizations through the Federal Radiological Monitoring and

Assessment Program.

Have the licensees made preparations for the dispatch of a

representative to the offsite EOC? Explain.
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Yes, PASNY Emergency Pian at Sectiom 7.1.1 and Con Ed Emergency Plan
at Section 6.2 specify that the Emergency Director would send one of

his staff to perform 1iasion duties at the offsite EOC.

Co the licensees' Emergency Plans identify radiological laboratories
that can be used to provide radiological monitoring and analyses
services in the event of an emergency? Explain.

Yes, both licensees have available the radiological laboratories of
Teledyne Isotopes and the Radiological Science Laboratory of the New

York State Department of Health.

What arrangements have licensees made to accomodate State and local
staff at the near-site EOF for Indian Point Unit No. 2 and Unit No.
37

Both licensees are working to provide additional space to accomedate
State and local staff at the EOF located in the Buchanan Service
Center building of Consolidated Edison. The present NRC staff
Judgment is that the available space is sufficient to accommodate a

minimum expected number of response personnel.

Do the licensees' Emergency Plans identify organizations (other than
Federal, State and local) which can be relied upon to assist in an
emergency? Explain.

Yes, both licensees' plans at Section 5.3.4 specify .hat the Nuclear
Steam Supply System Supplier, Westinghouse, is available for

assistance.
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Have the licensees identified the expected times of arriy
Federal resources and the expected availability of radiol
laboratories to provide radiological monitoring and analy
services?

Yes. The Federal R diological Moritoring and Assessmert
operates the Radiological Assistance Program from the reg
office at Brookhaven, long Island, which is less than an
from Indian Point. The New York State laboratories would

available around the clock.

Do the arrangements the Ticensees have made and the resuur
have identified which you have described in response t. Ty
through 32 above meet the planning standard of 10 CFR ¢ =
50.47(b)(3) and Appendix E.IV.A of 10 CFR Part 507

The arrangements the licensees have made and the resources
identified meet the planning standard of 10 CFR 50.47(b)!3
Appendix E.IV.A. of 10 CFR Part 50. As stated in resprrse
Question 30, the licensees are working to provide adcit: on.
to accomodate State and local staff in the EOF, since - i«

in a2 warehouse building with considerable space availab =,

Have the licensees established an emergency classificat 'n
emergency action level scheme? Explain.
Yes, Section 4 of both licensees' Emergency Plans and p v

their Implementing Procedures describe the methods and - =t

for assessment of each of the four classes of emergenc,
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Notification of Unusual Event, Alert, Site Emergency and Genera!
Emergency. The tables of initiating conditions in the procedures
specify measureable and observable conditions in the plant
instrumentation readings which are the initiating conditions for

declaring an emergency.

What are the criteria for the licensees' emergency action level
schemes?
The criteria for the Ticensees' emergency action level schemes

conform to the criteria of LUREG-0654, 11.D and Appendix 1.

Do the licensees' emergency action level schemes account for lead
times necessary to implement protective action decisions? Explain.
Yes, the licensees' emergency action level schemes described in the
answer to Question 34 account for lead time necessary to implement
protective action decisions in that emergencies are declared on the
basis of control room instrumentation readings rather than on the
results of down wind surveys and consequently the emergency would be
declared before there would be a release of radioactivity from the

plant.

A: : the lic -sees' schemes that you describe in response to Question
34 consistent with Appendix 1 of NUREG-0654? 1f yes, explain.
Yes, the emergency plan implementing procedures for both licensees

list each of the conditions in NUREG-0654, Appendi~ 1 with the
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corresponding Indian Point 2 and 3 conditions. 1 have compared the

lists and they are consistent.

Have you examined the licensees' procedures for establishing each
emergency class? Explain,

Yes, as stated in response to Question 37, the procedures for
classifying an event are consistent with NUREG-0654, Appendix 1.

For each plant the postulated accidents analyzed in the Final Safety
Analysis Report are encompassed within the emergency classificaticn

scheme.

Does the licensees' scheme and procedures you have described in
response to Question 34 through 38 above meet the planning standard
of 10 CFR Section 50.47(b)(4) and the requirements of Appendix
E.IV.B and C of 10 CFR Part 507

Yes, the licensees' emergency action level classification system and
procedures meet the planning standard of 10 CFR Section 50.47(b)(4)
and the requirements of Appendix E.IV.B and C of the 10 CFR Part 50.

Have you examined the licensees' procedures for notification of
State and lucal response organizations? Explain.

Yes, Con Ed Proceduree IP-1002 and PASNY Procedure IP-1030 describe
the steps to be taken to provide initial and follow-up notifications

to Federal, State, local and company offsite emergency organizations

when any of the four emergency classes is declared.
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Do the procedures described in respense to Q.40 provide a basis for
prompt and accurate notification of State and local response
organizations by the licensees of information about the radiological
hazards during an emergency? Explain.

Yes, the initial notification message form of both organizations
contain a statement on whether or not there has been a release of
radioactivity, recommended protective actions and meteorological
information. The follow-up messages contain detailed information

about the type of release.

Have you examined the licensees' procedures for notifying and
mobilizing its emergency response personnel? Explain.

Yes, as stated in response to Questions 11 and 15, both licensees'
procedures direct the Shift Supervisor to appoint a communicator to
notify emergency response personnel. The procedures also specify

the key persons to be notified.

Do the licensees' procedures described in response to questions 40
through 42 meet the planning standard 10 CFR Section 50.47(b)(5) and
the requirements of Appendix E.IV.C and D of 10 CFR Part 50?

Yes, the licensees' procedures meet the planning standard of 10 CFR
50.47(b) (5) and the requirements of Appendix E.IV.C and D of 10 CFR
Part 50.

Have the licensees’' made provisions to work with the State and loca)

offsite organizations in establishing the contents of initial
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messages from the plant in the event of a radiological emergency at
Indian Point Unit 2 or 3?7 Explain.

A.44 Yes, both licensees' use nearly identical notification fact sheets
as message forms. The licensee's message form is nearly identical
with the “New York State Radiological Emergency Preparedness Plan,"

message form,

Q.45 Describe the licensees' provisions for followup messages from the
facility to offsite authorities?

A.45 The licensee's provisions for followup messages are described in
PASNY emergency plan implementing procedure IP-1030 and Con Ed's
emergency plan implementing procedure 1P-1002. The followup

’ messages includes estimates of the quantity, time and duration of
‘ release; the chemical and physical form; the iodine, particulate and

noble gas quantity; meteorological data; and prognosis for

escalation or termination.

Q.46 Have you examined licensees' means for providing supporting
information to offsite authorities for messages intended for the
public? Explain.

A.46 Yes, the supporting information in the messages discussed in
previous questions includes recommendations for protective actions
for the general public. The licensees nave arranged with the

Verplanck Fire Protection Association to use the organization

headquarters building as the Special News Center from which
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licensee, State and local media can, exchange information to insure

that accurate information is precented to the public.

Do the licensees' provisions for initial messages, followup messages
and messages intended for the public which you have described in
response to Questions 44 through 46 meet the planning standard of

10 CFR Section 50.47 (b)(5) and Aprendix E.IV.C of 10 CFR Part 507
Yes, the licensees' provisions for notification and tastruction meet
the planning standard c¢f 10 CFR 50.47(b)(5) and Appendix E.IV.C and
10 CFR Part 50.

Have you examined the licensees' means for notification and
instruction to the populace within the p'ume exposure pathway EPZ?
Explain.

Yes, the licensees' have installed an Earl, Warning System
consisting of sirens throughout (he 10 mile EPZ to provide prompt
alerting of the public. Educational material has been distributed
that instructs pecple upon hearing the sirens to turn on radios and
television receivers for further information. Local radio and
televison statiors are notified by county personnel to activiate the

Imergency Broadcast System with instructions for the public.

D> the licensees' means for notification and instruction to the
populace within t¥%e plune exposure pathwa EPZ which you have

described in resgonse tec fuestion 48 above meet the plannirg



A.49

Q.50

A.50

-18 -

stardard of 10 CFR Section 50.47(b).(5) and tne requirements of
Appendix E.IV.D of 10 CFR Part 507

No. 1 conclude from my review of the siren system for alercing and

of the radic-television system for instruction that these systems,

when the present deficiencies in the ciren system are resolved, will
meet the glanning standard of 10 C°R 50.47(b)(5) and the
requiremsnts of 10 CFR 50 Appendix E.IV.D. Hcwever, 10 CFR %0,

Appendix E.IV.D.3 includes the following requirements:

"The licensee shall demonstrate that the State/local officials
have the capability to mak= a public notification decision
promptly on being informed by the licensee of an emergercy

condition.”

It is not clear to me ‘-~ =my -eview of the Westcnester Randiuiogical
Emergency Response Plan, that the requirement for prompt decision-
making will be met. 1 have discussed this probiem with FEMA, County
and licensee representa®ives and 1 understand that the problem is

being resolved.

What provisions have licensees wmade for prompl communications with
offsite response organizations?

PASNY, in Section 7.2 of its emergency plan and Con Ed in Section
7.2 of its emergency plan, have described the means of prompt

communication with offsite response organizations.
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Have licensees established primary and backup means of communication
for its emergency response organization? Explain.

Yes. The communications system for both licensees include a public
address paging system onsite, dial phones, direct 1ine phones,
inplant audible alarms, radio system, a radio paging (beeper)
system, a NAWAS (National Warning System Line) to the County and
State Warning Points and the City of Peekskill, and an NRC Emergency
Notification System and an NRC Health Physics Network. Figure 7.2-5
of Con Ed's Emergency Plan and Figure 7-2 of PASNY's Emergency Plan
diagram the Radiological Emergency Communications System (RECS)
which is the primary means of notification between the two reactor
control rooms, emergency response facilities and State and County

Warning Points.

Have licensees made provisions for manning communication 1inks on a
24-hour per day basis to initiate emergency response by the
principal offsite response organizations? Explain.

Yes, the Control Room, and the Emergency Operations Facility, when
activated, will be manned 24 hours per day with personnel to man

communication links.

Have licensees made provisions for communicating between Indian
Point, Units 2 and 3 and the licensees' near-site EOF, governmental
EOCs, and radiological monitoring teams? Explain.

Yes, the systems listed in response to Question 51 and illustrated

in Con Ed's Emergency Plan Figures 7.1-2 through 7.1-7 and Figures
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7.2-1 through 7.2.9 will be used for communicating between Units 2
and 3 and between emergency reSponse centers. Section 7.3.2.1 of
Con Ed's Plan describes mobile survey vehicles, for offsite

monitoring, that are equipped with two-way radios.

What provisions have the licensees made to ensure that a coordinated
communication 1ink exists for fixed and mobile medical support
facilities?

Con Ed's Emergency Plan at Section 5.3.2.1 and PASNY's Emergency
Plan at Section 5.3.3 state that communications to fixed medical
support facilities from the Indian Point site is via telephone, and
to mobile medical support facilities from the local hospitals via

radio systems.

Have you examined the licensees means for activating its emergency
response personnel? Explain.

Yes, as stated in response to Question 11, both licensees emergency
plans state that the Shift Supervisor will appoint a Communicator
whose responsibility includes notifying plant staff personnel to
augmenc the onshift crew. PASNY's Emergency Plan at Section 7.3 and
Con Ed's Emergency Plan at Section 7.2.1 state that operator alert
to assemble the on-site organization is initiated from the Control

Room consoles by the Public Address Systems.

Have licensees made provisions for conducting periodic tests of its

entire emergency communications system? Explain.
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Yes, PASNY's Emergency Plan Table 81 and Con Ed's Emergency Plan at
Section 8.1.2 specify monthly communication checks between the two
licensees, State and local governments; quarterly communications

checks with Federal agencies, and annual comprehensive drills.

Do the licensees' provisions for communicating with principal
response organizations and emergency response personnel which you
have described in response to Questions 50 through 56 meet the
planning standard of 10 CFR Section 50.47(b)(6) and the requirements
of Appendix E.IV.C and E of 10 CFR Part 507

Yes, the licensees provisions for communications meet the planning
standard of 10 CFR Section 50.47(b)(6) and the requirements of
Appendix E.IV.C and E of 10 CFR Part 50.

Have you examined licensees' provisions for the periodic
dissemination of information to the public including the transient
population within the plume exposure pathway EPZ as to how the
public will be notified and what its initial actions should be in
the event of a radiological emergency at Indian Point, Unit No. 2 or
Unit No. 37

Yes, the licensees have mailed to all residents in the plume
exposure pathway EPZ a brochure which I have reviewed and which
contains the following information: protective measures; a
description of how people will be alerted and notified; and
information on radiation. In addition an inser*ion for telephone

books and posters for transient areas have been  repared.
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Have the licensees distributed infoymation to the public within the
plume exposure pathway EPZ concerning how the public will be
notified and what its initial actions should be in the event of a
radiological emergency at Indian Point, Unit 2 or Unit 37 Explain.
Yes, the birochure mentioned in answer to Question 58 has been
distributed throughout the plume exposure pathway EPZ and it
contains information on how the public will be notified and what the

initial response should be.

Have licensees designuted points of contact and physical locations
for use by news media during an emergency? Explain.

Yes, PASNY's Emergency Plan at Section 7.1.6 and Con Ed's Emergency
Plan at Section 7.1.5 state that the licensees have arranged with
the Verplanck Fire Protection Association to use the organization
facilities at the Special News Center for use by the news media

during an emergency.

Have you examined the licensees' procedures for coordinated
dissemination of information to the public, including news media?
Explain.

Yes, as stated in the emergency plan sections referenced in the
previous response one of the purposes of the Special News Center is
to facilitate coordinated news releases from government officials
and licensee representatives so as to insure that accurate

information is presented to the public.
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Have licensees made arrangements for dealing with rumors? Explain.
Yes, the Special News Center will permit exchanges and updates of
information so that jointly agreed upon statements can be made. The
availability of centralized and authentic information will provide
the antidote to rumors. PASNY's Emergency Plan at Section 7.1.6
states that the Special News Center has twelve dedicated phone
lines, whose numbers would be announced over the Emergency Broadcast
System in an emergency, reserved for responses to inquiries from the

public.

Do the licensees' procedures and arrangements for providing
information to the public,.and the provisions for accomodating news
media which you have described in response to Questions 58 through
62 meet the planning standard of 10 CFR Section 50.47(b)(7) and the
requirements of Appendix E.IV.D of 10 CFR Part 507

Yes, the licensees' plans for providing information to the public
and for accomodating the news media meet the planning standard of
10 CFR Section 50.47(b)(7) and the requirements of Appendix E.IV.D
of 10 CFR Part 50.

Have you examined the licensees' provisions for establishing and
activating a Technical Support Center (TSC), Onsite Operation
Support (00SC) and a Emergency Operations Facility (EOF) to support
the emergency response? Explain.

Yes, PASNY Procedures 1045 and 1047 and Con Ed's Procedures 1035 and

1023 describe the activation and operation of each licensees'
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Technical Support Center and Operatjonal Support Center. The
Emergency Operation Facility is a single facility located at the
Indian Point Service Center Complex to be used by either licensee as
the focal point for direction of the overall strategy and for
response to offsite radiological problems. The activation and
operation of the EOF is described in the PASNY's emergency plan at
Section 7.1.1 and Con Ed's emergency plan at Section 7.1.

Activation of the Alternate Emergency Operations Facility at the
East View Service Center is described in Con Ed's Emergency Plan

Implementation Procedure 1P-1045,

Have the licensees established their TSCs and EOFs in accordance
with NUREG-0696, Revision 17 Explain.

The licensees have established and have in operation interim
emergency response facilities in response to post TMI upgrading of
emergency preparedness as reflected in NUREG-0737. They have
described their conceptual plans for permanent emergency response
facilities in responses to the NRC request of February 18, 1981 and

these responses are under review.

Have you examined the licensees provisions for equipment and staff
at their TSCs and EOFs? Explain.

Yes, the licensee's procedures for activating and operation of these
facilities include operation of equipment for monitoring and

analysis of plant parameters and offsite conditions. The licensees
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notification procedures include rosters of staff and designation of

where each person is to report.

Have the licensees made provisions for onsite monitoring systems for
use in initiating emergency measures? Explain.

Yes, the licensees procedures for recognizing emergency action
levels are based on plant parameters which are monitored by
radiological monitoring systems and by process monitoring systems of

temperature, pressure, level and flow.

Have you examined the licensees' provisions for acquiring data from
offsite monitoring and analysis equipment? Explain.

Yes, PASNY Emergency Plan at Section 7.4.2 and Con Ed's Emergency
Plan at Section 7.3.2 describes facilities and equipment for uvffsite
monitoring. PASNY's Emergency Plan Implementation procedure IP-1011,
and Con Ed's Emergency Plan Implementation Procedure IP-1015,
Offsite Monitoring describes operation of survey teams at fixed
sample locations, and the operation of the Reuter-Stokes System of
offsite ion chambers which monitor dose rate and telemeter to the

MIDAS dose assessment system.

Have licensees made provisiors for offsite radiological monitoring
equipment in the vicinity of Indian Point, Units 2 and 3?

Yes, in addition to the Reuter-Stokes monitors mentioned in response
to Question 68, Table 1 of PANSY's Emergency Plan Implementation

Procedure IP-1011, Tists locations of continuous air sampling sites,
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emergency air sampling sites, TLD stations and locaticn of Ludlum
dose rate meters. Con Ed's Emergency Plan Implementation Procedures

1007 and 1015 also have this information.

Q.70 What provisions have the licensees made for obtaining meteorological
information?

A.70  PASNY Procedure IP-1003 and Con Ed Procedure I1P-1016 describe the
acquisiton of meteorological data from the primary 122 meter tower.
Wind speed and direction are measured at three levels and stability
class is determined by temperature difference- from the ground to
the 60 meter level, and to the 122 meter level. A 10 meter backup
tower is located on the Con Ed Service Center Building (EOF).

Q.71 Have licensees established a central point for receiving and
Anlyzing field monitoring data? Explain.

A.71 Yes, the Con Ed Emergency Plan at Section 7.11 specify that the
Emergency Operations Facility serves as the focal point for collec-
tion, analysis and evaluation of radiological and meteorological

information, including field monitoring data.

Q.72 Have you examined the licen<=2es' provisions for protective
equipment, communications equipment, radiological monitoring
equipment and emergency supplies? Explain.

A.72 VYes, PASNY Procedure IP-1070 and Con Ed Procedure IP-1018 are
entitled Periodic Checks of Emergency Preparedness Equipment. These

procedures include the location of the equipment, specification of



Q.73

A.73

Q.74

A.74

Q.75

A.75

- 2] =

the equipment, and the frequency of, inventory, operational and
calibration checks. The equipment includes air sampling and counting
equipment, portable survey instruments, dosimetry and respiratory

equipment, anticontamination clothing, procedures and maps.

Have you examined the licensees' means for maintaining those
supplies and equipment? Explain.

Yes, the procedures for periodic inspection checks mentioned in
response to Question 72 provides the means for monitoring those

suppli=2s and equipment.

Do the licensees' rrovisions to provide and maintain facilities and
equipment which you hcve described in response to Questions 64
through 73 meet the planning standard of 10 CFR Section 50.47(b)(8)
and the requirements of Appendix E.IV.E and G of 10 CFR Part 507
Yes, the licensees' provisions to provide facilities and equipment
meet the planning standard of 10 CFR Section 50.47(b)(8) and the
requirements of Appendix E.IV.E and G of 10 CFR Part 50.

Have you examined the licensees' plant systems equipment and methods
for assessing and monitoring actual or potential offsite
consequences of a radilogical emergency condition? Explain.

Yes, the licensees' methods for assessing and monitoring actual or
potential offsite consequences of a radiological release are
described in PASNY Procedure 1002 and Con Ed Procedure DMR-1 through

9, Determination of Magnitude of Release. The method of calculation
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uses dispersion factor overlap and a desk top computer for dose
calculations. A1l shift supervisors have been trained in the use of

this manual system.

On a site visit, 1 have observed that the EOF is equipped with a
MIDAS computerized system of dose calculations which has a graphical
display of dispersion of an effluent. The system accepts input data
from radiological monitors and from meteorological instrumentation
and calculates live-time dose rates downwind from the source.
Terminals of this system are in the Control Room of Indian Point

Units 2 and 3.

Do the licensees' Atmospheric Release Advisory Capability (ARAC)
Systems and the Meteorological Information and Dose Assessment
System (MIDAS) provide for a range of accident conditions? If yes,
explain.

Yes, both of these computerized systems of calculation of dose from
dispersion of an effluent cover the full range of potential releases

for all possible accidents.

Do the licensees' accident assessment capabilities provide for rapid
assessments of the magnitude and location of radiological releases?

Explain.

Yes, 1 have observed the computerized system display its results on

a cathode ray tube within a minute. It was al<o demonstrated to me
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on 3 site visit that the manual dose calculation can be performed

within a few minutes by trained personnel.

Do the methods, systems and equipment available to the licensees for
assessing and monitoring actual or potential offsite consequences of
a radiological emergency condition described in your response to
Question 75 through 79 meet the planning standard of 10 CFR Section
50.47(b)(9) and the requirements of Appendix E.IV.B and E of 10 CFR
Part 507
Yes, the methods, systems and equipment available to the licensees
for assessing and monitoring actual or potential offsite
consequences of a radiological emergency condition meet the planning
standard of 10 CFR 50.47(b)(9) and the requirements of Appendix
E.IV.B and E of 10 CFR Part 50.

>
Mhy are time estimates for evacuation and for taking other
protective action required to be submitted by the licensees pursuant
to 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix E.IV?
Time estimates for evacuation and for taking other protective

actions are used for two principal purposes:

(1) to identify those transportation routes, areas or facilities
in the vicinity of a site for which special traffic controls
during an emergency or other special plans would be

desirable;
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(2) to provide decisionmakers during an emergency knowledge of
the length of time required to effect evacuation under
various conditions. This knowledge allows an informed
choice of protective actions (e.g., between in-place
sheltering and evacuation) during any actual accident

situation.

Q.80 For the time estimates which are required to be submitted by the
licensees pursuant to Appendix E.IV of 10 CFR Part 50, what criteria
must those time estimates meet?

A.B0 The time estimates for evacuation are considered acceptable if the

criteria of NUREG-0654, 11.J and Appendix 4 are met.

Q.81 Have the licensees submitted time estimates for Indian Point Units 2
and 37 If yes, describe the documents.

A.81 Yes, PASNY submitted an analysis of time estimates for evacuation of
the plume exposure pathway zone in Evacuaticn Time Estimates for
Areas Near the Site of Indian Point Power Plants, prepared by
Parsons, Brinckerhoff Quade and Douglas, Inc., January 31, 1980 and
a document, dated November 1981, entitled "Methodology to Calculate
Evacuation Travel Time Estimates for the Indian Point Emergency

Planning Zone," by the same authors.

Q.82 Describe the extent to which the evacuation time estimate submitted

by the licensees is reflected in the licensees emergency plans.
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PASNY Procedure 1P-1017 Recommendation of Protective Actions for the
Offsite Population states: “When deciding to evacuate consider and
weigh the following: (a) duration of release, (b) time it would
take to evacuate, (c) exposure people would receive during the
evacuation. If it would not offer a substantial benefit to evacuate,

sheltering should be continued.”

Con Ed Procedure IP-1013 also entitled Recommendation of Protective
Actions for Offsite Population instructs the Shift Supervisor/
Emergency Director to estimate the potential duration of the
release, determine the affected area, and determine if evacuation
can be completed before cloud arrival. The procedure also states a
value for sheltering effectiveness to be taken into account in

making the recommendation.

Have these time estimates been examined for conformance with the
criteria you ha.e identified in your response to Question 82 above?

Yes.

Who performed that examination and how was it conducted?

The examination was pertormed by a centractor. The evaluation
techinque is described in NUREG/CR-1856, an Analysis of Evacuation
Time Estimates Around 52 Nuclear Power Plants, and NUREG/CR-1745,
Analysis of Techniques for Estimating Evacuation Times for Emergency
Planning Zones. The evaluation used a subjective scale requiring

professional engineering judgment in determining ratings. The
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process then indicates areas where the reviewer considers the

analysis to be strong or weak.

Describe the results of that evaluation
The contractors evaluation stated that the licensees report was

excellent in all review areas.

Have you reviewed the licensees' time estimates which you identified
in response to Question 847

Yes.

In your opinion, do the licensees' time estimates meet the criteria
you identified in your response to Question 877 Explain.

Yes, Appendix 4 of NUREG-0654 includes a description of the material
to be covered in an evacuation time assessment study. The NRC
contractors evaluation described in answer to Question 85 and 86
covers all of the elements in Appendix 4. 1 have reviewed the
licensees study and the NRC contractors evaluatior. and 1 have
verified that the licensees study covers all the elements in
Appendix 4. The validity of the results of the study will be
attested to by Thomas Urbanik II, the NRC contractor, who is expert

in this area.

Have you examined the licensees' means for advising persons onsite
or persons in areas controlled by the licensees in the event of an

emergency? Explain.
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Yes, PASNY's Emergency Plan at Sectdon 7.3 and Con Ed's Emergency
Plan at Section 7.2 describe their evacuation alarm signals and

onsite notification by means of the Public Address System.

Have the licensees made provisions for evacuating and transportating

onsite individuals in the event of a radiological emergency?

Yes, PASNY Procedure IP-1053 Evacuation of Site and Con Ed Procedure
1027, Site Personnel Accountability and Evacuation, describes the
procedure and evacuation routes for evacuation of onsite non-
essential personnel. Evacuation would be by persons using their own

vehicles or by company vehicles.

Have you examined the licensees' provisions for radiological
monitoring and contamination surveys of people evacuated from the
site?

Yes, the licensees' Evacuation and Accountability Procedures state
that at the Buchanan Service Center Assembly Area, evacuees would be
surveyed for contamination before leaving, and decontamination would
be done if necessary. PASNY Procedure IP-1013 and Con Ed Procedure
1P-1009 describes the methods and the equipment for checking
vehicles for contamination and their subsequent decontamination at

the Buchanan Service Center.

Have you examined the capability of the licensees to account for

individuals onsite at the time of an emergency? Explain.
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Yes, the licensees' evacuation and accountability procedures state
that each person within the Protected Area is assigned a pre-
designated assembly area. The badge out procedure will be used for
accountability. A iist of missing persons, if any, would be

developed and the Emergercy Director would authorize a Search Team.

Have you examined the licensees provisions for protective measures
for those individuals remaining or arriving onsite during an
emergency? Explain.

Yes, PASNY's Procedure 1P-1070 and Con Ed's Procedure IP-1018 state
that protective equipment is maintained and available at primary and
alternate EOF's, Health Physics Control Point, Control Rooms and
Command Guard House. The equipment consists of protective clothing,

respiratory protective devices and survey equipment.

Have the licensees made provisions for the use of radioprotective
drugs for those individuals remaining or arriving onsite during an
emergency? Explain.

Yes, PASNY's Procedure 1P-1070 and Con Ed's Procedure 1P-1018 showed
that potassium iodide is maintained at the Alternate EOF, the
Control Room, the TSC's and the Security Building. A large supply
of potassium iodide is available at the Buchanan Service Center.

The drug would be administered upon the direction of the Emergency

Director.
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Have you examined the capability of, licensees to recommend
evacuation or other protective actions to the offsite autherities?
Explain.

Yes, PASNY Procedure IP-1017 and Con Ed Procedure 1013,
Recommendations of Protective Action for Offsite Population
describes the method to be used by the Shift Supervisor/Emergency
Nirector to determine the protective actions to recommend to the
offsite authorities, and the bases for the choice of the protective

actions.

Do the licensees' Emergency Plans include the bases for the choice

recommended protective actions for the plume exposure pathway EPZ
during an emergency? Explain.

Yes, the procedures mentioned in response to Question 94 are based
on Protective Action Guides of the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, and also on the basis of plant parameters as described in
each licensees' Emergency Action Level Procedures.

Are the bases for the choice of recommended protective actions
discussed in the response to Question 96 sufficient for the
licensees' to make decisions on recommended protective actions?
Explain.

Yes, the basis for the initial recommendation of notifying the

general public and reconmending shelter as the first protective
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measure is the actual status of plant conditions before there is a

release of radioactivity from the plant.

Do the licensees' provisions for protective response of onsite
individuals and its capability to recommend protective actions to
offsite authorities for persons within the plume exposure pathway
EPZ which you described in response to Questions 89 through 97 meet
the planning standards of 10 CFR Section 50.47(b)(10) and the
requirements of Appendix E.IV.D and E of 10 CFR Part 50?

Yes, tne licensees' provisions for protective response of onsite
individuals and their capability to recommend protective actions to
offsite authorities for persons within the plume exposure pathway
EPZ meet the planning standard of 10 CFR 50.47(b)(10) and the
requirements of Appendix E.IV.D and E of 10 CFR Part 50.

Wave you examined the means established by licensees for controlling
\ diological exposures to its emergency workers in the event of a

radiological emergency at Indian Point, Units 2 and 3? Explain.

Yes, PASNY Emergency Plan at Section 6.7.1 and Con Ld's Procedures
IP-1038 address required authorization by the Emergency Director,
guidance and maximum exposure criteria where it may be necessary for

established limits to be exceeded.
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Do the licensees' means for controlding such radiological expo;ures
include exposure guidelines which are consistent with EPA Emergency
Worker and Lifesaving Activity Protective Action Guides? Explain.
Yes, both licensees' emergency plans have provisions noted in
response to Question 98 for controlling exposures that are based on
the EPA Emergency Worker and Lifesaving Activity Protective Actions
Guides (EPA 520/1-75/001) and the National Committee on Radiation
Protection, Report 39, (1971).

Have licensees made provisions for an onsite radiation protection
program to be implemented during emergencies, which included a
24-hour-per-day capability to determine doses received by emergency
personnel? Explain.

Yes, the licensees' radiation protection program in force during
nonemergency conditions will continue in force during emergency
conditions. Exceptions to rules will be under the authority of the
Emergency Director. Written agreements exist with the dosimetry
processor to provide 24 hour telephone emergency dosimetry service.
The licensees have onsite a TLD processor and HP technicians on

watch have been trained in its use.

Do the means provided by licensees for controlling radiological
exposures to emergency personnel during an emergency which you
described in response to Questions 98 through 100 meet the planning
standard of 10 CFR Section 50.47(b)(11) and the requirements of
Appendix E.IV.E of 10 CFR Part 507
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Yes, the means provided by the licensees for controlling exposure to
emergency personnel during an emergency meet the planning standard
of 10 CFR 50.47(b)(11) and the requirements of Appendix E.IV.E of

10 CFR Part 50.

Have you examined licensees' arrangements for medical services for
contaminated injured individuals? Explain.

Yes, PASNY Procedures IP-1021 and Con Ed Procedures IP-1012 describe
the procedure to be followed when an individual is injured and con-
taminated. The immediate action is to render first aid and then
notify the Control Room for additional aid.

Have the licensees made provisions for an onsite first aid
capability? Explain.

Yes, there is a two-room First Aid and Decontamination Suite located
on the 72 foot elevation of the Unit 1 Nuclear Services Building; an
alternate area for treatment of possible radiation casualties at the
Con Ed Medical Bureau Service Center at the EOF location; a First
Aid Room on the 33 foot level of the IP-3 Turbine Building; a first
aid room on the 15 foot level of the administrction building; and a
First Aid and Decontamination Room at the IP-3 Health Physics

Control Point.

Have you examined licensees' arrangements for transporting
contaminated injured individuals to medical support facilities?

Explain.
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A.104 Yes, both licensees have letters of agreement with the Verplanck
Ambulance Association for 24-hour service for transporting
contaminated injured persons to medical support facilities. There
is also a letter of agreement with Peekskill Community Hospital to

accept an injured and contaminated patient.

Q.105 Do licensees arrangements for medical services for comtaminated
injured individuals which you have described in response to Ques-
tions 103 through 105 meet the planning standard of 10 CFR Sec-
tion 50.47(b)(12) and the requirements of Appendix E.IV.E of 10 CFR
Part 507

A.105 Yes, the licensees' arrangement for medical services for
contaminated injured individuals meet the planning standard of 10
CFR 50.47(b)(12) and the requirements of Appendix E.IV.E of 10 CFR
Part 50.

Q.106 Have you examined the general plans developed by licensees for
recovery and reentry? Explain.

A.106 Yes, Section 9 cf each licensees' Emergency Plan described general
recovery plans. Recovery operations are the responsibility of the
individual licensees' Recovery Manager and include re-entry and
assessment and repair and return to operations. 10 CFR Part 20

radiation exposure 1imits will be observed.
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Do the licensee's plans for recovery and reentry describe the means
by which decisions are reached to relax protective measures?
Explain.

Yes, Section 9 of both licensees' Emergency Plan state that it is
the responsibility of the individual licensees' Recovery Manager to
determine that the facility and the surroundings are safe, and after
consultation with his staff and other agencies available to him, to
determine that the radioactive release is terminated and th:t pro-

tective measures may be relaxed.

Do the licensee's emergency plans establish a method for periodi-
cally estimating total population exposure? Explain.

Yes, Con Ed Procedure IP-1036 describe the method of determining the
total integrated whole body and thyroid dose to the population at
large within the 10 mile EPZ by multiplying the exposure in each of
160 sector zones by the population therein, and then summing the

total. PANSY would use the same procedure.

Do the licensee's plans for recovery and reentry which you have
described in response to Questions 107 through 109 meet the planning
standard of 10 CFR Section 50.47(b)(13) and the requirements of
Appendix E.IV.H of 10 CFR Part 507

Yes, the licensee's plan for recovery and reentry meet the planning
standard of 10 CFR Section 50.47(b)(13) and the requirements of
Appendix E.IV.H of 10 CFR Part 50.
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Are you familiar with the emergency, planning exercise conducted on
March 3, 1982, for Indian Point, Unit 3? Explain.

Yes, 1 Lave reviewed the report and the individual evaluations made
by NRC observers, and the individual evaluation by the licensee's

observers.

Briefly summarize the onsite scenario for the exercise conducted on
March 3, 1982.

The scenario provided for a sequence of simulated events which
required the mobilization of the licensee's emergency organization
beginning with an Unusual Event and progressing through sequentially
escalating classes to a General Emergency. The scenario included a
loss of coolant, failure of reactor protection systems, failure of a
containment purge valve, repair team operation, and a contaminated

injured person trarsported to a hospital.

What functional areas of the licensees' emergency response organi-
zation were tested by the exercise?

The exercise tested emergency organization and control, accident
classification, dese assessment, notification of offsite authori-
ties, augmentation of onsite organization, first aid, transportaticn
of contaminated injured individual, on and offsite monitoring,

public information, accountability of personnel.
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From the standpoint of onsite emerggncy preparedness and licensees'
response and licensees' emergency preparedness, what were the
resuits of the exercise?

As noted in the NRC exercise evaluation report, the exercise demon-
strated the licensees' overall capability to respond to an emer-
gency, and the NRC observers found that the licensees' actions to be
adequate to protect the health and safety of the public. The
licensee was informed through the critique of his own observers and
through the critique of NRC observers where there are areas for
improvement, and the licensee has taken action to implement the

recommendations.

Explain the process whereby the licensees' deficiencies noted during
exercises or drills will be corrected.

Within the licensee's organization, responsible individuals are
identified and assigned responsibility for assuring that

deficiencies are corrected.

How will the Office of Inspection and Enforcement assure that
problem areas identifed during the exercise are corrected by the
licensees?

The Office of Inspection and Erforcement assures that problem areas
identified during the exercise are corrected through its onsite

inspection process.
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Have licensees established provisiops for implementing the
corrective actions? Explain.

Yes, recommended procedure changes have been made and retraining of
personnel is being accomplished. 1he issue of the size of the EOF

has been brought to the attention of Con Ed senior management.

Have you examined the licensees' provisions for conducting drills in
the functional areas of emergency response identified in NUREG-0654,
I1.N.2? Explain.

Yes, Con Ed's emergency plan Section 8.1.2 and PASNY's Plan

Table 8-1 summarize exercises and drills, the participants and the
frequency of the drills. These include communications, fire,
medical emergency, radiological monitoring and health physics
drills.

Have you examined the licensees' provisions for when exercises and
drills are to be conducted? Explain.
Yes, as stated in response to Question 117, both licensees' plans

describe the frequency of drills and exercises.

Are exercises or drills useful where the participants have prior
knowledge of the date, time and other details of the exercise or
drill? Explain.

A1l drills or exercises, regardless of prior knowledge, are useful
as a training medium. In this exercise, care was taken by the

licensee to insure that participants did not have prior knowledge of
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the details of the exercise scenarip. The reports of the NRC
observers state that they did not perceive evidence of prior

knowledge of the scenario.

Do the licensees' provisions for taking corrective action, their
performance during the March 3, 1982 exercise and their provisions
for conducting exercises and drills which you have described in
response to Questions 110 through 113 meet the planning standard of
10 CFR Section 50.47(b)(14) and the requirements of Appendix E.IV.F
of 10 CFR Part 507

Yes, the licensees' provisions for conducting drills and exercises
and for taking corrective actions meet the planning standard for

10 CFR 50.47(b)(14) and the requirements of 10 CFR Part 50

Appendix E.IV.F.

Have you examined the licensees' provisions for radiological
emergency response training to those who may be called on to assist
in an emergency? Explain.

Yes, each licensee has developed an Emergency Planning Training
program that defines the program and specifies the training
requirements and responsibilities. The program contains detailed
lesson plans appropriate to each emergency function. Plans,

procedures, lecture notes and visual aids are used in the training

program.
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Have you examined those provisions pf the licensee's training
program for the specialized training and periodic retraining in the
catzgories identified in NUREG-0€54, [1.0.%, partycularly wi'h
rezpect to adiological menitoring and radiciogical analysis
rersonnel? E¥plain.

Yes, Con Ed has deveioped a table which is a matrix of “raining
courses Jersus the appropriate persons to take such tra‘ning. 1
have reviewed (nis matrix and it includes the categorie; identified
in NUREG-0654 11.0.4 and radiological monitering and dote :s=essment
personnel taking coursas in these subjecis. FASNY has a similar

system.

Have the licensees established meens for assuring that eme:gen 'y
response personnel will recefve neccssary traning? Explain.

Yes, both licensees' emergemcy plans in Section 8 of each 'icensees'
emergency plan inrlude tables that summerizz: ‘he requiree trairing
and its frequency, and the personnel to take che training. 3o7h
licensees' umploy a cumputerized sy tenm of record keeping to imsure

that retraining is accomplished accordng to schedule.

Does the radiological emergaw.: respoase traininy provided by
licensees which you have described in resporse to Ques*iors 121
thiough 123 meet the planning standard of 10 CFR Section
50.47{H)(15) and tlie requirenents of Appendix E.IY.F of 10 CFR Fart
50°
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Yec, the licensees program of radio)ogical emergency respense
training and retraining meet the planning standard of 10 CFR Section
50.47 (b){1%) and the requirements of Appendix E.IV.F of 10 CFR Part
50.

Have licensees established responsibilities for emergency plan
development? Expiain.

Yes, PASNY's Emergency Plan at Section 8.1 has designated the
Assistant to the Radiological and Environmental Services
Superintendent to be the Emergency Planning Coordinator. Con Ed's
Ewergency Plan at Sectiorn B.1.3 has desionated as Emergency Planning
Pirector a member of the normal station staft who reports to the
General Environmeiiial Health and Safety.

‘‘ave the licensees made provisions for updating their Emergency
Plans? Explain.

Yes, Section 8 of both licensee's emergency plans state that the
PASNY Emergency Planning Coordinator and the Con Ed Director of
Emergency Planning are responsible for reviewing all proposed
changes to the emergency plan and procedures and for processing them
through PASNY's Plant Operations Review Committee and Con Ed's
Nuclear Safety Committee.

Have the licensees established responsibilities for distribution of

emergency plans? Explain.
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Yes, Section 8 of both licensee's emergency plans state that
distribution of changes to plans and procedures is the
responsibility of PASNY's Emergency Planning Coordinator and Con
Ed's Director of Emergency Planning.

Describe the licensees' administration and implementation of their
Emergency Plans? A.128 In both site visits and in my reviews, I
have observed that changes to plans or procedures are issued with
the revised pages marked to indicate the changes. The revised pages
are distributed to all controlled copy holders. A return receipt
routing sheet is issued with all changes.

Have you reviewed the licensees' provisions for training the emer-
gency response planners?
Yes, emergency response planners are included in the training plans

mentioned in response to Question 122.

Have you reviewed the licensees' arrangements for having independent
reviews conducted periodically of their emergency preparedness
programs? Explain.

Yes, Section 8.2. of Con Ed's emergency plan states that a: annuz!
audit of Con Ed's emergency preparedness program is performed by Con
Ed's Quality Assurance Organization, and a report made to the
Nuclear Facilities' Safety Committee. Section B.4 of PANSY's
emergency plan staies that PASNY also arranges for an annual

independent review of the emergency preparedness program which is
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reported to the Safety Review Committee and the Plant Operating

Review Committee.

Do licensees' Emergency Plans provide for (1) a 1isting of
supporting plans and their sources, (2) an appendix 1isting
procedures required to implement the plan, and (3) a specific table
nf contents? Explain.

Yes, both 1icensees plans include a table of contents and a cross
index to NUREG-0654, a 1isting of implementing procedures, letters
of agreement, and, in separate documents, supporting plans of State

and Yocal emergency response organizations.

Do the licensees' development, periodic review and distribution of
emergency plans which you have described in response to Questions
125 through 131 meet the planning standard of 10 CFR Part 50(b)(16)
and the requirements of 10 CFR 50 Appendix E.IV.F.?

Yes, the licensees' development, periodic review and distribution of
emergency plans meet the planning standard of 10 CFR Section
50.47(b)(16) and the requirements of Appendix E.IV.F of 10 CFR Part
50.

Have the licensees submitted (or provided the appropriate reference
to) radiological emergency response plans of the State and local
governmental entities that are wholly or partially within the plume
exposure pathway EPZ as required by 10 CFR Section 50.54(s)(1)?
Explain.
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Yes, the licensees have submitted the radiological emergency
response plans of the State of New York and the Counties of
Westchester, Orange, Putnam and Rockland as required by 10 CFR
Section 50.54(s)(1).

Have the licensees submitted (or provided the appropriate reference
to) radiological emergency response plans of State governments
wholly or partly within the ingestion pathway EPZ as required by 10
CFR Section 50.54(s)(1)? If yes, explain.

Yes, in addition to the plans mentioned in response to Question 134,
the licensees have submitted the Radiological Emergency Response
Plans of the States of Pennsylvania, New Jersey and Connecticut.

Contention 3.4 The licensees cannot be depended upon to notify the proper

author

€s of an emergency promptly and accurately enough to assure

effective response.

Q.13%

A.135

For Contention 3.4, describe the Commission'srequirements and
guidance concerning the provisions for notifying appropriate offsite
authorities in the event of a radiological emergency, and compare
the provisions made by licensees with those required by regulation
and/or recommended in NUREG-0654.

10 CFR 50 Appendix E.IV.D3 states, "A licensee shall have the
capability to notify responsible State and local governmental
agencies within 15 minutes after declaring an emergency". For each
class of emergency the guidance in NUREG-0654, Appendix 1 states,

under licensee actions "1. Promptly informs State and/or local
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‘ offsite authorities...". PASNY's procedure 1P-1030 states

specifically, "0Offsite agencies should be notified within 15 minutes

of the declaration of an emergency classification®. Con Ed

procedure IP-1002 lists the procedural steps to be followed by

Control Room personnel. The first step for the communicator, after

he has received the Notification Form from the Shift Supervisor is

to notify New York State and the four counties via the party hot

line, the Radiological Emergency Communications System (RECS).

Q.136 Have you examined the licensees' bases for notification of offsite
authorities for the four classes of Emergency Action Levels?
Explain.
A.136 Yes, as noted in response to Questions 34 and 35, the bases for
‘ notification of offsite authorities is that events have occured that
are measureable or observable to plant operators that make

declaration of an emergency class appropriate.

Q.137 Have you examined the licensees' procedures for notifying offsite
authorities in the event of a radiological emergency at Indian
Point, Unit 2 and Unit 3? Explain.

A.137 VYes, PASNY's Procedure IP-1030 and Con Ed's Procedure IP-1002 are
the procedures that describe the initial notification required when
an emergency is declared. 1 have interviewed the PASNY and Con Ed
Shift Supervisors and have verified that they understand these

procedures and their responsibility for implementing them.
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Do the Ticensees' bases and procedures for notifying offsite
authorities conform to the requirements of NRC's regulations and the
recommendations in NUREG-0654?

Yes, as noted in response to Question 41 the licensees bases and
procedures for notifying offsite authorities conform to 10 CFR 50
Appendix E.IV.D.3 and the criteria of NUREG-0654, Appendix 1.

Contention 3.6 The emergency plans and proposed protective actions do not

adequately take into account the full range of accident scenarios and
meteorological conditions for Indian Point, Units 2 and 3.

Q.139

A.139

For Contention 3.6, describe the Commission's requirements and
guidance concerning the capability of acquiring and evaluating
meteorological information for onsite emergency prtp;r!dness. and
compare the capability established by the licensees with that
required by regulation and/or recommend in NUREG-0654 .

10 CFR 50 Appendix E.IV.B requires a description of "The means to
be used for determining the magnitude of and for continually
assessing the impact of the release of radicactive material. The
applicable guidance in NUREG-0654 1.5 statec, "Each licensee shall
have the capability of acquiring and evaluating meteorological
information sufficient to meet the criteria of Appendix 2." The
licensees equipment exceed the criteria of Appendix 2, since 3
towers are in operation, the 122 meter tower, the 30 wmeter on the
EOF site, and a third backup tower. The meteorological program

meets the regulatory requirements.
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For Contention 3.6, describe the Commission's requirements and
guidance regarding the spectrum of off-normal conditions and postu-
lated accidents to be used as a basis for onsite emergency prepared-
ness, and compare the off-normal conditions and postulated accidents
used by the Ticensees with those required and/or recommended in

NUREG-0654 .

10 CFR 50 Appendix E.IV.B requires “"emergency action levels that are
to be used as criteria for notification....The emergency action
levels shall be based on in-plant conditions and instrumentation in
addition to onsite and offsite monitoring.” The guidance in
NUREG-0654 1.1. states "each licensee shall identify plant system
and effluent parameter values characteristic of a spectrum of
off-normal conditions and accidents and shall identify the plant
parameter values or other information which correspond to the

example initiating conditions in Appendix 1." The licensees have

developed implementing procedures for classifying accidents. The
procedures 1ist each of the conditions in NUREG-0654, Appendix 1
with the corresponding indian Point Units 2 and 3 conditions. The
1icensees emergency action levels are based on specific indications
of plant parameters. | have compared the list in NUREG-0654 and the

licensees Emergency Action Levels and they are consistent.

Contention 4.2 (c) The following specific feasible offsite procedures

should be taken to protect the public:
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A.142

Q.143
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(c) License conditions should prohibit power operation of
Units 2 and 3 when the roadway network becomes degraded because
of adverse weather conditions.

With respect to Contention 4.2(c), describe how recommendations for
protective actions are developed based on plant conditions.
Recommendations for the protective action of shelter is the initial
recommendation. This recommendation is made on the basis of a
degraded plant condition bYefore there is a release of activity from
the plant. If subsequent plant conditions degrade further the
recommendation may be made to evacuate out to a minimum radius.
NUREG-0654 Appendix 1 gives specific recommendations which have been
repeated in the licensee's procedures.

For Contention 4.2(c), describe the extent to which adverse weather
conditions have been accounted for in the emergency preparedness at
Indian Point, Unit 2 and Unit 3.

Adverse weather may have the effect of increasing the time necessary
to evacuate an area. The evacuation time estimates made by the
licensees have included an estimate of evacuation times during
adverse weather. Local officials would take these factors into
account in making subsequent recommendations after the initial

recommendation to take shelter.

For Contention 4.2(c), describe how protective action

recommendations would account for adverse weather conditions.
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As stated in response to Question 181 and 142, in any case, the
initial recommendation would be to take shelter and listen to
further instructions on the EBS system. If weather systems were
such that evacuation would not be feasible, more specific shelter
options might be broadcast, e.g., to employ ad hoc respiratory

protection, or to take shelter in a basement.

Would there be a significant increase in the protection afforded the
public within the plume exposure pathway EPZ by emergency
preparedness at Indian Point, Unit 2 and Unit 3, if a Ticense
condition prohibited power operation during adverse weather which
degraded the road network in the vicinity of Indian Point, Unit 2
and Unit 37 Explain.

There would be come reduction in risk to the public for those
periods when the reactors are not in operation. However, this ray
be or7 set by frequent startups and shutdown transients and by the
reduction of grid reliability for the delivery of electricity under
adverse weather conditions. Because the preerred protective action
for severe, fast release accident scenarios is sheltering until
after plume passage and subsequent relocation from any area subject
to ground contamination the reduction in individual risk from
shutting down in anticipation of such scenarios would nct depend on
calculated evacuation times. We would expect that a more
significant increase in overall protection during such conditions
would be afforded by the licensees making recommendations to alert

the general public at the site emergency level rather than the
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general emergency level during any accident warranting these
classifications, thus giving the public more time to take effective
action (e.g., to make preparations for any precautionary evacuation

that might be ordered by offsite authorities).

Contention 4.5 Specific steps must be taken by NRC, State, and local
officials to promote a public awareness that nuclear power plant accidents
with substantial offsite risks are possible at Indian Point.

Q.145 For Contention 4.5, describe the Commission's requirements and
guidance for public education and information concerning emergency
planning, and compare the provisions made by licensees for public
education and information.

A.145 10 CFR 50 Appendix E.IV.D.2 states, "Provisions should be described
for yearly dissemination to the public within the plume exposure
pathway EPZ of basic emergency planning information, such as the
methods and times required for public notification and the
protective actions planned if an accident occurs, general
information as to the nature and effects of radiation, and a listing
of local broadcast stations that will be used for dissemination of
information during an emergency. Signs or other measures shall also
be used to disseminate to any transient population within the plume
exposure pathway EPZ appropriate information that would be helpful

if an accident occurs.”

The Ticensees have complied with the first part of this requirement

by distributing through the mail a brochure which addresses all of



®

- 56 -

the issues in that sentence. For the transient population, the
licensees are committed to have a telephone page insert in the Fall,
1982, edition of the local telephone books, which will extract
pertinent information from the brochure. The telephore page
information will be available to all telephone users, both permanent
residents and businesses, and transients wherever a telephone book
is available, e.g., motel rooms. The licensees are planning to
distribute a poster for places of public gathering, e.g., movies,
meeting rooms. The poster is planned to have similar information as

the telephone insert.

W A maximum acceptable level of radiation exposure for the
c mus established before any objective basis will exist for
adaquate emergency planning.

Q.146

Q.147

A.147

For Contention 4.6, describe the Commission's requirements and
guidance concerring acceptable levies of radiation exposure for the
general public in the event of a reactor accident.

There ere no acceptable levels of radiation exposure for the general
public in the event of a reactor accident in the Commission's

regulations.

For Contention 4.6, describe the overall objective of emergency
planning and your views or whether an objective basis exists for
adequate emergency planning.

The overall objective of radiological emergency preparedness is to
minimize the radiation dose that people might receive due to a

reactor accident. With that object in mind, the NRC requires the
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licensee to declare the emergency on the basis of plant parameters
before there is a release of radioactivity, and with that same
object in mind the local authorities are to activate an alarm system
promptly, and that alarm system is to alert and notify people as

quickly as possible.

Contention 4 7 The present emergency planning brochures and present means
of alerting and informing the population of an emergency do not give
adequate attention to problems associated with persons who are deaf, blind,
too young to understand the instructiors, or who do not speak English,

Q.148 For Contention 4.7, describe the Commission's requirements and
guidance for alerting and informing the public and compare the
provisions made by licensees to those requirements and/or
recommendations of NUREG-0654.

A.148 The NRC requirements for educational material are stated in response
to question 147. The requirements for alerting and informing the
public are in 10 CFR 50.1V.D3..."the nuclear power reactor licensee
shall demonstrate that administrative and physical means have been
established for alerting and providing prompt instructions to the
public within the plume exposure EPZ." The siren system that has
been installed has the objective of prompt alerting of the public
within the 10 mile EPZ. Arrangements have been made for radic and
TV stations in the tmergency Broadcast System (EBS) to broadcast
messages to notify the public on what to do in a specific

radiological emergency.
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The comment concerning handicapped or young or non-English Speaking
people can be made about many aspects of modern life. Boy Scouts
help elderly people across the street because some elderly are
confused by traffic signs and lights. Blind people need assistance

in coping with emergencies.

The educational brochures referred to in response to Question 58
included a questionaire for people who would need assistance in an
emergency. The questionaire was in the form of a stamped, self
addressed series of questions. The response to this questionaire
has been transmitted to local county authorities for a registry of
residents for whom special arrangements would be made.

The public information staffs of both PASNY and Con Ed have underway
a2 public information program of meetings with citizens groups,
church groups, PTAs, organizations such as Rotary to explain what
could happen in an emergency and what people should be prepared to
do. This program should also help to get the word out to people
with special problems

The NRC staff, in promulgating regulations and guidance, and in
reqiiring licensees to disseminate information to the public, does
not expect immediate 100% understanding by all the general public.
We expect, in a severe emergency that people will help one another.

This is what happens in all other kinds of emergency situations
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where everyone is subject to the same conditions; we have no reason

to expect that it would not happen in a radiological accident.



JOHN R. SEARS
RESUME' .
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In 1976 1 transferred to the Divison of Operating Reactors as the sole reviewer
responsible for review of emergency planning for 211 the operating reactors in

the United States.

New York City College, 1950 - Mechanical Engineerfng

Argonne International School of Reactor Technology, 1961 - Reactor Control Course
GE BWR System Design Course, 1972

Popo-U.S. Army, 1974 - Course in Industrial Defense and Disaster Planning
Instructor at OCPA , 1976, 1977 - Course in Emergency Planning :
Director, 1962 - Reactor Prograa, Atoms for Peace Exhibit, Bangkok, Thailand

Jirector, 1966 - Atoms for Peace Exhibit, Utrecht, Holland



UNITFN STATES nF AMERICA
NUCLEAR RESULATORY COMMISS TN

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LTCENSING BOARD

In the Matter of

)
)
CONSOLIDATED EDISON ) Docket Nos. 50.-247.sp
OF NEW YORK (Indian Point, Unit 2) ) 50-286-Sp

)

)

)

POWER AUTHORITY 0F THE STATE
OF NEW YORK (Indian Point, linit 3)

SUPPLEMENTAL TESTIMONY OF JOHN R,
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0.1 State yuur name and position with the NRC.

A.1 My name s ‘ohn R. Sears. I am a Senior Reactor Safety Fngineer
in the Emergency Preparedness Licensing Branch, Nffice of
Inspection and Enforcement.

0.2 Have you prepared a statement of your qualifications?

A.2 VYes, they are attached to my June 7, 1982 prefiled testimony.

0.3 What is the nature of your recponsibilities with respect to Indian
Point, Unit. 2 and 37
A3 My responzibilities are described in response to Question 3 of my

June 7, 1982 prefiled testimony,
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What 1s the purpose of this tesimony?
The purpose of this testimony 1s to address fdentified deficiencies
in the onsite preparedness program for Indian Point, Units 2 and 3

which remain as “open items® and the Ticensees plans for {mprovements.

Have you identified any deficiencies in the T{zensees’' onsite
emergency preparedness?
Yes, the following items were considered to be open ftems.

OPEN 1TEM
Indian Point, Unft 2

Provisions for a TSC (Technical Support Center) which meets
11ability conditions, and which has che space, squipment, supplies,
c@nicat‘lm and protective means required to fulfill fts
functions during the various accident conéitions.

The TSC for Indfan Point, Unit 2 was formerly Tocated in the
administrative office snace in the No. 1 Administrative Building and
comprised several adjoining offices. In a letter dated June "
1981, Con Ed described their plans for a permanent Technical Suoport
Center which was described to have the same radiological habitability
requirements as _he Control Room under accident conditions. This
permanent facility has now been completed and will be manned during
the March 9, 1983 exercise. An onsite appraisal for conformance to

NRC guidance will be made by an NRC team during 1983,
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A.6

OPEN ITEM .
Indian Point, Unit 3

Determination of the reoresentativos of post accident airborne

effluent particulate sampling,

The licensee plans to determine the amount of deposition in
sampling lines tv analyzing and composing samples at the head and
the tail of sampling lines. The program requires that the plant be

operating to obtain data for comparison.

What is the significance of these open items in the onsite
emerqency preparedness programs for Indian Point, Units 2 and n

1. The purpose of a Technical Support Center is to provide space
outside the control room and information for qualified technical
personne! to analvze the reactor situation and to provide counsel
to the operators. The March 9, 1983 exercise will afford the first
opportunity for observers to critique how well the new Technical
Support Center operates.

2. Line losses in sampling Tines is a generic problem.
Analysis of the sample may indicate activity less than that
actually present in the component being samnled. The licensee's
pro,ram should lead to an understanding of the representativeness
of the sample, and what, if anything, needs to be done to resolve

the situation.
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Do these open items in the onsite smergency preparedness program
of Indfan Point, Units 2 and 3 alter the conclusions you reached
in your prefiled tcstimony of June 7, 19827

No; my conclusion remains that the emergency plans a.d procadures
form an adequate basis for an acceptable state on onsite

~reparedness.



10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

JUDGE CGLEASON: I would like to
suggest, Mr., Hassell, that in the future we could
save a lot of time if we had these changes in
written form supplied to the board in advance.

MR. HASSELL: I now tender the panel
for cross-examination,

JUDGE GLEASON: Go ahead, Ms.
Potterfield.

CROSS-EXAMINATION
BY MS. POTTERFIELD:

Q. My name is Amanda Potterfield,. I
represent the New York Public Interest Research
Group, Intervenors.

I want to first ask Mr. Schwartz
#bout his testimony. I understood, Mr. Schwartz,
that you had adopted the testimony previously
fil1.d by Brian Grimes; am I mistaken about that
that?

A. (Witness Schwartz) Ms. Potterfield,
you are not mistaken. Mr. Grimes' prefiled
testimony on, I think it was, June 7, and since
that time he has been re-assigned other
responsibilities at the commission. I reviewed
the testimony that he prefiled, made some minor

modification to that testimony, and filed it on

TAYLOE ASSOCIA~TES
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March B and adopted it as it was filed today.

Q. Well, as I look at the testimony

12246

it

appears to me that you have taken from Mr, Grimes'

testimony his remarks on contention 3.6, beginning

at page 10 of his testimony, and going through
page 12, and that apart from that you have not
adogpted the first ten pages of his testimony,
right?

A, (Witness Schwartz) I am sorry, I

don't have that testimony in front of me.

to

am I

JUDGE GLEASON: Excuse me, let's get

something straight here, Ms., Potterfield, because

I think all of us have to have the same

understanding.

The only thing that has been admitted

into the record that I am aware of is Mr. Schwartz's

testimony as delivered to the parties on the date

of March 8, 1983,

MS. FOTTERFIELD: I understood that,

too, but I wanted to clear up a previous

understanding that I had that he was also adoptirg

Mr. Grimes' testimony.
JUDGE GLEASON: The point is thct
not been offered. So if yor want to ask him

questions about - - he may have changed that,

TAYLOE ASSOCIATES
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have to do it in that line., Let's not confuse the
testimony before us.

Am I inccrrect, Mr. Hassell?

MR. HASSELL: You are correct.,

JUDGE GLEASON: I am not trying to
stop your questions.

MS. POTTERFIELD: That's all right. I
have it clarified. Thank you.

Q. Then, as I understanrd it, you
reviewed Mr. Grimes' testimony and changed part of
it and used that as your testimony, is that right?

A. (Witness Schwartz) What 1 did was
strike some c¢cf the material that was cocriginally
filed by Mr. Grimes and reread it and made sure I
agreed with it and then fi.ed it as my own,.

Q. But you didn't make any changes, daia
you, to the testirmony filed by Mr. Grimes
beginning, well, on contention 3.6 and contention
4.1, which begins on page 2 of your testimony and
goes through to page 6?

MR. HASSELL: Ms. Potterfield, can you
indicate the areas of the Grimes testimony that
you are referring to?

MS. POTTERFIELD: It begins on page 10

and contirues to the end, page 12.

TAYLOE ASSOCIATES
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A. (Witness Schwartz) If you give me a
moment, I will review it,

Q. Thank you.

(There was a pause in the proceeding.)

A. (Witness Schwartz) I believe that's
essentially correct.

Q. You are now the deputy directer of
the Division of Emergency Preparedness and
Engineering Response in the office of Inspection
and Enforcement, is that right?

A, (Witness Schwart-) That's correct.

Q. Mr. Grimes had been be the director
of that same department, is that right?

A. (Witness Schwartz) That's not totally
true. There was a consolidation in the Office of
Inspection and Enforcement and the Division of
Emergency Preparedness was folded into a new
division, which is now called the Division of
Emergenc' Preparedness and Engineering Response.
There is no Division of Emergency Preparedness per
se at the Nuclear Regulatory Commission.

Q. But there is now a Division of
Emergency Preparedness and Engineering Response?

A, (Witness Schwartz) That's corr :ict.

All the responsibilities of that old Division of

TAYLOE ASSOCIATES
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Emergency Preparedness was subsumed by this new

division.

Q. Is there a director of this new
division?

A. Yes, there is.

_Q. What his his name?

A. (Witness Schwartz) Edward Jordan.

Q. Did he also review your testimony

before yo. filed it here?

A. (Witness Schwartz) I can't say for
certain whether he did or not. I know I discussed
it with him as late as yesterda afternoon over
the phone, what my conclusions were on the
testimony, and he agreed with me.

Q. Now, Mr. Schwartz, do I understand
that it is you and Mr. Jordan who have the
responsibility within the NRC for review of
emergency plans to determine whether or not those
plans meet the requirements of NUREG 06547

A. (Witness Schwartz) It is the division's
responsibility, that's correc..

Q. And you and Mr. Jordan are the top
two people in that division, am I right?

A. (Witness Schwartz) That is correct.

Q. So that the two of you are those who

TAYLOE ASSOCIATES



10

11
12
13
14
18
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

12250
are responsible for the imposition of the 120
clock at Indian Point most recently?

A. (Witness Schwartz) I would have to go
back in my memory to remember when exactly that
time was. I think Mr Grimes was the division
director at the time of the imposition of the
four-month clock.

Q. It was in August.

A. It was Mr, Grimes that was in charge
of the divisicn at that time.

Q. What were your responsibilities in
August of 19822

A. (Witness Schwartz) I was the deputy
director of that division,

Q. 8o you held a position that was just

&
under Mr. Grimes at that point?

A. (Witness Schwartz) That's correct.

Q. And Mr. Jordan, was he also ir your
division at that point?

A. (Witness Schwartz) No. Mr. Jordan
was the director of another division in the Office
cf Inspection and Enforcement.

Q. What role did you play in the
decision to impose that 120 day clock last August?

A. (Witness Schwartz) 1 guess in the

TAYLOE ASSOCIATES
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‘ 1 context of that decision, it was advisory and
2 supportive of the director's decision.
3 Q. Did you review the findings of the
4 Federal Emergency Management Agency about the
5 deficiencies in the emergency plans around Indian
6 Point?
7 MR. BRANDENBURG: Mr. Chairman, at
8 this time I have to interpose an objection. This
9 topic has not been covered by this gentleman's
10 direct tes*imony, and consequently I object tc
11 this line of questioning as beyond the scope of
12 the witness' direct testimony.

Q-' 13 JUDGE GLEASON: Objection is denied.
14 Proceed.
15 3 A. (kitness Schrartz) Please repeat the

16 question.

17 Q. In the course of your participation
18 in the decision to impose a 120 day clock last
19 August, did you review the findings of the Federal
20 Emergency Management Agency about the deficiencies
21 in th Indian Point emergency plan?
22 A. (Witness Schwartz) I believe I did,
43 yes.

xl 21 Q. And do I understand, then, fr Lhe
25 imposition of the 120 day clock that you and Mr.

TAYLOE ASSOCIATES
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Grimes concurred ir those findings?

MR. CIZAJA: I am unclear as :o the
question, Judge, Is the Juest‘or whethar this
witness cornrurs in all of FEMA'Ss findings?

JUDGE GLEASON: Those findings.

MR. CZAJA: I am tryiny teo find out
what those¢ findings are.

JUDGE GLEASON: What are those
findings?

MS. POTTERFIELD: This is a witness
who testifies as part of his job. He is Mr.,
Hassell's witness and he can be protected by Mr.
Rassell. He doesn't need Mr. Czaja's qQuestion,

If he is unclcar about the question, he can tell

ll?.n is.
,*i‘

l?« JUDGE GLEASUN: Are you unclear about

e question?

THE WITNESS: (Witness Schwartz) If
you are describing the FEMA findings relating to,
I believe it was the exercise that was the basis
for the imposition of the four-month clock as
provided in the regulation? Yes, I was a party to
itc.

Q. And since you and Mr. Grimes and your

department participated in the decision to irn,ose

TAYLOE ASSOCIATES
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the 120 day clock, may I infer from that that you
concurred in those findings?

A. (Witness Schwartz) That's correct.

Q. So that the review of emergency plans
for nuclear power sites is a regular part of your
job at the NRC?

A. (Witness Schwartz) Yes, it is a
regular part of my job, although not tne total job.
Q. How much of your time is spent in

reviewing emergency response plans?

A. (Witness Schwartz) I don't
particularly review emergency response plans
myself. I review the results of the reviews done l

Ly the branch responsible for that, and that's the

9ency Preparedness Branch within the division.

éﬁ;faﬁ- lew does it happen, then,

"ﬁii¥ﬁlitratlvoly that plans would come to your

attention from the Emergency Preparedness Division
of your department?

A, (Witness Schwartz) As they are
reviewed by the project leaders in the division, 1
would see the results of those findings.

Q. My question really is, Mr. Schwartz,
whether you see their findings with regard to

every set of emergency response plans they review

TAYLOE ASSOCIATES
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Q 1 or whether you only see those that come to your
2 attention for some special reason?
3 A. (Wwitness Schwartz) The responsibility,
4 the day-to-day responsibility for those reviews
5 rests with the branch, I will see copies of those
6 from time to time when they are completed, or when
7 there are some matters of policy that need some
8 discussion.
9 Q. How is it that the Indian Point
10 emergency response plans came to your attention?
11 A. (Witness Schwartz) I believe that you
12 were talking, if I am to not mistaken, about the
' 13 findings of FEMA, and I am discussing the staff
14 review of the Indian Point emergency response plan.
15 Unless you switched somewhere.
?igﬁﬁﬁ 16 I want to make clear what it is you
| 17 believe I am looking at.
18 Q. Let me be clear. 1 understand that
19 the Indian Point emergency response plans did not
20 come to your attention as part of your normal, the
r 21 normal prucesses of review at the emergency
22 preparedness group, is that right?
23 A. (Witness Schwartz) That's correct.
“ 24 Q. They came to your attention only
l 25 because FEMA had found some deficiencies in those

TAYLOE ASSOCIATES



10
11
12
13
14
 §
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

. ‘_\! 'é:% ".l, i »':

plans, {s that correct?

A. (Witness Schwartz) Not in the plans
bu: in the preparedness as a result of the
exercise, I believe that's what we discussed a
couple of minutes ago as to the letter or findings

of FEMA that we were were discussing earlier, not

the plans.
Q. So that if I understand your
|

testimony, the emergency preparedness group in
your department reviews plans in two different
ways. One way is a general review of plans and
the second way is a review of FEMA's findings
about preparedness or about plans?

MR. HASSELL: Would you clarify which
plans you are referring to, off site, on site?

e five different sets of plans for Indian

Point.

Q. Let me ask you, do you review both
off site and on site plans?

A. (Witness Schwartz) We only revie the
on site plans.

Q. So that in terms of the on site plans
does your department review them in two different
ways: One as a general review and one as a review

of FEMA findings?

TAYLOE ASSOCIATES
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1l N (Witness Schwartz) The review of the
2 on site plans are done by the emergency

3 preparedness branch. The review of the FEMA

4 findings are done by that branch as well.

5 Q. Is there a third way that emergency
6 response plans come to your attention on site?

7 A. (Witness Schwartz) I can't think of
8 any.

9 Q. Now, since your focus is basically
10 -

11 A, (Witness Schwartz) Excuse me, I just
12 want to make clear again that we are saying we are
13 mixing FEMA findings and on site plans. FEMA
14 findings only relate tc the off site capability.
15 There is another componen* which is,

16 3!g$htut. germane to your questioning, and that is

17 that FEMA -- NRC also has a responsibility of

18 reviewing the exercise on site as well,

19 There is a plan review and an

20 exercise review done by the staff for on site and
21 comparable work done by FEMA,

22 Q. But your i{nvolvement in the off site
23 plans is limited to a review of FEMA findings on
24 preparedness?

25 A. (Witness Schwartz) That's correct.

TAYLOE ASSOCIATES
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Q. So that you never would review a set
of off site emergency response plans as a matter
of course?

A. (Witness Schwartz) As a general
matter of course, no. That's correct.

C. Did you ever have an opportunity to
review the off site emergency response plans for
Indian Point, apart from the FEMA findings this
last August?

A. (Witness Schwartz) No.

Q. However, part of your responsibility.
{f 1 understand it right, and correct me if I am
wrong, is to review emergency planning zones,

plume exposure pathway planning zones arcund

muwclear facility sites?

A. (Witness Schvartz) That's correct.
Q. Do you Go that as a matter of course?
A. As far as the licensee's plan goes,

yes, to be sure that he has provided for the
decision-making process internally to promptly
classify the accident and to properly notify the
off site authorities &s to what the status of the
plant is as any particular time in the event of an

emergency.

Q. I wasn't clear in my gquestion. What
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I was asking about particularly was the

configuration of the plume exposure pathway in the
Emergency Planning Zone.

A. (Witness Schwartz) Yes, that is
something we review.

Q. Is that part of your on site routine
emergency response plans, or how does that come to
your attention otherwise?

A. (Witness Schwartz) Since it is part
of the licensee's emergency response plan, yes, we
review it.

JUDGE GLEASON: Ms. Potterfield, could
1 ask one question, because I am confused?

MS. POTTERFIELD: Yes, your Honor.

JUDGE GLEASON: Does not your
@epartment review the adequacy of PEMA's review of
off site planning?

THE WITNESS: (Witness Schwartz) We
review their findings, yes, on off site
preparedness.

JUDGE GLEASON: Thank you.

Go ahead, Ms, Potterfield.
Q. Maybe I am not clear then either, Mr.
Schwartz. When you review FEMA's findings about

off site preparedness, do you in the course of
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that review also look at the emergency response
plans for off site?

A. (Witness Schwartz) I don't personally
do it but the division may do it.

Q. Somebody in your division looks at
the actual plans?

A. (Witness Schwartz) There are
occasions where they would.

Q. Did they look at the actual plans in

the Indian Point case?

A. (Witness Schwartz) Since Mr. Sears is
the project leader on this particular case, 1
would have to consult with him on the answer to
that.

A. (Witness Sears) Yes, I review all off
wdte plans. I figure this is part of my overall
responsibility. I do not dot the kind of review
that FEMA does. I look for certain, significant,
important items in these off site plans. But I do
review all of the local plans and the state plans
on every plant that I am responsible for.

Q. Mr. Sears, how do you become
responsible for a set of plans?

A, (Witness Sears) I guess I don't

understand. 1 am responsible, period. It is

TAYLOE ASSOCIATES



embodied in the word “"responsibility."”

Q. So that are you responsible as pa: .

of your job to review the off site emergency
response plans for all of the nuclear power plant

sites across the country?

A. (Witness Sears) No. For those for
which ~ am the team leader or reviewer or project
leader.

Q. That's my question, how do you get

assigned to be the team leader or reviewer?

A. (Witness Sears) My branch chief would
12 have job assignments and I am assigned to 2
. 13 certain number of plants,.
2. il Q. You don't have a particular

 _!0'hlc|l area that you are responsible for?

}@ Sears) Wo. I have been

18 Q. Were you also responsible for
19 reviewing the Indian Point off site emergency
20 response plans during the imposition of the first
21 120 day clock in 198172
22 A, (Witness Sears) Well, I have been on
23 and off -- no, I wouldn't say that. Another
. 24 person was responsible at that time.
25 Q. Did you work on that team or that
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A. (Witness Sears) Tn 1981 I don't
believe so.

Q. If I understand your testimony here
today, Mr. Sears, your testimony is fairly well
limited to the on site plans, is that right?

MR. CZAJA: I object to the form of

that question.

JUDGE GLEASON: Let him answer. The
form sounds fine to me.

Go ahead, Mr. Sears.

MR. CZAJA: His testimony speaks for
ftself, I would suggest.

JUDGE GLEASON: The objection 1is

denied.
Respond te the question, Mr. Sears.

12261

A. (Witness Sears) 1 review the licensee's

on site plan. That's my primary responsibility.

In addition I read -- I wouldn't say I review all

of the off site plans, I read them because I am
looking for certain specific, important items in

there.
These plans, as you know, are quite
voluminous and quite detailed. 1 figure this is

FEMA's responsibility to look at t hose details.
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I look for certain important, significant items in

them,

Qe But in terms of your testimony that
you filed before this proceeding, your testimony
concerns itself with the on site plans and not
with the off site plans, is that right?

A. (Witness Sears) That's correct.
Except for, you may have noticed, in my response
to question 49 that I just changed, that I said
there that I had -- I don't know if I used the
word "review," but I certainly read the
Westchester County plan at that time.

Q. Now, will you tell us, Mr. Sears,
wvhat important things you looked for when you
rgvlow FEMA's findings for an off site emergency
response plan?

A. (Witness Sears) I look for the
capability of the off site officials to make a
prompt decision.

Q. Anything else?

A. That's the most important thing.
That's what T look for.

Q. Then you don't concern yourself, if

I

understand your testimony, with the capability for

implementation of the logistical problems, the
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buses, the evacuation routes, those kinds of

things?

A, (Witness Sears) No. I look at that
but that's FEMA's responsibility. No, I don't. 1I i
read it but I wouldn't say I review that.
The significant item I review is
prompt decision-making capability.
Q. Well, was that the extent of your
review in August but just before the irmposition of

the 120 day clock?

A, {Witness Sears) Yes.
Q. That was all that you looked at?
A. (Witness Sears) That's the important

thing. That's what I look for, the important
things, yes, ma'am.

Q. And when you made your report to Mr.
Schwartz and Mr. Jordan alrut your review of the
FEMA findings, was that report in writing?

A. (Witness Sears) No.

Q. As project leader, was it your
decision primarily to concur in FEMA's findings
and to recommend the imposition of a 120 day clock?

A. (Witness Sears) No, ma'am. Mr.
Grimes did that.

Q. But Mr., Grimes didn't review the plan

TAYLOE ASSOCIATES

B e I T e



F N

10
11
12
13
14

15

17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

12264

or the FEMA findings?

A. (Witness Sears) you would have to ask

him.

Q. There was no written memorandum or

other repor* that yjyou prepared for Mr. Grimes and

Mr. Schwartz in the course of your review of FEMA's
findings on the Indian Point off site plans?

A. (Witness Sears) No, ma'am. Mr.

Grimes more or less took over that by himself, and

he reviewed those findings himself.

JUDGE GLEASON: Excuse me, Ms.

Potterfield.

Mr. Grimes does the review of the

PEMA findings of the off site plans, s that what

‘your testimony is?

Wl G S THE WITNESS: (Witness Sears) No, Wy

bl

v

testimony was in this 120 day clock situation,

that Mr. Grimes himself had reviewed the FEMA

findings.

JUDGE GLEASON: Who does the review
that is required under 5s0.47 B, or A; who does the
review at NRC of FEMA's off site findings?

TKE WITNESS: (Witness Sears) The
team leader. It would be my responsibility in the

usual course of events.
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I say in this situation Mr. Grimes
took this upon hiuself.

JUDGE GLEASON: And if you were doing
it, you say that you only look at the capability
of responding to the emergency, that's the thing
you are looking for?

THE WITNESS: (Witness Sears) No, sir,
that's not what I say. On other cases I review
the complete FEMA findings. In this particular
case Mr. Grimes took it over. When I read -- and
I don't use the word "review®" -- the state and
local plans, I am looking for a couple of
important, significant things in there to see that
they are there., For many of the other details I
depend upon the FEMA reviewers.

JUDGE SHON: In short, in most cases
you would look at the on site plans and you would
look at the FEMA findings and make any
recommendations that might be made as to imposing
the 120 day clock, but in this particular case jyou
did only the first of these jobs an” Brian Grimes
did the second, is that right?

THE WITNESS: (Witness Sears) That's

correct, yes, sir.

Q. Mr. Grimes still works for the NRC,
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does he not?

A. (Witness Sears) Yes, ma'am.
Q. What is his present position?
A. (Witness Schwartz) He is deputy

director of another division within the Office of
Inspection and Enforcement.

Q. And what is the name of that other
division?

A. (Witness Schwartz) I knew you would
ask. It is a long title. It is the Division of
Quality Assurance and about four or five other
titles.

Q. I take it, it doesn't have to do with
emergency planning?

A (Witness Schwartz) That is correct.

JUDGE SHON: ! think, gentlemen, one
of the things that is bothering the board a little
bit is the fact that we are now confronted by the
situation, with the passage of time, where the
person who did the actual review of the FEMA
findings in this case is not before us to testify.

Is that not correct?

THE WITNESS: (Witness Schwartz)
"hat's correct. In making the decision on the 120

day clock, that's correct.
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JUDGE SHON: ZSo that

anything about

how that decision was made, anything that we might

want to do to penetrate under the bare fact that

it wis made, is difficult to do for us hecause we

don't have one of the important people who helped

to make that decision, who did the actual review

present, isn't that correct?

THE WITNESS: (Witness Schwartz)

That's correct.

JUDGE GLEASON: Go ahead, Ms.

Potterfield.

Q. Mr. Sears, 1 don't mean to belabor a

point, but I am a little bit confused and I am

looking forward to an opportunity to question you

about it. As I read the regulations of the

Nuclear Regulatory Commission, and particularly

50.54 S-3 -- woulil you have a copy you can hand to

Mr. Sears so he can see what I am questioning on?

(There was a pause
JUDGE GLEASON: What

MS. POTTERFIELD: 50

in the proceeding.)
is the citation?

.54 S, sub3.

JUDGE PARIS: What page are Yyou on?

MS. POTTERFIELD: 87
base its finding on FEMA's findi

state or emergency plans are ade

TAYLOE ASSOCIATES
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of being implemented and on the NRC assessment as

to whether the licensee's plans are adequate and

capable of being implemented."

Q. Are you with me, Mr. Sears?
A, (Witness Sears) I haven't left.
Q. Does that mean in practice, in your

department, that it is the Federal Emergency
Management Agency that reviews the off site plans
and that it is your department that reviews the on
site plans as a matter of course?

A. (Witness Sears) Yes, that's
essentially correct, with the provision, as I said
before, that I read the off site plans, »oking

for certain specific, important items.

- Q. That's when you are the project
director?
’ A. (Nttntso-lclrt) That's correct,
Q. But there are other project directors

or team leaders within your divisicn, are there
not?
A. (Witness Sears) There are indeed.

Q. Do you know whether or not they

follow that same practice?

A, (Witness Sears) I can't vouch for all

nf them. I know many of them do. I would assume
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they do, but I am not their boss and I am not
looking over their shoulder. But in discussions
with them I assume so.

Q. As I understand from your testimony,
the main factor you look for is that prompt
decision-making ability about which you testified
in your answer number 497?

A, (Witness Sears) That's correct.

Q. And were you able to recall or are
there any other special factors that you look for?

A, (Witness Sears) That's the principal
one.

Q. Now, Mr., Schwartz, getting back to my
earlier question about the configuration of the
Plume exposure pathway EPZ and your department's
role in reviewing those configurations for nuclear
power plant sites across the country, I understo.d
your testimony to be that it was -- that these
plume exposure pathway EPZs were reviewed as a
matter of course as part of the review of the on
site plans?

A. (Witness Schwartz) That's correct.

Q. Do you do this review yourself,
personally?

A. (Witness Schwartz) I do not.

TAYLOE ASSCCIATES
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' 1 Q. Who does this review?
2 A, {Witness Schwartz) That is done by
3 the project leader in the Emergency Preparedness
5 Branch.
5 Q. So that also would be Mr. Sears in
6 the case of Indian Point?
7 A. (Witness Schwartz) Tha.'s correct.
8 0. However, it is your testimony that
9 the plume exposure pathway EPZ for Indian Point is
10 approjpriate, is it not?
11 A. (Witness Schwartz) That's correct.
12 Q. Did you, yourself, make an
. 13 independent review of this particular EPZ?
14 A. I reviewed it from the sense that I
15 ﬁgotod at the definition, the line that was drawn,
and the communitics involved.
Q. | ‘Was this part of your normal routine
18 and part of your job as reviewing on site plans,
19 or did it come to your attention specially because
20 it was Indian Point?
21 A. (Witness Schwartz) I guess it came to
22 my attention in the detail that it did because of
23 the pendency of this hearing.
Q 24 Q. So that you reviewed the Indian Poi.t
2% EPZ to prepare for your testimony here today?
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A, (Witness Schwartz) 1 would say that's
fair, yes.

Q. You testified in other proceedings
like this about other nuclear power plant sites,
have you not?

A. (Witness Schwartz) I have not.

Q. You have never testified before about
the appropriateness of the configuration of a

plume exposure pathway EPZ?

A. (Witness Schwartz) Not in a licencsing
hearing.

Q. Have you so testified in any ASLB
hearing?

A. (Witness Schwartz) I have not.

Q. Now, in reaching your conclus on that

‘the Indian Point EPZ is appropriate, you adopted
the language and the conclusions of Brian Grimes,
isn't that rigat?

A. (Witness Schwartz) That's correct.

Q. In your review of the EPZ to prepare
for your testimony, I assume Yyou reviewed, then,
the demography around the Indian Point area?

A. (Witness Schwartz) Generally, yes,
that's correct.

Q. Wwhat is it about the demography
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around this nuclear power plant site that led you

to believe thereat the present configuration of
the plume exposure path way EPZ was appropriate?
A. (Witness Schwartz) That in the task
force report, the joint NRC task report, that I
discussed as NUREG 0396, takes into consideration
in their evaluation of the need for an Emergency
Planning Zone the demography and topography, and
that n this case the ten miles is appropriate.
Q. I unierstand from your answer that
you relied on NUREG 0396 which indicates that you
should review demography and topography, is that

right?

A. (Witness Schwartz) That's correct.

iﬁ‘ Q. My question is what is it about the

_ _ y around the Indian Point
area that itl yo:wt;ﬂy;ur conclusion in ldoiﬁiig
Mr. Grimes' conclusioen that the present EPZ is
appropriate?

A. (Witness Schwartz) My conclusiun is
based on the present EPZ of ter. miles is
appropriate, which supports the generic nature of
the ten mile emergency planning zones that is

currently in the Nuclear Regulatory Commission

regqulations, and that generic ten mile EPZ is
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ippropriate for the Indian Point site.

Q. Well, what is it about the population
density in Westchester County and around the
In*lan Point plants that made you conclude that
the ten mile EPZ was appropriate?

A, (Witness Schwartz) The planning base
in the ten mile EPZ, the plans, preparedness, and
my discussion with Mr. Sears, and others, is that
there is -~ that that base is the one presumed to
be the planning base used in the 10 mile EPZ,
whether or not it is around Indian Point or any
v.her location, and that the public health and
safety could be protected within the ten miles.

Q. Your testimony is that NUREG 0396
qgc.blllhol a presumption that ten miles is

iste and your conclusion is based on that

: ,";:‘-, },;::;:“

presumption?
A, (Witness Schwartz) That's correct.
Q. Well, did you look at the topography

around the Indian Point site in reaching your

conclusion?

A, (Witness Schwartz) Yes, I did.
Q. What is it about the lay of the land
around the Indian Point site that made you

conclude that ten miles was an appropriate EPZ2?

TAYLOE ASSOCIATES



10

11

12

13

14

15

20

21

22

23

24

25

12274

A. (Witness Schwartz) Well, looking at
topography and demography of the area, with the
population centers and the distribution of the
population -~

Q. Try to be as specific as you can.
What is it about the population centers and what
distributions of population?

A, (Witness Schwartz) Well, if you look
north, south and wesct, you are looking at the

major population centers. Peakskill, Ossining,

and then west to -- what is it?
Q. Haverstraw?
A. (Witness Schwartz) Haverstraw,

Rempstead and West Hempstead, I guess those are

the five major ERE.s.

Q. et me =
w e L M

} & map that has |
marked Con Edison !;ﬂi‘it 8 so that you can sh

gt <7

now
me and the board what it is about the poopulation
distribution and the topography that led y-u to
conclude t}.at this ZPZ 1s apyropriate™ The EFZ is
marked in this purple line that goes arcund,

A. (Witness Schwartz) The population
centers, the major population centers are located

here in Ossining. I don't remember what number

that was. I think that was about 30,000 people.
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Then about 20,000, 19 or so, in Peakskill, and
then the Haverstraw area, the Hempstead area, the
West Hempstead area, the five areas of major
population.

Based on the plans for preparedness
and comparing that to the information provided in
0396 for all sites for ten miles, I felt th=t ten
miles was appropriate for the Indian Point site.

JUDGE PARIS: Would you point to the
high density Haverstraw area in there? 1Is it West
Haverstraw?

THE WITNESS: (Witness Schwartz) It
is Haverstraw, and if I had the ERPA map I could
identify the numbe:r of the ERPA,

JUDGE PARIS: It is marked here West

~Haverstraw and Haverstraw along the river there?

THE WITNESS: (Witness Schwartz)

That's correct. It is Haverstraw, with alLout
19,000, and then there is Hempstead and the West
Hempstead area, bounded by Palisades Interstate
highway and Route 306, in that general area there
is another population area.

Q. But my question, then, Mr. Schwartz
is whether or not you locked at any population

centers that are not within the currently drawn
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EPZ to see if the EPZ could have been drawn in a

better way than the was?
A. (Witness Schwartz) I didn't look much
beyond the currently drawn Em .gency Planning Zone.
Q. So you didn't look to the North Bronx
or to New York City at all?

MR. HASSELL. Objection. Asked and
answered.

JUDGE GLEASON: Well, answer the
question. He leaves a little room for answering
that. Answer the question.

A. (Witness Schwartz) The answer is no.
fe Now, I take it, Mr,. Schwartz, that
you considered the access routes around the Indian

Peint area in making your determination that (he

Ppresently defined EPZ was appropriate, did you not?

A. (Witness Schwartz) Yes, generally I
looked at the access routes. In fact, I did drive
some of those routes personally. Although I am

not a transportation expert,

Q. What is it about those routes -- and
please name them, if you can -- that led you to
believe that the presently drawn EPZ was the
appropriate configuration for Indian Point?

A. (Witness Schwartz) I think around the
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Peakskill area and then down below the plant
within around two, three miles of the plant,
within the area described in the Peakskill and the
Oossining area, Route 94, Route 9, 9 A.

Q. Wwhat is it about Route 9 A and Route
9 thet led you to believe that the presently drawn

EPZ is appropriate?

A. (Witness Schwartz) It is not just the
review of those particular roadways, but it is a
review of the evacuation time estimates -- the
reading o  the evacuation time estimates that were
done by the licensing contractor.

Q. But in your review of the access
routes around Indian Point, you noticed, did you

Mmot, that there was very level east-west . cCCess,

‘egress or ingress around the EPZ?

A. (Witness Schwartz) Correct. I guess

I will have to agree with you, yes.

Q. You notice that up around Peakskill,
the area that you were describing, that there is a
very narrow two-lane bridge, Bear Mountain Bridge,
that goes across the Hudson, did you not?

A. (Witness Schwartz) Yes.

Q. Did those observations influence you

in any way in your conclusion that the presentl;
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drawn EPZ is appropriace?

A. (Witness Schwartz) No, it 4did not.

Q. what about jurisdictional boundaries,
you looked at jurisdictional boundaries in
concluding that the EPZ was appropriate, did you
not?

A. (Witness Schwartz) Yes.

Q. Tell me what it is about the local
jurisdictional municipal and county boundaries
around Indian Point that led you to conclude that
the ten mile EPZ was appropriate?

| (Witness Schwartz) I think it is my
notion that counties themselves, 1 guess the Four
County Committee that was established to put

ggpgothor a response plan, a coordinated effort,

‘ill'hll fesponse base that was presurmed to

ok

bc in place that reflects the emergency planning

regulations of the commission in 0396 in the
establishment of the ten miles, and the progress
being made by that organization to take care of
the population within the ten miles leads me to
believe .hat any extensions of recommendations,
decision-making, and ccordination with the state
agencies, could be done.

Q. Well, what is it about the existence
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of the Four County Nuclear Safety Committee -- you
are aware that that's no longer a four county
committee, aren't you, Mr. Schwartz?

A. (Witness Schwartz) Yes, I am.

Q. Did that change your mind at all
about the appropriateness of the jurisdictional
boundaries for the ten mile EPZ?

A. (Witness Schwartz) I don't think it
did because, in l>0oking, and I was here for the
exercise that was conducted on March 9, to try and
witness, although I didn't go beyond the emergency
operations facility, I didn't visit each of the
EOCs, but I did listen and discuss with some of
the FEMA people, and also the state, their
response.

Q. We are talking about jurisdictional
boundaries and I don't follow your response,

MR. CZAJA: I don't think that was the
question, Judge.

JUDGE GLEASON: Let her ask the
question, please.

Go ahead.

Q. I wonder what it is about the
existence of a ~ommittee that used to be a four

county committee and is now, if anything, a three
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county committee, what it is about the existence
of that committee that led you to believe that in
terms of durisdictional boundaries the present EP2Z
is appropriate?

A. (Witness Schwartz) That the counties
that were in the ten mile EPZ saw fit to get
together to put together an integrated planning
effort that would be responsive to potential
accidents at the Indian Point site.

And that level of cooperation, the

#tandardization of the various categories of

emergencies is very important so that everybody
understands when an emergency takes place, that
everybody understands what actions are to be taken
and they all can concur in those actions, and that
they can agree to what roadways ought to be used.

Q. So it ifr your understanding of the
Indian Point emergency response plans that they
are plans that have been integrated and
coordinated among all the counties involved?

A. (Witness Schwartz) There is an
attempt to do that, and I think it is working.

Q. And your conclusion that this is
working is based, at least in part, on the

existence of the Four County Nuclear Safety
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1 Committee?
2 A. (Witness Schwartz) The organizational
3 aspects, but more importantly I think it is the
4 work being done in the individual counties and the
5 state level.
6 Q. You are aware that the Four County
7 Nuclear Safety Committee is staffed by a person
8 funded by the licensee?
9 A. (Witness Schwartz) Yes.
10 Q. It is not staffed by people who work
11 for the counties?
12 A. (Witness Schwartz) Yes.
13 MR. CZAJA: 1 object to the form of
14 the guestion.
15 i% JUDGE GLEASON: Objection denied. He
l%u : Q:' ~ When you looked at the jurisdictional
18 boundaries in the presently defined EPZ, Mr.
19 Schwartz, d4id you notice that the boundary for the
20 town of Clarkstown in Rockland, that that
21 municipal subdivision is cut in half by the EPZ?
22 I am not sure it shows on the map that you have in
23 front of you.
24 A, (Witness Schwartz) I see it, yes. In
25 fact, the name Clarkstown is obliterated by the

TAYLOE ASSOCIATES
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13

14

18

16

17

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

ten mile EPZ.

Q. Did that make any difference to you
in reaching your conclusion that the presently
drawn EPZ was appropriate in terms of
jurisdictional boundaries?

A. (Witness Schwartz) No, I did not.

Q. Now =--

JUDGE GLEASON: I didn't understand
your response, no, you did not.

THE WITNESS: (Witness Schwartz) 1
did not look at it as being meaningful.

Q. Now, the regulations require, do they
not, Mr. Schwartz, that you also look at land
characteristics in reviewing the configuration of
@ plume exposure pathway EPZ in determining where
that should be drawn?

A. (Witness Schwartz) Yes, I believe
that's correct.

Q. What is your department's
interpretation of land characteristics as it reads
in the regulation?

A. (Witness Schwartz) I will have to
defer on that question to Mr. Sears.

A. (Witness Sears) What we are referring

to here are things like dead-end areas. Let us

TAYLOE ASSOCIATES
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15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

say swamps, cliffs, and so fecrth, that could

possibly impede evacuation.

For example, on the coastal sites,
the fact that you have a lot of water out there
and there may be boaters and that kind of thing.
These are all part of looking at land
characteristics.

Q. You must have looked at land
characteristics to reach your conclusion, Mr.
Schwartz, that the EPZ arcund Indian Point was
appropriate, did you not?

A. (Witness Schwartz) Yes.

Q. What is it about the land
characteristics around Indian Point that led you
to® conclude that it was an appropriate EPZ?

A. That there was adequate -- that there
were not dead areas, but I didn't review every
single point.

Q. Basically, in reaching your
conclusion, Mr. Schwartz, if I understand your
testimony, is you relied on the presumption in
0396 that says that EPZs should be about ten miles?

A. (Witness Schwartz) That's correct.

Q. Now, are you familiar with the report

that was done for the NRC by Sandia in September

TAYLOE ASSOCIATES
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2 or

October

consequences?

A.

number o

are

refe

Q-

1982 about

(Witness Schwartz)

f reports but I

Sandia number 8

September of 19

0
c
o

.

1t

@

le?

L)

)
~
-
o)

reactor

accident

There have been

rring to.

This is a report that bears the
2-1110, prepared for the NRC i
g82.

(Witness Schwartz) What is the

e of that report?
MR., HASSELL: Ca you give him th
Can you show him & copy?
MS, POTTERFIELD I don't have a
I understand that the title of t
s "Reactor accident conseguences.”
ort that g t [ ~\J~¥-v‘ p‘;,y about what
conseq ¢ £t N worst ¢ ¢ =
ear power plant might b
(Wit . chwartz) 1 guess 1 m
wit t n tt se th 1t ( 160t
t 1 did not review 1t.,

An it didn't, hen, get distrib

department?

(Witness Schwartz) I am not fami
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with it as far as I know.

Qs Assuming, hypothetically, Mr.
Schwartz, if you will, that Sandia reached the
conclusion that in a worst case accident
consequences is Indian Point could reach a radius
of up to 17 miles. Assuming that, would that
change your opinion about the appropriateness of
the EPZ as it is presently drawn on around the
Indian Point area?

A. (Witness Schwartz) It would not.

—

Q. direct your attention, Mr. Schwartz,

to your testimony on page 5, in which you give

re

several considerations aken into account in NUREG

0396 for a ten mile EPZ, and under C of those
considerations, you state, "For the worst core

] - [~ moo . AR - o ¢ ~ o
melt sequences 1mmeclate ll1Te thre eninag 08 2c¢

Is that your testimony
A (Witness Schwartz) That's >rrect,
. Now, a imir hypothetical the
report that I just referred you to sa that in a
worst A S accident at India Point th¢

—
.
m
-
-
-
4+]
"
~
)
- |
b
a2
0.
o
mn
»
]
N
Q
bt

consequences for u 30
out to a radius of 17 miles, would that change

your testimony?
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2 ]

9

W (Witness Schwartz) T would have to

review it, but I don't think it would charge my
testimony because it is based on the premise that
the emergency base, the base for emergency
response could be extended and there would be
adequate time to mak=s judgments, notifications and

decisions. And that the emergency preparedness

n

program i based on not after release, but the

icensee would

[

hased on that the

o
-t
(o]

QO
"
»
3
-
2]

characterize the event, would have understanding

based on plant conditions what is going on in a
rea~tor, and make some protective action or
recommendations, hopefully prior to any release.
Qe But directing your attention, agailn,
to ¥y r testimony, paragraph C, for the worst of
the core melt seguences that, mediate 1ife
threatening doses woul gener y not occur
utside the zone, my guestic t you n is
woul even that part of your testimony hange,
- e ming hyt + v Y v ) ’ } ‘ - that
at Indian Point, for worst ore melt s¢ nces
immed te life threatening doses woul ’ ir at 17
miles?
A, (Witness Schwartz) I would have to

basis that

TAYLOE ASSOCIATES
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on. Without being familiar with it, there is an
awful lot of assumptions that can be made in that
study as to times for action. And without
understanding what the basis of that is, I cannot
make any other conclusion,

C. Turning to page 6 of your testimony,
. Schwartz, you indicate that sheltering may be
a preferable protective response to evacuation,
am at the top of that page,

Your testimony says that "sheltering

and subsequent relocation after cloud passage may

ion even in severe

v
2
c
{+1)
rt
-

be as effective as ev:

accident sequences in distances greater than ten
miles,"” Is that your testimony?

A {Witness Schwartz) That's correct.,

0> What review or study has the NRC
undertaken with regard to the sheltering
"3; *:1‘0‘,( Of ¢ b ten "‘ ol = -r~»r' T r I ar
Point

A, {(Withess Schwartz) By "shelter,”™ 1 =a
not referring to fall-out shelter or bomt!
shelters. I am referring to staying in the house

and turning off the air conditioner and turning

off anything that can move the air within the

house and bring the outside air in. I am not

TAYLOE ASSOCIATES

12287




[

-
b

e
B

talking about shelters

6 is based on no particular

capabilities around the

the idea that
effective?
A,
measure of
QO
your aAtter
beginning
pege 12, ¢t
You indice
provide fo
notificati
\f'v(r:{.r‘:‘!.’
»
S writte
t £ F W o
ycument =
way?
A.
Q.

Q.

So your

(Witness Schwartz)

prot

Mr

O

and

TAYL!

~

I

AS

any shelter

~
ad

ou

'

testimony at

“~

(.
")
3
-
2
vy

>O0CIATES

your

1N

sSwer

paqe

b
=
-
3

oc

hav

1228¢

in that context.

the top of page
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(There was

: I have a copye.

a pause in the proceeding.)

JUDGE GLEASON: What are we looking at?

MS. POTTERF

1-9 of NUREG 0A54 in app

IELD: At particularly page

endix one, relating to

emergency classifications.

Q.

A.
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Are you on
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.~ 1 THE WITNESS: (Witness Sears) Yes,

2 sir.

3 I don't know what is their rationale
4 for creating this other classification.

5 ! can assume, 1f you will, why they

created this other situation. Simply to separate

7 things easier for the operators to be able to

8 recognize and classify accidents.

9 But from our point of view of why we
10 have these in the first place, it is really
11 irrelevant because the whole purpose of these EALs
12 is give the operator a very simple kind of go-no

@

23 go gauge, if you will, by which he recognizes the
14 accident nd then he gets back to the work of
g trying to see that the accident doesn't go any
16 further. This is his primary job.
17 We want these classification systems
1 8 t be s simple § po ible. wWe have no objectic
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A. (Witness Sears) No, that is not true.

Q. The complicates the situation,
doesn't it?

A. (Witness Sears) That's not true at
all.

JUDGE GLEASON: Is neither one of
those true?

THE WITNESS: (Witness Sears) I guess
with so many negatives maybe I got confused.

JUDGE GLEASON: She asked you if
adding a fifth classification, when your te¢stimony
was that the scheme of having four was designed to
simplify matters and to allow an operator to qget
at controling something that might happen, would
actually hen complicate matters?

THE WITNESS: (Witness Sears) No, 1t
would not cemplicat matters to have this
additior lass.ficat Ne

. You nderstar ny hypothetical, Mr,
ears, that in t 11t nal ssificat
ther Aaf ifference n the response that
should D€ meé [

A. (Witness Sears) No difference n
response., No, ma'am, ro difference in the
response, The operator's job is to prevent an

TAYLOE ASSOCIATES




. 1 accident from going further and these emergency
2 action levels, the purpose of these is to have
3 some clear, observable, measurable indication in
4 the control room which the operator sees and picks
5 up the phone and makes notifications off site, and
6 then immediately gets back to work, which is his
7 primary job, seeing that the accident doesn't go
8 any further.,
9 MR, HASSELL: Judge Gleason, J hate to
10 nterrupt the cross. Is it possible to take a
1 five-minute break? The witnhesses have been on
12 about an hour and a half.
"' I3 JUDGE GCLEASON: Let's take a ten-minute
14 break.,
15 {(There w 3 short recess.
16 JUDGE GLEASON: Let's commence, please.
7 ! think we stopped -- I didn't mean t nterfere
1 8 witt + b l1ine of Tue St nina, Ms., Pot! v E 3¢ p ¢
’ you MmMey F1CK 1P .
2 8 Mr,. Sears, I e yc 3
opportunity during the break t r er the PASNY'
22 fifth emergency eve agsification?
e & MR, CZAJA: 1 object to the form of
. 24 the question., I don't think it has been
25 established that there are five emergency level

TAYLOE ASSOCIATE
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supervis
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decision whether he can cope with it right then or

whether he needs some help.

If he needs some help, he then

proceeds to call in other people who then man the

tech support center, and so forth.

[ B8 But the purpose of the emergency
classification system outlined in NUREG 0654 is t
simplify those judgmental decisions by the
operator, is it not?

A. (Witness Sears) No, I wouldn't say
that. The purpose of the emergency action levels
is to insure that the operator can make 2
declaration of the emergency and notify f€ it
officials and then, as I say, get back to his ob
of trying tc mitigate the conseguences of whateve
is going on with his machine,

Q. Mr. Sears, at y aware of
proposed revision to the tcth t e . t
emergency response plan that would provide for tr
children to be dismissed during an alert sit ti

A. (Witness Sears) That is a profg 1
I have read the February 19823 revision, n thi
first time I saw it was last night as a matter cof
fact, ard 1 don't see that language in that
revision., I have heard it discussed by people,

TAYLOE ASSOCIATES
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24

and I believe it has been discussed in this
hearing, but I haven't seen any language as yet in
a revision of the pleéen.
|
Qs Assuming, if you will, Mr., Sears,
that Westchester County and the State of New York
and the Federal Emergency Management Agency decide
to include that provision in their emergency
response plan, would it make any difference to you
then whether or not PASNY had a separate level of

alert classification than just one level?

A. (Witness Sears) Then it would make

n

sense to have one alert evel to get rid of thi

.

n

fifth classification, yes.

JUDG SHON: Ms. Potterfield, I think

you have confused me a bit now. The
classifications of emergency mentioned at page 13
0of Mr. Sears testimony, notification of unusua
event, lert, site emergency an gener emergen "
contain the wor "alert."

I1s it your understanding == I must
tell you it was not mine -- that school childrer
would be sent home whenever the classification

alert, that is just above the notification of

unusual event, occurred at this plant

Qe It was my understanding that one Wwas
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1 with a capital A in the O'Rourke plan and one was
2 in general. 1 don't believe Mr. O'Rourke was
3 clear on that.

4 JUDGE GLEASON: If I could, let me say
5 that the testimony is confusing, not specific.
5 Mr. O'Rourke use the words that they would be sent
7 home in an alert stage or some other serious
g development condition., That's where the testimony
9 lays at the present time.
10 JUDGE SHON: Inasmuch as it is unclear
11 to us and apparently unclear also to you, I think
. 12 it is sort of unfair to ask this witness to give
13 detailed opinions on the advisability of thr-
14 situation. I say it is inadvisable that it remains
1.5 unclear, but aside from that I think the line of
16 questioning can only confuse the witness, don't
17 you?
18 MS. POTTERFIELD think we got an
| 19 answer and it was basecd on a ypothetica
20 situation since none of us know, I believe Judge
21 Paris asked one of the o site pane when
22 control center might be establilshed n the event
23 of an alert plan and that might be called early.
"’ 24 I think it is important to have this in the record
‘ 25 in the event the O'Rourke plan states that the

TAYLDE ASSOCIATES
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the testimony

that's been submitted in this proceeding by

policemen 2nd firemen about the content of the
training they have received from New York State?
A, (Witness Sears) No, I haven't.
Q. Now, turning to page. 45, your answe!

to question 123, the guestion

asks whether or not

the licensees have established means for

that emergency response personnel will r
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cross-examination.

JUDGE GLEASON:

MR, CZAJA: Mr. Brandenburg

first.

JUDGE GLEASON: Mr. Hassell, do you
want to redirect or do you prefer to wait?

MR. HASSELL: I prefer to wait, Judge.
CROSS-EXAMINATION
BY MR. BRANDENBURG:

Q. Mr. Mr., Schwartz, you were asked o
cross-examination abhout your involvement in the
120 day clock that was started by the commissio
in early August of 1982, My question relates t
the end of that process rather than to the
beginning of it.

Are yc familiar with the fact the
FEMA issued = iccument whict "“} ":’:1’(”- =" 1 Pe
report on Decembs 16, 1982, t t} conclus !
that 120 clock period?

Ao Witnes Schwartz) Yes.,

Qo Now, d1d you review that cdocument
or about the time it was relezse

A. (Witness Schwartz) T read it but I
treally don't remember the details of it, to be

honest with you.
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Q 1 that it receives from FEMA?

2 A (Witness Schwartz) It depends on the
3 kind of report that we receive. The one you

4 referred to as off site planning?

B Q. That was at the end of the process =--
5 JUDGE GLEASON: Mr. Brandenburg, it is
7 impossible to hear anything if you are going to

B interrupt an answer. Let him respond, and then
9 ask him another question.
10 A, (Witness Schwartz) Is this generally?
1l Qs Let's take it generally, sure,
12 A (Witness Schwartz) When we receive a
. ] 3 finding, and that's what we have been receiving
14 fro FEMA in most cases, findings on plans of
15 preparedness, if we have any questions as tc the
16 meaning of their discussions, we will go back to
19 + b -~
£ W re ew it and €1 ssentially
19 their judgment, because they T e thi epth ir
0 reviewing, through the regiocnal assistance
21 committees, the planning effort being dor to
2L support any particular nuclear facility around the
23 CoOUNTEY S
") >4 Q. Does your review of -- when I say

ew of a FEMA

-

25 "your" I mean the NRC staff -- rev
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interim finding embrace the inquiring into the
extent to which FEMA conducted its own inquiry?
For example, if FEMA were to make a conclusion
about the adequacy of an off site decontamination
center, and sc¢c on, do you go to FEMA and say: Now,
did you visit the plaece, did you interview the

people who would be conductin the activity, and
S .

things of that sort? What is the quality of the
dialogue between you and FEMA with respect to your
independent assessment?

A (Witness Schwartz) If there is a
question on our part as to the meaning of their
statement on adequacy, we will go back to themn,

We have not t this point in time gone back anr
looked t tt jepth of their review and
interrogated y of tb reviewers,

. s ¢ Y hé stated, I believe, that
y ; : FE? ypdate report.

i ¢y } rt oz I raa t Ve FEM2

. ) de you recal that in that update
report the FEMA people ~oncluded that there were
two planning standards within which FEMA continued
to feel there were some inadequacies? This 1s at
the en of the 12 lock period.
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JUDGE GLEASON: If you know what they
n't you tell him.,

(Witness Schwartz) I don't really
Yy remember.

To refresh your recollection, they
the bus situation in Westchester County
nonparticipation of Rockland County,

(Witness Schwartz) I do remember that,

Since the issuance of that update
the NRC assessed early school dismissal
an Point EPZ as it affects the

cf the buses in Westchester County or

I think Mr, Sears has i1dressed that.
Now, since the issuance of the FEM2
rt AT Decenber "' 10 e 4 the HRC
= oA pi( pk(v-(\f-ﬁr-.-\ nf r 4( ek ay ng .,
*uees would take orther ¢ £ th

ir automobiles, as a factor relating to

n

L EPZ?

(Witness Schwa
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in

the early school dismissal, has the NRC,
9 exercise, formed any
opinion on the status of the
tation?

(Witness Schwartz) I have not.

Mr. Sears, based on your --

JUDGE GLEASON: Mr, Brandenburg, I
is testimony was that he just read the
plan last night,

Did you not listen to that?

MR. BRANDENBURG: I did, sir. He al
at he had participated in the exercise
and I understood Mr. Schwartz just to s
NRC had formulated some opinions on the
cy of bus transportation base upon the
ons cf the March exercise,

THE LENES S ¢ (Witn shwarte) 1
y that. I wou 11 ke' "§ cerrect that.

MR. HASSELL: That's not nmy
ion.

THE WITNESS: (Witness wartz) Do
to rephrase your guestion?

What effect does the NRT staff

feel the early school dismissal option
TAYLOE ASSOCIATES
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has upon the sufficiency of bus transportation

the Indian Point EP2Z?

A.

opinion.

indicate

(Witn

ess

My opinion i

that

JUDGE GLEASON:

you

the O'Rourke plan?

just

Sears) 1

s that -

Mr

will

Sears,

read that

1

give my

didn't

ast night,

THE WITNESS: (Witness Sears) Ye
sir, that's correct.

Qe LCid you observe that O'Rourke pl
being modeled in the March 9 exercise, Mr. Se

A, (Witness Sears) I am not that
familiar with the O'Rourke plan. I am famili
with the fact that during the exercise, the
recommendation, at the alert stage, that the
children be dismissed from school, if that's
you are getting t.

JUDGE PARIS: That's the O'R r K¢
Mr. Sears.

THE WITNESS (Witness Sears) Ye
that was done Aduring the exercise,

Q. Mr. Sears, has the NRC staff eve
tried to tie that up with the earlier concern
about the sufficiency of bus transportation a
whether that helps the situation?
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A. (Witness Sears) Not specifically with
the sufficiency of the bus transportation, but
with the fact that it simply facilitates the whole
business of protecting the health and safety of
the public. If indeed you get the children home
from school at the alert stage, this is well
before there is any kind of release of
radioactivity, and bus drivers would possibly feel
less apprehension in driving the children because
there will be no radiocoactivity they would have to
contend with,

So; in my opinioen, it 1

0
3
~

personal

-

professional opinion, if you will, as an emergency
planner, it just makes good sense.
O Now, Mr. Schwartz, the second of the

two inadequacies that, I believe, we have agreed

3
b |
2
hed

-
-

-
-

=

~

m
n
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’
-
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111 present after the end of the

120 day clock related to the Westchester County
participation in emergency planning. My Qquestion
s whether ¢r not the -- since the issuance of thi

FEMA report on December 16 =--

THE WITNESS

..

(Witness Schwartz) are
you referring to Rockland County?
MR. BRANDENBURG: I misspoke.

Q. Whether the NRC has ever assessed the

TAYLOE ASSOCIATES
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significance of the resolution passed by the
Rockland County legislature on December 7, whereby
the Rockland County legislature stated they would
welcome state utility, NRC and FEMA assistance in
their emergency planning efforts.

Have you assessed the significance of
that resolution in terms of the Rockland County

situation?

A, (Witness Schwartz) I understand that
during the exercise, and that's the only update
that I have, that there were state officials in
Rockland County taking en active role in decision
making and assessment, And as to whether there
were Rockland County officials observing as tc the
sufficiency of that arrangement I don't know yet,
1 have not heard a report on that yet .,

AR . RSSEKE I£ I « r Mr.,
Brandenburg, I kil f let t1} 137
questioning g £ w ! e, but T think 1t 15
clear the staff is 3 nqg € sessment come off
after the FEMA report r 1 want to be careful

about how far you are taking these witnesses now.

C

MR, BRANDENBURC: I am tying these to

1982 FEMA

o
-
O
+
=
)
€3
"
3
=
.
J
-

activ ies subsequent

.pdate report
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