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PROCEEDINGS
(9:00 a.m.)

JUDGE SMITH: Let's go on the record.

MR. MILLER: At this time I would like to call
Mr. Erie Jones.

JUDGE SMITH: Okay. We will be ready for him
in just a moment. We want to bring up some preliminary
considerations.

Mr. Jones, you can take the stand. It is just
a scheduling matter.

The Board has somewhat belatedly come to the
realization that the schedule proposed by the parties for
the balance of this proceeding simply is not realistic. We
want to consult with the parties about a change. We propose
that we have no hearings tomorrow; that we complete the
Staff and the utility witnesses today; that next week we
hear only the steam generator and Mr. Levine; and then we
schedule a session for the end of May to clean up the
balance of it.

There would be a bifurcated proposed finding
schedule. The issues are clearly severable. The parties
have been forcing evidence through this Board faster than
we can comfortably accept it. We have just come to the
point now where we won't and we simply will not preside over

a hearing where we are not prepared. We need more time for
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preparation.

With those comments we will invite comments from
the parties.

MS. JOHNSON: For the League of Women Voters,
and I'm speaking for David Thomas -- I talked with him last
night, trying to get the scheduling worked out. Am I to
understand that you want to postpone the hydrology then, too?

JUDGE SMITH: Yes.

MS. JOHNSON: Do you have a proposed date for that?

JUDGE SMITH: Yes. May 23rd. The week of May
23rd would be set aside for hydrology and the balance of the
emergency planning case.

MS. JOHNSON: All right.

JUDGE SMITH: However, we are also wondering if
the parties have either attempted to settle hydrology based
on new evidence, or if it might not be amenable to summary
disposition.

Is there any consideration of that?

MS. JOHNSON: I don't believe so from our viewpoint
but I would have to talk to our attorney. We assume that
there will be -- that we will need at least two and a half
days, which is what we originally planned, and we were very
concerned about next week's schedule because of that.

As far as Mr. Levine goes, our attorney left town

today. He will not be back until Monday. He did not see the
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rebuttal testimony from Mr. Levine until yesterday, and

he said that he felt that we might want to do discovery,

and he would have to address that when he comes next week.

So we are not certain about having Mr. Levine on next Friday.
We are willing to do it if it can be arranged.

JUDGE SMITH: We are thinking about not having a
session next Friday.

MS. JOHNSON: We are thinking of not going next
Friday?

JUDGE SMITH: Having the steam generator witnesses
beginning the normal schedule Monday afternoon, and then
expecting without hydrology we should be able to finish up
with Mr. Levine on perhaps Thursday. You don't know.

MS. JOHNSON: Because of our attorney being away.
He said he was leaving today and would not be back until
Monday. He said he really did not have time to look at it.

He might want discovery, which of course he brought up before,
which might be in the form of a deposition. He is not sure.

JUDGE SMITH: Let's put that aside for now.

Mr. Miller.

MR. MILLER: Yes. Judge Smith, just a general
observation, then I would like to deal with the specifics.

I can appreciate the Board's reaction to the rather
overwhelming amount of facts that have been placed before it

over the last six or seven weeks. Nonetheless, it is somewhat
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disappointing to'the Applicant now that we are in the home
stretch to find that one issue under the Board's proposal
would be pushed Bff until late May. Let me tell you why
it is disappointing.

We think that with one more full week we could
conclude steam generator testimony, liquid pathway testimony,
and Nr. Levine, as we had originally scheduled. I tend to
agree with the Board that the balance of emergency planning
is unlikely to be concluded in the time left for this week,
and we will certainly be willing to put that over until a
later time.

As I see the process unfolding, at the conclusion
of the evidentiary hearings, the parties are going to be
preparing proposed findings and submitting them to the Board
for its consideration and initial decision. If we are able
to finish everything but emergency planning, the Board will
have before it in a timely fashion proposed findings on all
issues necessary to achieve fuel loading and up to five percen
power testing, should the Board find in the Applicant's favor
on all issues but the emergency planning issue.

We believe this week so far we have addressed
whatever onsite emergency planning issues there are so that
the Board would be able to make such findings as would be
necessary to authorize fuel loading and the low power testing.

If we go until May 23rd and push off hydrology and the liquid

t



pathway contention until then, we are looking at a situation

in which proposed findings would not be due on that issue

to the Board until gud-July.

JUDGE SMITH: Not necessarily.

MR. MILLER: That's the timing that I think is
contemplated by our stipulation. If the hearings went the
week of May 23rd, they would conclude probably sometime the
26th or the 27th of May. The Applicant and the Intervenors
commit to having proposed findings in thirty days, and the
Staff uses its best efforts to have.proposed findings within
forty days. There is the Memorial holiday in there.
Realistically, it is July 15th under that type of schedule
before the Board has all of the proposed findings on the
ligquid pathway contention.

That seems to me even with a November date contem-
plated for fuel load to further complicate the process by

which we come to an initial decision in this proceeding.
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JUDGE SMITH: I guess we did not complete our

:analysis. In the first place, the Board will not be writing
a decision on all issues simultaneously. There is no use
'rushing te the end of the hearing and receiving proposed
jfindings and have the proposed findings sit on our desks
until we get around to it.

On the hydrology issue, assuming we write the
;decisions in the order in which the evidence is heard,
| hydrology will still be down the line before we can arrive at
:it and decide it.

I1f we have the bifurcated approach and we have
;two and a half days' evidence of hydrology, let's saj in the
{week of May 23rd, I don't see why, if the parties cuuld have
had proposed findings on all of the issues in 30 days, E don't
see why they need a full 30 days for such a relatively ;hort,
discrete issue.

I would anticipate a shorter period of proposed
findings on hydrology. In any event, next week is just going
to be -- these are highly technical issues. It is hard for
me to follow them so fast. It is just too much.

MS. JOHNSON: Your Honor, may I say that we would
be willing, I think -- I have to talk to the attorney =-- to
try to reach some kind of agreement on hydrology. That had
not occurred to us and we might try it. I don't know. We

have not, you know, done anything on that order yet.
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JUDGE SMITH: We have requested that the parties
always look at the evidence as it unfolds as a continuing
process to determine what their current liticative position is. I
have seen issuesgo to litigation automatically when the parties
really do not dispute the issues anymore, we certainly don't
want that.

MS. JOHNSON: There is a serious dispute, but I
think we said we would be willing to explore it. We have not
done that so far.

MR. MILLER: May I conclude my comments? I would
assume from the Board's comments that the evidentiary record
would be considered closed on all issues except emergency
planning and hydrology.

JUDGE SMITH: Yes.

MR. MILLER: With respect to Mrs. Johnson's
comments and the Board's indications that it does not wish
to meet a week from tomorrow, I would have to check with Mr.
Gallo and Dr. Levine as to whether, if there are any conflicts
in his schedule that were set for April 29th, pursuant to,

I think, an agreement with Mr. Thomas.

MS. JOHNSON: No, Mr. Thomas has not spoken to
Mr. Gallo at all. He has not heard from him.

MR. MILLER: 1In any event, I am going to make
sure that those communications are opened up.

As far as discovery goes, I think that we are
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| willing to be reasonable about this, but Dr. Levine's
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| testimony addresses one point and one point only -- the

| uncertainty band in the Staff's severe .ccident analysis in
i the FES. I don't know what type of discovery would be
sappropriate in that c¢ircumstance. It takes off -- that is,

| the testimony takes off from a document that has been in the

| record and available to the parties for many, many months.

So, my guess is we would probably oppose any

| request for discovery because that simply is just going to

stretch this out interminably. But I would like tc check

f with Mr. Gallo and Dr. Levine and I will try to report back

I to the Board at noontime.
13}

JUDGE SMITH: We do not mean to suggest that we
decline to meet on Friday; it's just that we did not think

it would be necessary to meet on Friday if we had a bifurcated

| schedule.

MS. JOHNSON: Yes.

JUDGE SMITH: To summarize --

MR. SAVAGE: We have an immediate problem. We
have a witness who is contemplating leaving from New York to
come here today to address the survey issue. Now, we can
still keep him from leaving, but we reed to know right away.

JUDGE SMITH: I would do that.

MR. SAVAGE: All right.

MS. JOHNSON: I might add that, of course, what
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| I said to you has to be checked out with the schedule of

| Mr. Thomas and Dr. Wood, who is our witness for hydrology.

MR. SAVAGE: We now have a witness -- we cannot

tind him now. He is probably at the airport, except we do

| not know which one, and he is on his way to Rockford to
gappear as part of the panel that was to aldress the survey

| issue.

MR. STEVEN GOLDBERG: May I b2 heard on this

| before you deliberate further? I think we can appreciate the

| Board's legitimate interest that it has expressed on the
11 |

pace of the schedule. I guess we believe that the issues

|l are probably tryable within the timeframe that has been set

aside, and that to an extent, schedules of, you know, legal

| and technical schedules have been developed to try to

accommodate that schedule.

Looking immediately, I understand from the other
parties that they don't have an extensive amount of questions
for the staff emergency planning witnesses, and that it may
be possible to conclude thatissue with Intervenors' direct

case this week, with the planned session for tomorrow.

This would be particularly true if the Applicant's$

motion to strike the Intervenors' surveys were favorably
decided. And perhaps it is possible to reconsider the
necessity to adjust this schedule as we see emergency planning

if concludable this week.

4
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JUDGE SMITH: It is not solely a question of

lcan you get these witnesses on the stand and off. As we
thave noted before, the parties are specializing. The utility
!has had quite a few specialists come in. Mr. Goldberg, you
lhave had specialists' technical advice sitting at the counsel
’table with you all the time, and the Intervenors have come
?forward with teams of specialists. We can't do that. We
%have to get on top of all of the evidence, and the pace is
gtrying to force it through us faster than we can, in due

ldeliberate consideration, accept.

Now, with Friday off tomorrow, we would be using

fit to get ready for next week, and the weekends that we have

been using. We just need more time to get on top of the

lissues. It has finally caught up with us.

MR. STEVEN GOLDBERG: We will abide by the
schedule --

JUDGE SMITH: If it should turn out today that
we were wrong about the emergency planning, okay, so be it.
We will adjust, we will be flexible. If it should turn out
that your person arrives this afternoon and we can get him
here and go on or maybe have a short session tomorrow. We
are not going tc be insensitive to the expense and
inconvenience. We are just simply warning the parties right

now that to do cur job correctly, we need more time to

prepare for the hearing. We need a shorter day, and we need
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| more time to study this testimony before it is presented.

~n

MR. SAVAGE: What is the proposal? That we do
Mr. Jones and Mr. Wenger and Mr. Phillips today and that's ally
JUDGE SMITH: Who else is there?

MR, SAVAGE: We had scheduled Mr. Turner and

{Mr. Maloney, two of the school superintendents, that are
|

igoing to be here at 1:00 o'clock,as will be Mr. Bause. Mr.

Watts is going to be here at 3:00 o'clock under subpoena.

O o NN s W

JUDGE SMITH: Our view was that we saw no

10 'difficulty having the non-Intervenor witnesses today. We

11 |l thought that was quite comfortable. We do not think we can

12 | get all of your case in this week. We anticipate a lot of

13 | debate on the motion to strike. It is just a big task that
®

15

you are trying to accomplish., We, in good conscience, cannot

act hastily. You want a deliberative decision.

16 MR. SAVAGE: I am glad you have decided that way.

17 We do not disagree. We thank you for that,for giving it

18 § que consideration. It is worth it.

19 Mr. Murphy is on his way and we cannot stop him.

20 If you could do him today =--

21 JUDGE SMITH: If he cannot be stopped, if he

a2 gets here --

43 MR. SAVAGE: We cannot put him up on the panel

¢ anymore, but if you would just do him.

3 MR. BIELAWSKI: I cannot really imagine how the
L
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1 J|Intervenors can attempt to get the survey in without the

2 {lassistance of Mr.Murphy.

3 JUDGE SMITH: What we are saying is can't we

4 ||take him?

5 MR. SAVAGE: Just him today.

6 JUDGE SMITH: Let's face it --

7 n MR. BIELAWSKI: Certainly.

8 JUDGE SMITH: Let's proceed, then, with Mr. Jones.
9

10

15
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MR. GREENBERG: I have two matters that have
nothing to do with scheduling.

Ms. Whicher wanted me to inform the Court that
Mr. Becker and she are considering a stipulation concerning
what Mr. Zeise might say.

JUDGE SMITH: That is another concern we have had.

MR. MILLER: It is a concern to us. We have been
negotiating with Ms. Whicher for approximately almost two
weeks now since the subpoena was issued. I spcke with Mr.
Becker yesterday. He understands that this is a process
that either has to be concluded very, very soon one way or
the other, because if there is no possibility of the stipula-
tion that Mr. Zeise has to come out here and testify unless
the Intervenors withdraw their request, and then he would
be sulpoenaed to testify. It is stretching out again.

MR. GREENBERG: One other quick matter. I would
like to introduce the Court to Mr. Allen Goldberg who is
appearing on behalf of the Intervenors.

JUDGE SMITH: All right.

Mr. Goldberg.

MR. ALLEN GOLDBERG: I will be assisting today.

I have been asked to help. I am a member of the :illinois ==
licensed to practice in the State of Illinois, and I practice
in the Chicago area.

JUDGE SMITH: Would you state your office address
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and phone number?

MR. ALLEN GOLDBERG: My number is 252-4355. The
address is 6112 North Walcott Avenue, Chicago, Illinois 60626 |

JUDGE SMITH: Would you give me that letterhead
that you had shown me?

And, Mr. Jones, I think we are ready for you now.

MR. SAVAGE: We have Lee Walters coming under
subpoena today. Do you not want to have her examined today?
Should we request that she come another day?

JUDGE SMITH: When is she to arrive?

MR. SAVAGE: Three o'clock.

JUDGE SMITH: She is local here?

MR. SAVAGE: Yes, she is.

JUDGE SMITH: Let's see how we progress. Let's
see if it is really true that you are going to get the Staff
people out.

MR. SAVAGE: I ask because she is a physician. 1
an sure her day is a very busy one. 1 have a feeling that if
she comes here, we'll say would you come back again.

JUDGE SMITH: I would think that if she is providin
her schedule to come today, we should try to take her. We
will.

MR. SAVAGE: All right. Thank you.

JUDGE SMITH: Mr, Jones, will yon stand while I

administer the oath, please?
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Whereupon,

E. ERIE JONES
was called as a witness by counsel for the Applicant and,
having been duly sworn, was examined and testified as followsj
DIRECT EXAMINATION

BY MR. MILLER:

Q Would you state your name for the record?

A I am Erie Jones.

Q By whom are you employed?

A The State of Illinois.

Q In what capacity?

A I work in the Office of the Governor as the

Director of Emergency Services and Disaster Agency.

Q Mr. Jones, do you have before you a document, the
first two pages of which are entitled, "Summary of testimony
of E. Erie Jones," the next six pages of which are entitled,
"Testimony of E. Erie Jones?" There is an Exhibit 1 attached
to that which is entitled "E. Erie Jones' Biograrhy." Exhibit
2 is a notice with respect to Velume 1 of the Illinois
Plan for Radiological Accidents.

A I do.

Q Was the portion of the document that is entitled,
"Testimony of E. Erie Jones" prepared under your supervision
and control?

A Under my supervision, yes.
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Q Are there any changes or corrections you wish to

make to that document, sir?

A No.
Q Is it true and correct?
A It is true and correct.

MR. MILLER: Judge Smith, in addition to the two
exhibits that are attached to Mr. Jones' testimony, Appli-
cant's Exhibit 21, which has previously been identified for
the record, is referred to in Mr. Jones' testimony as Jones

Exhibit 2.

I would like to ask that Mr. Jones' testimony and

| his Exhibit 1 and the notice portion of Exhibit 2 be bound

into the record as if read, and that Applicant's Exhibit 21,

which is IPRA Volume 1, the remainder of Jones Exhibit ae

| be admitted into evidence.

JUDGE SMITH: May I suggest that on the notice
portion, Exhibit 2, the part that is bound in the transcript
that you write on it "Refers to Applicant's Exhibit 212" .

MR. MILLER: We will do that for the Reporter.

JUDGE SMITH: Are there any objections?

MR. GREENBERG: No.

JUDGE SMITH: The testimony, the attachments,
and Applicant's Exhibit 21 is received.

(The prepared testimony of Mr. E. Erie Jones

follows:)




Dated:
4/11/83

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In the Matter of
COMMONWEALTH EDISON COMPANY Docket Nos. 50-454 OL
50-455 OL
Byron Nuclear Power Station,
(Units 1 & 2)

SUMMARY OF TESTIMONY OF
E. ERIE JONES

Erie Jones is the Director of the Illinois Emer-
gency Service and Disaster Agency (IESDA). His testimony
addresses IESDA's responsibilities regarding emergency
planning associated with operation of nuclear facilities in

llinois and paragraph 10 of Intervenors amendea emergency
planning contention.

Mr. Jones generilly describes the role of IESDA in
the development of the Illinois Plan for Radiological Accidents
(IPRA) and he introduces Volume 1 which is the general
planning document applicable to all nuclear facilities in
Illinois. Mr. Jones describes the development and the
status of this volume as well as the site specific volume
for Byron Station. He details the previous testing which
has been done of the IPRA a*t other nuclear facilities in
Illinois and states the schedule for testing of the Byron
plant. Mr. Jones concludes that there will be an adequate
emergency plan at Byron Station before that facility begins

operation.



Mr. Jones also addresses Intervenors' contention
that the emergency plan is deficient because it relies upon
volunteers for effective implementation. Mr. Jones describes
his personal observations with respect to the manner in
which volunteers respond to emergency situations and con-
cludes that, in his opinion, reliance on volunteers in the

Byron plant is not misplaced.



Date 4/11/83

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In The Mattoer of

COMMONWEALTH EDISON COMPANY Docket Nos. 50-454 OL

50-455 OL

(Byron Nuclear Pcower Station,
Units 1 & 2)

N Nt S St i o St gt

TESTIMONY OF E. ERIE JONES

Ql: Please state your name and present occupation.

Al: My name is Erie Jones. I am the Director of
the Illinois Em2rgency Service and Disaster Agency (IESDA).

Q2: Briefly outline your educational and professional
background.

A2: A resume of my education and professional
background is attached as Exhibit 1.

What is the scope of your testimony?

Iz 12

: My testimony addresses generally IESDA's role
in emergency planning for nuclear power plants and specifically
Intervenors amended contention 10.

Q4: Please describe generally the rcle of IESDA

with respect to emergency planning at Byron.



A4: 1IESDA is responsible for coordinating the
State of Illincis planning and response for any type of
emergency including the development of the Illinois Plan
for Radiclogical Accidents (IPRA). IPRA is a multi-volume
plan. Volume I is the general planning document applicable
to all nuclear facilities. It establishes the concept of
operations, chain of command, communications network, and the
coordinated response of all participants diring a nuclear J o

aw

incident. A copy of Volume 1 is attached as Exhibit 2{,«;«'4‘ fom
dlde““

3 .’w“"

nuclear station presently licensed to operate in Illinois.£ ll"
x
21

Volumes 2 through 5 are the site specific plans for each

These stations are all owned and operated by Edison. The
site specific volumes provide detailed procedures for the
actions to be taken following a nuclear accident, from
initial notification and warning through implementation of
protective actions to eventual recovery and reentry. Upon
final review and approval, Volume 6 will be the Byron Station
site specific plan; it is currently in preliminary draft form
and is undergoing detailed review and revision. IPRA has
been developed in a coordinated effort among the numerous
Federal, State and local governmental agencies and agencies
in the private sector. The plan has been developed to
interface with the Commonwealth Edison Company Generating
Station Emergency Plan (GSEP).

Q5: Was IPRA developed based on guidance

provided by federal agencies such as the NRC or FEMA?



A5: Yes. IPRA is based in part upon guidarnce
contained in NUREG 0654 FEMA-REP-1 Rev. 1, "Criteria for
Preparation and Evaluation of Radiological Emercency Response
Plans and Preparedness in Support of Nuclear Power 2lants”
and NUREG-0396; EPA-520/1-78-016, "Planning Basis for the
Development of State and Local Government Radiological
Emergency Response Plans in Support of Light Water Nuclear
Power Plants.”

Q6: Has IPRA been tested in conjunction with
planrning drills conducted at other nuclear power plant
sites in the State of Illinois?

A6: Yes. Volue 1 and the site specific volumes
for operating plants have been tested nine times in the
context of radioclogical emergency preparedness exercises
related to specific plants. Each exercise was evaluated by
FEMA. At each exercise conducted, FEMA found the Illinois
state ané local governments capable of adequately pro-
tecting the public during a radiological emergency at the
nuclear power station in guestion. The exercises were held
on the following dates at the indicated nuclear power plants:

Plant Previous Exercises

Dresden Oct. 18, 1980
Sept. 30, 1981
June 29, 30, 1982

LaSalle Dec. 4, 1980
Apr. 15, 1982

Quad Cities May 20, 1981
Aug. 24, 1982

Zion July 29, 1981
Jan. 18, 1983



Q7: 1Is the site specific portion of IPRA per-
taining to the Byron Station schedulec to be tested?

A7: Yes. The Byron emergency drill is in the
present schedule for the week of August 22, 1983.

Q8: What is the current status of the site
specific Volume of IPRA related to Byron?

28: As I mentioned earlier, Volume 6 of IPRA is
currently in preliminary draft form and undergoing detailed
review and revision. This draft plan was developed based
upon preliminary contacts with organizations and individuals
located in the Byron vicinity who are likely to have a role
in emergency planning. Portions of the draft Byron Plan have
been provided to the appropriate organizations and individuals
for further refinement and consideration of particular
problems and concerns. As a result of this process, a
second version of Volume 6 will be consolidated and reviewed
and will be inclusive of those acceptable revisions to the
prior draft. Eventually, and as the planning organizations
determine that the plan is accurate and workable, this new
interim plan will be submitted to the Federal Emergency
Management Agency (FEMA) and to other agencies and organiza-
tions of the Regional Advisory Committee (RAC) for their
review and comments. With the incorporation of the RAC
comments, the plan will then be tested during the course of
the exercise of the plan. Following the exercise, the

plan will again be revised and updated prior to submittal to
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FEMA for formal Federal approval.

Q9: Are you aware of any specific matters which
cause you to question whether there will be an adegquate
emergency plan at Byron when the facility begins operation?

A9: No. Due to the number of nuclear stations in
Illinois, and the fact that IPRA has been subjected to
detailed and intensive scrutiny, I have every confidence
that, in the State of Illinois, emergency planning matters
are doing well. However, the development of emergency plans
is a dynamic and ongoing process. As circumstances and
governmental agencies change, their effect on the site
specific plans must be ¢ ‘nsidered. The program invites
legitimate and acceptable changes. We are currently in-
volved in that process and I have every reason to believe
that we will be able to satisfactorily resolve any particular
local concerns.

Ql0: Mr. Jones, the Intervenors in this proceeding
challenge the adequacy of the Byron emergency plan because
of the extent of reliance on volunteers to respond to an
emergency situation. Do you believe such reliance calls the
adequancy of the Byron plan into question?

Al0: No. I should preface my remarks on this
subject by stating that in large measure the whole operation
"of emergency services in Illinois, irrespective of the

causation of the emergency, is dependent upon using volunteers.
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This situation greatly enhances the extent of physical and
personnel resources available to respond to emergencies.

The key to assuring effective response is training.
It has been my experience as an individual involved on a
daily basis with emergencies over the past 10 years that if
volunteers are adequately trained there is every reason to
expect that they will respond to an emergency as well as
paid employees. Thus, with respect to nuclear emergency
planning, my agency does not make any distinctions with
respect to training for volunteers or paid emergency response
personnel.

It is crucial to remember that volunteers are
generally motivated solely by a desire to perform a public
service. As such, I believe they can be ccocunted on to
respond to an emergency. I have personally witnessed the
response of volunteers in life threatening situations, such
as harardous materials spills, fires, etc., and have also
seen volunteers participate in nuclear training exercises.
Based on these observations, I feel confident that reliance

on volunteers in the Byron plan is well placed.
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EXHIBIT 2 TO TESTIMONY OF
E. ERIE JONES

ILLINOIS PLAN FOR RADIOLOGICAL ACCIDENTS (IPRA)
VOLUME 1

NOTICE

This copy of Volume 1 to IPRA is being provided
as an accommodation for review in litigation before the NRC
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board of emergency planning
contentions in the operating license proceedings for Byron
Station. This copy is not to be dissemenated in any form or
reproduced by any means as it is the property of the State
of Illinois. This copy must be returned upon completion of
the proceedings.

volume 1 of IPRA is subject to ongoing review and
revision. The dissemenation of uncontrolled and outdated
copies of this volume or portions thereof could be detrimental
to the purpose for which it is intended.

This notice is served at the request of the

Illinois Emergency and Disaster Agency.
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(The document previously marked
Applicant's Exhibit No. 21 for
identification was received in
evidence.)
MR. MILLER: Mr. Jones is available for cross
examination.
CROSS EXAMINATION

BY MR. GREENBERG:

Q Good morning, Mr. Jones.
A Good morning.
Q How are you?

First off, I would like to have you clear up a
matter that we wrestled around with a lot yesterday. You are
aware, aren't you, that several local school superintendents
are concerned about their school districts incurring possible
liability while they are fulfilling their responsibilities
under the IPRA plan?

You are aware of their concern?

A I have been advised of that.

Q I would like to ask you two questions that one
of the superintendents asks in his affidavit, and perhaps
you can help give us some answers.

First, if any school employees receive unacceptabl
doses of radiation while carrying out the instructions of the

superintendent, who in turn is carrying out his duties under

e
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IPRA, who is liable, do you know?

A That is a very legalistic and technical question.
I would defer to counsel on the answer to that gquestion.

Q Let me ask you a second question which is also
technical, but maybe you might know this one. Who is liable
for the families of emergency workers whose prompt evacuation
would be hindered by the delay in availability of their
worker family member?

MR. MILLER: I think I'm going to object to that
gquestion. There is an assumption in that question that I
believe has no foundation in the record, and that is that
somehow the evacuation of the families of emergency workers
would be hindered because of their responsibilities.

MR. GREENBERG: The question is that of Mr. Maloney
who is a school superintendent and wants these questions
answered. I just thought it is a legitimate concern of his.
If Mr. Jones knows the answer.

MR, MILLER: I think the questions that school
superintendents have about the precise way in which the
Byron annex to IPRA is going to function are ones that can
be resolved outside this hearing process. And perhaps the
question to Mr. Jones is is there a mechanism by which these
questions can be resolved? Let's see what the answer to that
5

THE WITNESS: 1Is that your question?
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BY MR. GREENBERG:
Q Mr. Maloney has testified that they have tried,
you know, to call your «ffice, but nobody has called them
back. And I thought since you were here, you might be able

to answer the question.

A Let me make a general comment.
Q Sure.
A It pertains to that issue. If there are any

legitimate concerns pertaining to the emergency planning
process, I am confident they can be worked out through
cooperative action. It would be our intent to so work it
out.
JUDGE SMITH: You withdraw your earlier question?
MR. GREENBERG: Sure. I will withdraw the question
BY MR. GREENBERG:

Q From yesterday's testimony it appeared that this
gquestion has arisen -- the general question of liability has
arisen before under other circumstances, so I wonder why
the problem has not been resolved yet. This is not the first
time it has come up.

A It has not come up in other models or planning
in other locations. It has come up here. And I say again,
if it is a legitimate question, we will address it as we
do every other legitimate question and resolve it. Remember,

we are in a situation in planning now that is interim. We
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are a long ways from the product.

We, as questions come, we address them. Our
process is problem-solving, and if that is a problem, we
will solve it.

Q I believe Mr. Smith said that it had come up in
regard to training exercises.

A In a separate context, though.

Q Correct. But I wondered had that issue when it
was brought up then, had that beenresolved?

A I would have to look at Mr. Smith's testimony,
but until I do look at it, I had better not respoiid to your

question, unless you can define it better.
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Q But you do assure us --
A Twice I have assured you.
Q Great, so when you go back to Springfield, you

| can look into it and find out the answer? It would help

| a lot of folks sleep better.

A Sure.

Q Another concern that was raised by some of the

;local officials is that of the additional expenses which
| the implementation of the plan imposes on their organizations.
| 1 wonder, does the state provide any financial assistance to

5help alleviate these burdens?

A There is a mechanism provided to aid in the cost

Q What about in the -- what about in terms of the
actual -- for example, they have to get ~-- some of the
superintendents have indicated that inarder to fulfill their
responsibilities, they have to get better communication
systems. Does the state help them to get -- you know, to
buy the additional materials?

A What do you mean by communication systems?

Q For example, one of the superintendents said
he is going to be the center. His employees, the bus
drivers and the like are going to have to get back to him.
The only means he has to du that is by using reqular telephone

lines. So he feels if that is not adequate, they would need
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| other radio equipment or something like that. Would that kind

of equipment be -- would the state help pay for that?
MR. MILLER: I really do not mean to interrupt
the examination of Mr. Jones, but this is subject matter tnat

is the subject ¢f one of Commonwealth Edison Company's

fcommitments to the Intervenors, which is Commitment C, as
| follows, "demonstrate that adequate communication facilities

| exist to enable"--

MR. GREENBERG: I agree, we will withdraw the
| question.
MR. MILLER: Fine.
BY MR. GREENBERG (Resuming):
Q I will move on to another area. In your testimony

| you say that you had a lot of experience with volunteers

involved in emergency activities, correct?

A That is quite right.

Q Ten years' worth of experience, at least. You
have seen volunteers perform in disasters such as floods
and tornadoes, correct?

A Yes, I have.

Q But it is true, isn't it, that a volunteer in
a tornado can see and hear the storm, correct?

A Generally, yes, it depends on his location.

Q And in a flood, a volunteer can sece where the

water is and where the dry ground is, correct?
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A Correct.

2 Q But you cannot see radiation, can you?

3 A No.

4 Q And you cannot hear it or smell it, can you?

5 A No.

6 Q Isn't it also true that once the tornado or

7 | flood is over and the volunteer is done for the day, he is
8 | safe, at least until the next time?

9 A That's true. -

10 Q But the health problems involved with radiation --
11 j cancers, birth defects, et cetera =-- may not show up for

12 %years, perhaps not even until the next generation, correct?
13 A Is that your statement.

. 14 Q It is a question. 1Isn't it true that radiation --
15 § some radiation health problems may not show up for a substan-
16 | tial amount of time?

17 A I'm not a technician. I would defer that kind

18 Jof question to somebody in the medical or technical area.

19 Q As the head of Illinois' - as the head of IESDA,
20 you have not read or looked into what happens to people

21 fthat are affected by radiation?

22 A Of course. But you're asking for a very defini-
23 ltive answer.

24 Q A rather general question.

25 A If I may suggest, sir, 40-some years ago, I
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| worked with natural radioactivity and radivm in a rather
| carefree style at the Institute of Radium, and I have sired
| six children, all healthy. So I am not sure that what you

zsay is absolately right.

I will certainly say there is a lot of discussior

about it.
Q There is at least some debate.
A Right.
Q You also agree -- at least in one significant

;way and possibly a second, radiation accidents do differ from

%other kinds, correct?

MR. MILLER: I don't understand the antecedent

| of "in one significant way and possibly two"?

MR. GREENBERG: It varies. Mr. Jones has
testified that unlike other sorts of disasters, you cannot
perceive the radiation with your senses. Sc that is one
difference between radiation accidents and a storm or some
other type of accident. And he said there is at least debate
on the second point.

BY MR. GREENBERG (Resuming) :

Q So at least as to the first point, there is a
difference, then. We have already established that.

A It appears that the direction you're headed is
that you want a statement from me that is supportive of your

position that there is a difference between the task that
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the volunteers work in normally as emergency personnel and
one they may work in in a radiological incident.

Q I'm not so concerned about the tasks, but the
risks.

A Thirty percent of the incidents we respond to
in this state are hazardous materials, many of which are

colorless and odorless.

Q What are some of those?

A Acrylonitrile, vinyl chloride.

Q You cannot smell those?

A Perhaps you can smell those. Many you cannot.

They are carcinogenic, as identified by the Federal Drug
Administration. So we are dealing with many things other
than radiation which is odorless, colorless, hazardous, at
risk. And the volunteers respond very well.

Q Can you give us the most recent incident involving
volunteers dealing with a hazard that is colorless, odorless
and tasteless? You have inferred that those happen. Can you
tell us the most recent one?

A I would have to look at my log. I would be
very happy to provide the court with the log of the entire
year of 1982.

Q Can you think of any specific cases, even if not
the most recent?

A Of course. Lotseca in 1982.
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Q And that involved what?

A I don't remember. It was probably something in
the nature of ethylene oxide. I'm not sure it was totally
odolorless. It certainly is colorless. It was very high
risk and the volunteers responded to it with fear, but

nonetheless, with courage and reality. They went in there

| and performed the tasks well.

Q That's good. As perhaps the only actual incident

| that we have had of radiation release was at Three Mile
| Island, as Director of IESDA, have you studied the Three Mile

;Island incident in any depth?

A Fairly well. Which report?




BS,syl

24

25

. 5455

Q Are you familiar with the fact that while only

2500 people =-- that is, pregnant people -- and youna children

were told to =2vacuate, in fact, over 140,000 people actually

| left?
A I don't know about the figures.
Q You are aware that many more left than were told?
A Yes, but figures are always suspect because of

| the experiences I have had in disaster response.

Q Everyone's figures are suspect, then? Yours
| as well?
A I remember colorless material that caused people

| to evacuate in a quantity of 45,000. There were three CTA
| buses involved, so I don't think you can quite remove that

number of people. I am suspicious of any figures I hear.

Q Are you aware that at least two hospitals in
the area were faced with --
JUDGE SMITH: What area?
MR. GREENBERG: 1In the vicnity of Three Mile
Island.
BY MR. GREENBERG (Resuming):
Q Were faced with personnel shortages as a result
of emplcyees evacvating?
A I was not aware of that.
Q Are you familiar with the study undertaken by

Slovik and Associates for Suffolk County, New York, with
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?regard to the Shoreham Nuclear [ iant?
A No.
Q Besides their own safety, volunteers are concerned

| about their families, that they are safe as well, is that

i not correct?

A Yes.

Q And, in fact, how promptly and how many respond

| to an emergency depends, in large measure, on whether they

fare sure that their families are safe; correct?

A Say that again?
Q How promptly and how many volunteers respond to

the call depends in large measure on whether the volunteers

Il believe that their families will be safe.

A I don't accept that.

Q So you are telling me that volunteers would risk
the lives of their families for strangers?

A Oh, of course not. That is a ludicrous conclu-
sion. Of course not. But they are volunteers in an organi-
zation. They have reasonable assurance that their families
are safe because they, perhaps, are even better prepared
than other people. But if your direction is to suggest that
volunteers are not available, let me advise you, sir, that
when we have incidents that require volunteers, one of our
major problems is to assure that we have tasks for all that

show up. The volunteers are outstanding in their response,
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fand quick to protect the lives and property of their

2 ||neighbors and friends.
3 Q Is that the experience you found in those incidentr
4 ||involving the invisible menaces?
5 A Absolutely. Afrsolutely.
6 Q You did say, though, that the reason the volunteer*
would come out is that there is some reasonable assurance
8 | they have that their families will be safe.
9 ; A That's what I said, yes. They are much more
10 ;assured themselves of their families because they are aware
11 | of the risks. They have perhaps even done some -- given some
12 § instruction to their families.
13 Q Have you d etermined, or your agency, how many
. 14 § volunteers of those supposedly who work under Byron/I1PRA,
15 do have dependent families?
16 A No.
17 Q There are various other factors which determine

18 jwhether parents, children, spouses and siblings will be

19 | able to evacuate without the aid of their volunteer member,

20 fright? I'm getting at -- what I want to know is how does --
21 § does the plan -- how does it know that there will be reason-
22 | able basically assurances that these family member: will be

23 | safe? And there are several -- I mean a volunteer going

24 | to work. There will be several factors, situations at

25 | home that would strengthen or diminish that notion, correct?
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A I don't understand your question.
Q If a volunteer does not have reasonable assur-

ance that his family is safe, then he would be less likely

| to respond, correct?

A I think I addressed that previously. I am confi-

| dent, based on 10 years' experience in many, many incidents,
| that we will have an adequate number of volunteers to fulfill
| the plan. The plan is predicated upon the availability of

?volunteers and the quantity needed.

Q I'm trying to find out why you believe that,

A I have never had an experience, never had an

| experience, we did not have enough volunteers.
139

Q You, of course, have never had a nuclear accident
in the state where you would have to test that.
A I think we should all be grateful for that.
Q I agree. That's what we are trying to avoid.
That's what these hearings are all about.
JUDGE SMITH: All right, gentlemen.
BY MR. GREENBERG (Resuming):
Q So I am still curious to know whether there
have been any studies done to determine, say, how many
volunteers are a part of broken families. So with only
one adult member to aid in the evacuation, how many families
are there where that volunteer would be needed to aid in

the evacuation of his own family? Have they surveyed --
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. 1 A I have no inclination or time to make such studies
2 | I think the studies would be non-productive.
3 Q You don't think that a volunteer who knows he
4 || or she is the only adult member, were the only member that
5 | is able to -- you know, that their presence is necessary to
6 || evacuate their family, that that won't make any differz.c
7 | as to how he or she responds?
8 | A Not in the quantities that would impair the
9 %implementation of the plan.
10 Q So I take it you think there wouldn't be any
11 f relevance to the plan to determine how many families have
12 | second vehicles to enable them to evacuate?
13 A Absolutely. I think it is not relevant in terms
‘ 14 jof the plan's bases of design strategy. There are a certain

number of volunteers that won't show up. They won't show

up because they are out of town or because they have other

extensive commitments, but there are plenty of volunteers

18 Jat all times. This state has in the thousands of volunteers
19 favailable. Five hundred plus units. The whole emergency

20 §services organization is predicated on the operation of

21 fvolunteers and has functioned verywell on that basis.

22 Q You rely heavily on the training which the

23 jvolunteers will be given, correct, in being confident about
24 Jtheir performance?

25 A Yes.
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Q In fact, on page 6 of your testimony you say

| that the key to assuring effective response is training, right

A Yes.

Q Isn't it true that you were quoted by the press

| last fall as saying that one test per reactor site per year

| was excessive?

A That's true, and I reinforced that belief. I'll

| say it again.

Q Why do you want to reduce that part which you

| have identified as being the key to your whole program?

A I didn't identify that as the key to the whole
program.

Q You said it is the key.

A You are saying that exercises are training, and

that does not follow.

Q That is not true?

A That's right. There is much training that goes
on in addition to exercises. The training is highly struc-
tured and often presented. It is presented particularly in
advance of an exercise because we need to bring the relation-
ship -- the knowledge of relationships of the volunteers with
the paid employees regarding exercises, but training is
ongoing at all times.

Last weekend, we had 68 persons in training in

Springfield, of which some 60 were volunteers. So the
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| training is ongoing; it is not just in an exercise. And the
| reason for my statement that we should reduce the number of

| exercise is in no way related to training.

| room without having them actually get out there?
ithree, four, maybe five drills, communications drills,
| yesterday. That's not classroom. That's on the job.

| And that's daily.

:is it a practice of your agency to be upfront with volunteers

| about the risks of whatever activity they are going to be

5461

Q So you can adequately train people in the class-

A Nc. No. It is more than classroom. We had

Q Getting back to the volunteers, does your agency =

involved in?

A Do you want to restate that question? It sounds
like it has an implication in it.

Q I suppose all of the questions have some implica-
tions. Does your -- is it your agency's practice to be
thoroughly candid with a potential volunteer as to the risks
that he or she may incur?

A Absolutely. As a matter of fact, sir, one of the
major tasks of our volunteer organization is to develop a
risk analysis as part of their planning effort. That is a
benchmark of the planning process. Yes, absolutely.

Q Are the volunteers -- would the volunteers in

a nuclea accident be told about the health problems that

T




BS5, sy8

-

w

o o NN U s

5462
are associated with radiation exposure?
A Yes.
Q Are you going to tell them about the possible

higher risks of contracting leukemia, which result from

| exposure to radiation?

A They will be advised of the risks.

Q Are you going to list -- how is that expressed

| to them? In some sort of general thing? Are you going to

| get down to specifics?

A I believe you agreed with me that there is some

| debate on this issue. It is a little difficult to be -- to

Qexpress when we don't know precisely. We have trouble in the

range of risk as expressed hy the medical profession. If

you could give me some absolutes, you can be assured that

that information would be prcvided.

Q Are you going to tell them about the debate?

A That is pretty well articulated in the media,
and we make that information available to them.

Q When they come in -- when you say make it avail-

able to them --

A In training.

Q When they walk in they are told?

A In trainir.y.

Q This is a l.,pothetical. Let's say Mr. Smith

walks in.




B5, sy 9

[

10
11
12

13 l as 1 indicated. And we support at the state level.

14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21

23
24

25

O o N O U s

5463
A You'd better use a name other than Smith or
‘Jones, and you'd better not use Johnson in Rockford.
Q Mr. Black. He says, I want to be a volunteer

with Byron/IPRA. What do you tell him? Do you know =-- can
| you tell me, what do you tell him about? To be more

| specific, what do yvou tell him about the medical risks?

A First off, the person doesn't walk into the

istate of Illinois and say they want to bea volunteer.

| They make themselves available to the local units of
?emergency services, and in so doing, the local cocrdinator,

| whether it be in the county or city, depending on the organi-

| zation, is charged with the training program which is ongoing,

But the local -- the volunteers are, in fact,
part of local and county organizations, not of the state
organizations.

Q Do you take any responsibility for what the
local person tells them? Are there guidelines at your office?

A Yes. And we have, of course, regional
coordinators. The state is divided into regions. The
regional coordinators assist the local people in developing
procedures that we call accreditation, which include training
programs.

Q What does a regional coordinator -- what is

required of the local agencies to tell them? Do you know that?
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A No.

Q So you really cannot be sure that they are getting
the adequate information about risks they may incur while
working in a radiological disaster. Correct?

A The training programs -- this is a little differ-
ent guestion than you asked previously. The training programs
are delineated in course outliines, an delineated in work
books and the like, which are provided by the federal govern-
ment and augmented by the state agency to the local people
for use in their training efforts. Bul I cannot tell you
precisely what the instruction is.

The guidance is there, the documents are there.
We monitor it, much as a superintendent of schools might on an
occasional basis or a principal might with his classroom.
But as a former educator, I can tell you -- I will not tell
you that I know precisely what is taught. I know what the

course outlines and the documents are.
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1| Q Do you know if, say, the possible risk of genetic
2 || defects are those in those outlines?

3 | A I cannot say specifically. I would be very happy

4 | to provide those, that information tc you. I would defer

5 | that to the Department of Nuclear Safety from whom you have

6 j heard previously.

7 ; I do know that in Volume 1 there is specific

g | reference to those risks. And as a matter of fact, Volume 1

9 | is available to and fundamental to the specific volumes.

10 So, yes, the information is available. You have that informa-

11 E tion, as a matter of fact.

12 Q All right. I will look it up when we finish today.

13 Are you aware that the NRC has guidelines which
. 14 || recommend that volunteers should be of the age when they no

15 longer plan on having any more children?

16 A I'm not aware of that specific guidance. 1Is this

17 | contained in some technical guidance?

18 Q I beliecve it is 0654, but --

19 MR. MILLER: May I have a specific reference, pleasp?

20 MR. GREENBERG: NRC guideline 06%4. 1It's the

21 | whole bhook.

22 BY MR. GREENBERG:

33 Q Well, then, let me ask you this. Does the state
24 | have any guidelines similar to that?

25 A I defer that to our very capeble and resourceful




Bésc?e

o N o u»v o

10
11
12
13

15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

5466

Department of Nuclear Safety people who are technically
qualified to answer that.

JUDGE SMITH: Let's clarify what has happened now.
You have withdrawn the question which makes a reference to
the age of the emergency worker in NUREG-0654? I have
withdrawn that?

MR. GREENBERG: I have withdrawn the reference to
0654, yes. I have withdrawn that.

JUDGE SMITH: And now the gquestion is does the
State of Illinois have such a restriction?

MR. GREENBERG: Yes; sir.

BY MR. GREENBERG:

Q So you don't know whether there is something like
that?

A I do not know. If you could give me something
specific, we could work from there.

Q I cannot cite you the number. 1In fact, I did not
know if Illinois dnes have such a requirement. That is what
I am asking you. Do you think it ought to?

A I don't know what context in which you are asking

the question.

Q You think that is not something that --
A That is migiity speculative. [ just don't know.
Q Does a potential volunteer -- is he or she requireq

to have obtained any particular educational level?
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A You said potential volunteer,

Q Right.

A You mean a perscn --

Q Does Mr. Black have to have attained any particulapy

educational level to be accepted as a volunteer?

A We need volunteers irrespective of educational
level.

Q Must they be able to demonstrate literacy?

A Seven percent of the population are unable to read

or write as well as a fifth grader, across the board. We

may have some that have some constraints on their motivations
and their capabilities and their talents. If they have

that unfortunate situation, we will still use them.

Q Will the volunteers be given psychological tests
to ascertain their performance under stress, just as police
and firemen are?

A Absolutely not.

Q So really there are no -- will any credentials
at all be required, or do you accept any Tom, Dick or Harry
that walks in?

MR, MILLER: 1I'm going to object. Mr. Jone's
testimony to date has described the selection process and
the use that is made of volunteers under IPRA, and to
characterize it as just allowing any Tom, Dick or Harry to

come in is simply without foundation. It is also, I believe,

5467
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argumentative.

JUDGE SMITH: I think the question is faulty in
that you give him two alternatives which are not necessarily
the only alternatives; that is, he either demands credentials
or he accepts anybody. Why don't you phrase the question so
that he can answer, so he can answer it?

BY MR. GREENBERG:

Q Do you require credentials?

A Yes. The credentials are -- they are motivated
by the interests of their fellow man, that they are residents
of the community and that they will take adequate training
to fit into a disciplined unit called emergency services.

Q How do you measure motivation?

A If they are volunteering, that is a pretty good
measure. I haven't found a scale to measure that, as I have
not found a scale to measure some of the other things in the
social sciences.

JUDGE SMITH: 1Is there a concern among emergency
officials of any adventurers coming out in the time of an
emergency, people who are just locking for thrills or want
to be where the action is? 1Is that a problem that faces
emergency planning officials?

THE WITNESS: Mr. Smith, that is a concern. We
are not going to allow that person to persist in that practice

JUDGE SMITH: Do you have psychological profiles
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or anything that people are trained to look for?

THE WITNESS: No. But, remember, the individuals
are all members of their communities. They are known by
their communities.

JUDGE SMITH: All right. I understand. Thank you.

THE WITNESS: We do rot accept itinerants, 1
guess is what I'm saying.

BY MR. GREENECRG:

Q You said that the training that 1s received is
intensive.

A I dorn't believe I used that word.

0 It 1s rigorous, especially -- ycu said that you
don't -- especially with your belief that you don't need as

many of these actui, exercises; that that is not necessary

because they get a very good -- 1 don't know wnat adjective
you want to use -- complete, rigorous -- training.
A There is a structured training program that is

in place and addressed with regularity.

Q It is not rigorous? You objected. How would
you describe it?

A I don't know what "rigorous" means to you. To me
it might mean something else.

Q Do you have to be literate to be able to go through
that, those sorts of training programs?

A Some of it you may. But, remember, as in any ase,
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in any type of vocation or avocation, you try to put people
in positions of responsibility that is within their capability
and thé training programs vary depending on what specific
slot that individual has in the organization.

Q You mentioned that you don't do psychological
testing. How do you know -- how do you slot them to their
level of competence?

A I repeat, they all are members of their own ‘
communities. They are known in taeir communitiez. There is
leadership 1n the organization.

Q Would you say the people of Rockford know everybody
else?

A I think it is likely that when Winnebago County
or the City of Rockford brings volunteers in, they will have
some way of assessing their talents and capabilities and
personalities.

Q As the head of the Illinois program, do you
have any notion -- can you tell me what some of those means
are that the local people can assess, apart from knowledge
of the people?

A I am not suggesting it is a highly structured
program. I don't think I meant to imply that. It is informal
and it is a product of leadership and supervision, much as
we make informal evaluations in the vocational area. I

would leave it with that.
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Q What is the attrition rate of trainees, volunteer
trainees?
A I think you would have to ask the local =-- each

local government that, and we don't ask that question.
Remember, the State Emergency Services, under this act, has
the responsibility of providing support, guidance and aid
in training to the local governments, but it is a local
jPvernment unit, so you would have to talk to the uaits
individually.

0 You are still confident, though -- your state
plan is still based on these people even though you don't
know.

A Absolutely. And let me repeat in another way
it is reinforced every time we have an incident, as recently

as this week several times.

Q What happened this week?
A We have had volunteer groups and body searchers
risking their lives in extremely serious -- under serious

water conditions, volunteers.

Q What part of the state was this?

A Fayette County, Cumberland County, Minard County.
There were three this week.

Q lLet's say you get a wonderful group of people
who do graduate from your training. They are all very

motivated, and that is unquestioned. The fact is, isn't it,
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that not one of them will have actually ever been in a
nuclear disaster. That would be a new experience for every-
body. The supervisor has never been in this or anybody
else,
A That is a given.
Q So, agu«in, it is a guess based on other experience4
that they are go.ng to do the iob.
MR. MILLER: I'm going to object to the charact.v:ari-j
zation of Mr. Jones' testimony as being a guess. I believe
that is a mischaracterization.
JUDGE SMITH: [ do rot know if he intend~d i: as
a question or as a comment. As a comment?
MR. MILLER: If it is a comment, then I cubject
to comments on the record. The witness is here to anawer
questions.
MR. GREENBERG: I meant it as a question. I will
use another word besides "guess."
BY MR. GREENBERG:
Q Again, you are hypothesizing. You are reaching
this conclusion that they will perform adequately based
on an analogy with non-nuclear accidents.
A Yes, but nct entirely. Let me explain that.
We are encountering new situations quite often, and the new
situations have the same kinds of risk questions as any other

new situation such as radiological.
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Q What are some of these new situations?

A In particular, the hazardous materials, particular]
those things that historically had not occurred before, such

as wintertime flooding. That has not occurred in recent

history.
Q Flooding?
A Don't discount that. There are more people who

die from flooding --

Q I'm not discounting flooding --

Flooding is not a new phenomenon for uoslunteer
relief workers to deal with.

A The point I was making is winter flooding is
a new phenomenon. That is the exact point I was making.

Q The difference between flooding in January and
flooding in March, is that much different? The water is
still cold.

A Significantly.

MR. MILLER: Excuse me. I think Mr. Greenberg
has a habit of either making a comment at the end of the
question. I don't believe that Mr. Jones is clear as to
whether it is a part of the question or simply an editorial
comment. Really, it is going to make the record extremely
confusing.

JUDCE SMITH: Yes. 1 am somewhat concerned.

Also, Mr. Jones, I would appreciate it if you would

allow an opportunity for objections before you respond, too.

) 4
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BY MR. GREENBERG (Resuming):

Q In some of the situations you have alluded to
with regard to hazardous materials, have they required
large-scale evacuation?

A Yes.

Where?

In Iilinois.
Wnere?
Decatur.

How many people were evacuated?

b » B A « I .

Several thousand. I don't know. This was three
| years ago. Certainly, at Collinsville a couple of years
iago there were several hundreds.

Q Let's stick to Decatur. What was the substance

that caused the problem?

A Propane explosion. It killed 10 people.
17 Q How many volunteers? Do you know? I will ask
18 you how many volunteers were involved.

19 A Well, of those who responded from emergency

services, everyone save one, because there was one person

21 Y who was a paid employee, and all of the other emergency

22 | services were volunteers.

23 Q Do you know --

24 A I don't know the number,

25 Q You don't know how many? You said of those who
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| responded. You don't know how many were called?

A No.

Q What were the roles assumed by the volunteers?
A Rescue, support, protection, moving people.

Q And they did an adequate job, I presume.

A Absclutely.

Q Do you recall offhand the name of the facility?
A The railroad yard in Decatur.

Q Can you give me a year on that? I would ask

| you to repeat it, if you did.

A I can't remember. Four or five years ago. I

|don't know. The Illinois Central Gulf yards are rather

iwell known. It is historically well documented.

Q The Byron/IPRA relies heavily on the cooperation
of local organizations and officials. Correct?
A Correct.
Q What I would like to do is to run downa list
of a few of the people who are, you know -- whose jobs at
least are identified in the plan, and I would like to ask
you about your agency's interaction with them. 1Is that okay?
MR. MILLER: 1I'm going to object.
Judge Smith, I really have not interfered with
the examination, even though it has gone well beyond the
scope of Mr. Jones' direct testimony. But there were

witnesses presented by the Applicant with specific knowledge
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‘ 1 jlof the Byron annex to the general IPRA, and I don't know

2 lthat it is going to be productive to quiz Mr. Jones on

3 ||[these matters, as well.

R There was extensive cross examination on this

5 llsubject, I believe, yesterday.

6 JUDGE SMITH: You're going to give him names of
7 lllozal officials and ask the state Director --

8 MR. GREENBERG: I was going to list a few of the

tofficials who are identified, and if he cannot answer the

i . .
lquescion, then he can't answer the question.

11 JUDGE SMITH: How does it relate to his direct

12 fexamination, his direct testimony?

13 MR. GREENBERG: He talks about his reliance on
. 14 jvolunteers, and I am interested in talking to him about the

15 flocal -- he has told us today that the local people are

16 §the ones, you know, who find these individuals and the ones

17 Jwho field them and the ones who assess them.

18 JUDGE COLE: He said of the whole state.

19 JUDGE SMITH: Fine.

20 BY MR. GREENBERG (Resuming):

21 Q Do you know if your agency has talked with

22 Ipavid Turner, Superintendent of Schools from Mt. Morris
23 Community?
24 A I don't know.

<5 Q And you would know any of the others, either.
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Okay, fine.

We talked earlier about two of the things which
most bother local officials; the liability issue and the
excess cost. A re you aware of other concerns that the
local officials have?

MR. MILLFR: Can we have a little bit -- that

| question is very vague.

BY MR. GREENBERG (Resuming):

Q Are you aware that local officials are concerned

| that they don't have the persornel to fulfill cheir responsi-

| bilities under IPRA?

A I am not aware of that.

Q You are not aware of that because -- you are the

state director and you are not specifically up to date on

that?
A 1 am not aware of that because I work with

local people and they have been extremely cooperative across
the board. They have not expressed that kind of problem,
except when the exercises are held repetitively.

JUDGE COLE: I didn't hear the last part of your
answer.

THE WITNESS: When the exercises are held
repetitively, with too great a frequency.

BY MR. GREENBERG (Resuming):

Q But you haven't talked -- you said before you
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don't know what the Byron local officials here think.

A Who?

Q Okay. Well, that's what I was doing. David
Turner, Superintendent --

A I told you already, I don't know.

Q David Miller, Superintendent of Schools.

JUDGE SMITH: The difficulty with your question
1s that you identified a group known as local people. Ve
don't know if you're talking about all of the local people,
which 1 doubt, some of them, a particular subset, or what.
And I don't think the witness does.

In any event, he has already testified that he
does not know at least Mr. Turner, and we will not allow
you to go through the list of names because it is unlikely
that he will know them.

MR. GREENBERG: But he asked me to. He said
who are you talking about.

JUDGE SMITH: You really want to know, Mr. Jones?

MR. GREENBERG: I just asked him before, are
there local officials. Hesays that he has talked to local
officials all over the state, and I wondered if he had talked
to any in the Byron area.

JUDGE SMITH: I'm going back tc the premise of
your original guestion. You said, are you aware that local

officials are concerned that they don't have their personnel.
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There should have been an objection, I should have interposed
right then and there because I don't know if he accepts the
| premise implicit in the question that all local officials
are concerned, or what the nature of the question is. I don't
’think that he could answer it, really.
So, why don't you start at that point. Forget
| what has happeneda so far, and start at that point.
BY MR. GREENBEF3 (Resuming):
Q We have had a*' least four superintendents in
jthis area, school superintendente in this area who have
testifi2d that they are concerned that they have inadequate
transportation to fulfill their responsibilities under the
IYRA plan. Are you aware of that?
A I am no* aware that they have testified.
MR. MILLER: 1In addition, this is covered by a
commitment.
MR. GREENBERG: We will withdraw that.
MR. SAVAGE: If I could make a comment, part of
the problem is that Mr. Greenberg was not present during
the formulation of the stipulation, and he has read it.
JUDGE SMITH: We're doing fine.
BY MR. GREENBERG (Resuming) :
Q So we have established that you have not talked
with any local officials.

MR. MILLER: 1I'm going to object to that. I don't
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believe that that is the testimony at all.
BY MR. GREENBERG (Resuming):
Q You have testified that you have not spoken with

any of the school superintendents who are listed in the IPRA
plan as having responsibilities under the plan.

JUDGE SMITH: Mr. Jones himself, personally.
Is that the guestion?

MR. GREENBERG: That is the guestion. Or that
his agency has spcien with these pecple.

MR. MILLER: We Lave two different questions.

If I might just suggest, let's explore Mr. Jones' personal

cntacts, if that is what the crcss examiner is interested in.
MR. CREENBERG: That is what I'm interested in.
THE WITNESS: You are intereste. -- let's see
if I understand, you are interested in whether I have contacte
on a one-to-one, are you suggestinj, superintendents?
BY MR. GREENBERG (Resuming):
Q No, not necessarily that you have done that.
Are you aware of these superintendent.' concerns about the
role that they are assigned and the responsibilities that
they are assigned under the IPRA plan. Whether your staff
told you that. I am curious to know how much you know about
this specific area, is what I'm trying to get at.
MR. STEVEN GOLDBERG: 1I'm going to object.

That question is vague, there is an allusion to undifferentiat

—

#
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concerns that I think really the witness ought to have the
benefit --

MR. GREENBERG: 1I'm trying to name names.

JUDGE SMITH: Just a moment. On the other hand,
Mr. Jones 1 think has been very -- has exhibited a willingness
to explain his position, and if he is willing to do it, I
think we should not be concerined about -~ I think he can
take care »f himself.

THE WITNESS: Judge Smith, I believe I now have
three questions, and I wou!d like to have one guescion that
1 can address. Evin in the explarnation [ got a third
guestion.

JUDCE SMITH: I think the question th:et is befors
you now -- that is, the better question -- is, can you
comment just generally on what your involvement has been with
the local planning.

BY MR. GREENBERG (Resuming):

Q That is a good starter.

A Okay. As it relates to the education community,
I probably have had some contact with some superintendents.
They were all invited to an initial meeting deliberately
structured and put together for the purpose of explaining
to the total community how we are going to proceed. That
meeting was well attended, perhaps in excess of 100 people.

It was a dinner meeting. I did not look at the roster that

1
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we took but I am corfident there were some of the educational
community there.

I dorecall that the regional superintendent
of schools was there. In terms of other people in the educa-
tional community, I am not certain of their attendance. I
am certain that the staff of the State of Iilinois has
extended efforts tc meet with the educational communit+
because tir.it is part of the plarning process. We nor .ally
do that anc we follcw that process and have followed it in
all the other mocels that w= have developed, and dune it as
we have upgr: 'ed the nlans.

As relates to other cofficils, decision makers
in the community, I tave persounally contacted many of them,

and that is part of “he planning process as well.

Q Of the people you met at that meeting =--
A The initial meeting?
Q The meeting you just described. Did any of

them voice concern about whether they had the resources to
fulfill their responsibilities under the IPRA plan?

A Absolutely not. 1I can report that without
exception, those I spoke with were enthusiastically --
enthusiastically received the information and looked forward
to the planning process.

MR. GREENBERG: What I want to do =-- Judge,

maybe you can help me. Basically, we have testimony of four
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or five school superintendents that have indicated they do
not believe they can fulfill their responsibilities.

MR. STEVEN GOLDBERG: I object. I'm not sure
that is a proper characterization of the testimony.

MR. MILLEF: I object, also.

MR. STEVEN GOLDBERG: Further, it has not even
ve offered as testimony. The witness ocuyht to be asked
whecher he either is awace of or shares a specific concern
for which we can have some do~umentary or eviaentiary
reference. T just do not think that to ask v1e witness,
are yoa aware of resource concerns, has really besen very fair
to the 'ritness.

JUDGE SMITH: Let's have Mr Greenberg finish
his request to the Board and see where we are. If he has
mischaracterized -- Mr.Greenberg, would you finish your
request, if you still have a request?

MR. GREENBERG: I am being told that some of this
is under stipulation, so I will mosey along to something else.

BY MR. GREENBERG (Resuming):

A A large part of our conversation this morning,

we have disagreed as to the wisdom of relying on volunteers
in the course of nuclear accidents. Correct?

MR. MILLER: I am not going to permit characteri-
zation of an examination by an attorney to be called a

conversation as to which there is a disagreement. Mr.
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MR. GREENBERG: One of the issues that we have |

covered in this cross examination this morning is whether i

volunteers will adequately perform under a nuclear accident.
BY MR. GREENBERG (Resuming):

Q Correct?

A Yes. I assume that's correct.
JUDGE SMITH: We were also present.
MR. GREENBERG: We were all present. Yes, we |
~an agree on something. |
BY MR. GREENBERG (Resuming): 1
Q The important thi g, though, is what the volun- |
teers thermselves think about their participation in a
nuclear disaster. Correct? If you think they will do it and
they don't.
A You see, I have no doubt in my mind, so I
don't agree with that, with your statement. I have no doubt
that they will participate in a nuclear incident, should it

occur.

Q Has your agency contacted the potential volunteers

personally to find out -- have they contacted them personally?
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A Counselor, that is not role. Our role is to work
with the local governments who have duly constituted emergencﬂ
services units. It is not our role to deal with individuals
in those units of emergency services in the counties and
the cities. So the answer is no, I have not personaily con-
tacted them, to be very literal in my reply.

Q Have the local officials represenced to you that
taey have asked their peopic specifically whether they
would parivicipate in tine nuclrcar dlsaster?

A We have not raised the issue and said are your
D« dp'e going to participaze in any kind of an acciden:. We
presur: with one hundred percunt® experience positive that
when there iz an inc.dent and there is needa for these people
to wor: on beha'f of the.r fellow man, they will La there.
They have been there.

MR. GREENBERG: No more questions.

Thank you, Mr. Jones.

THE WITNESS: Thank you.

JUDGE SMITH: Mr. Goldberg.

MR. STEVEN GOLDBERG: I do not have an examination
plan, but I do have one or two followup questions, if I might.

BY MR. STEVEN GOLDBERG:

Q Do you recall Mr. Greenberg's questions about
the TMI accident?

A I believe that the question related to whether 1
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had studied it.

Q And the emergency response to that accident.
A Yes.
Q Are you aware or can you differentiate the level

of onsite and offsite emergency planning that was in existencsd
at th: time of the TMI accident in March of 1979 and the

level of onsite and offsite emargency planning that exists

in Illinois surroundina the Byron Station?

p I can dec that for the State of 1Illinois. I prasume
sou do rot want ne to do so as compared with tre Pennsyivania
crganization.

Q My question was somewhat predicated on whether
you had scie ‘dea of the level of planning tha%t was in place
in March of 1979 i Fennsylvania and that which is in place
in 1983 in Illinois, if you know.

A Yes. 1 cannot quantify it in absolute terms, but
I can tell you we are a guantum distance beyond where
Pennsylvania was at the time occurrence. Illinois is far,
far heyond the Pennsylvania situation.

Q You were also questioned ahout the training
provided for emergency workers. Is that training provided
by the Illinois Department of Nuclear Safety?

A It is provided by a combination of the Illinois
Department of Nuclear Safety. They must come in with the

technical aspects of it. Emergency services personnel bring
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training to the people as it relates to the overall operation*l

2 aspects of the plan.

3 Q You were also asked a question or asked to comment

4 on the fact that if there were a hypothetical radiological

5 emergency at Byron that that may be the firet such radioloqic#l
6 emergency that volunteers may be called upon to assist in.

7 | Do you recall thet?

3 y Y628

G Q Lan yeu have also testified anhout some other

10 chemical acc.dent:. Is it fair to presume that in those c3331
11 | that was alsc the first sach uccidert that volunteers -~ !
12 <UD E SMITH: To shertcut with respect to the

13 ¢nemical accidents, are you prepared to presume it was the

14 first such accident that volunteers had encountered?

15 THE WITNESS: VYes.
16 BY MR. STEVEN GOLDBERG:
h & Q Have emergency workers ever responded to a

18 transportation accident involving radioactive materials in

19 the State of Illinois?

20 A I cannot recall one.

2} MR. STEVEN GOLDBERG: Thank you.

22 BOARD EXAMINATION

23 BY JUDGE COLE:

24 Q In your testimony you indicated that there have

25 | been nine exercises associated with nuclear power plants in
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the state. And in each of those instances, each of those
exercises, FEMA found the Illinois state and local government%
capable of adequately protecting the public. Did you partici-

pate in any of those exercises, sir?

A Yes, sir. Every one of them.
C What was your role in the exercise, sir?
A I functioned as :the di:.ctor of the ap, copriate

laws of the State of Illinoi., but alsc served as the Governon
in tle exercise scenario.

Q Is it fair to say that meny changes have takea
place since the first exercise:

A It certainly is fair oo say.

Q Have you observedl any differ~nces ‘1 the conduct
and relative success of these 2x2rcises a3 we prcgress from
exercise 1 through exercisz 9?2

A Each one is an improvement over the previous, ves.
I have detected considerable improvement.

Q All right, sir.

I guess you anticipated my next question. How
would you currently rate or evaluate the 1llinois plan for
radiological accidents as compared to the earlier versions?

A We believe our plan, as well as our exercises,
are significantly better than the initial ones.

JUDGE COLE: All right, sir. Thank you.
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BY JUDGE SMITH:

Q I recall your testimony that you are -- your agency
is housed in the Office of the Governor.

A Yes, sir.

Q Does that imply that there is a resource reason
for that?

A It is & legislative reason. We are a separate

zgency in the State cf 1llincis, and I am appointed by the
Governor and confirmed by *“h=z Senate. The directors of all
such agencies are2 identified &¢s part of ths Office cf tie
Goverr.cr.

Q You report to the Goversnor thea, directly to the
Goserror?

A Yes, sir. D:irectly to the Governcr.

Q I made an inference there that perhaps is not
true, but I'm still interested in your authority to utilize
the resources of other state agencies.

A It is unquestioned, both by law and by executive
order of the Governor.

' JUDGE SMITH: Thank you.

MR. ALLEN GOLDBERG: I would like to ask some
questions on redirect based on what Mr. Goldberg brought
up.

JUDGE SMITH: We have been allowing additional

cross based upon Board questions. It is a tossup.
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MR. MILLER: Judge Smith, I really object to move
than one counsel for Intervenors.

JUDGE SMITH: It is a good thing you weren't
here yesterday.

(Laughter.)

JUDGE SMITH: You would have been very nervous.

MR. MILWLER: 1I'm sure I would have been, but
yesterday - I was here the day before and Monday, and ‘n thoge

cases it was Mr. Holmbeck, who is not a lawyer, being essisted
1

in some instaaces by Mr. Savage, who is. Here we have twc
atcorneys.

JUDGE ZM'TH: You might want to consu’t with
Mr. Bielawski.

MP, BIELAWSKI: Mr. Smith and Mr. Ed were to be
put up separately, and Mr. Copeland and I had prepared
separately. We put them up as a panel and shared the
responsibility.

JUDGE SMITH: We are digressing here.

MR. STEVEN GOLDBERG: There is a more fundamental
problem. I have not performed redirect. All I did was
perform cross.

JUDGE SMITH: It doesn't matter. If you have
developed the information on any form of examination which
affects that party's interest, they will have an opportunity

to address it one way or the other. We have tried to organizé
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. 1 | examination through one source. However, for expediency,

2 || proceed.

3 CROSS EXAMINATION ON BOARD EXAMINATION

4 BY MR. ALLEN GOLDBERG:

5 Q The Three Mile Island incident was mentioned
6

briefly just this roment. We are concerned hers about

e |

whetiner or avt ou believe any of the volunteers wouid panic
€ under a situat.on whire there is a nuclear disaster at the

gyron plart, and you have testified ycu don't think taat

would happoan,
il 2 A That i3 cerrecet. l
12 2 oid y01 gtacy the Three Mile isiand ircident to ;
13 see 1f ony af ‘he volunteers in unat plart panicked when
. 14 the, were called upoen to «tt v & radioactive s'tuation?
15 A I have read the Kemeny Report. I read the report
16 | of the President's Commission. I saw no evidence in either
17 § of those of panic, I would also suggest that I testified
18 § there is a significant difference in Illinois today as
19 compared with the way the plan was in place and exercised
20 | or not exercised at Three Mile Island at the time.
21 Q I got the impression that the significant differenﬁe
22 that was brought out by His Honor was that when he asked you
23 that gquestion, that there is a greater amount of volunteers
24 that we have in this state, is that correct?
5 A Greater -~
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Q Amount. Number of volunteers are greater than

2 | existed in Pennsylvania. Is that a fair statement?

supplementary cross on the basis of Board guestions or any-

3 A I have no way of assessing that.

4 Q I gather by your answer, then, you found no

5 || evidence that any of the voluntecers of Pennsylvania panicked.
£ Is that vour testimony?

7 p A That 1s correct.

& ; Q Mr. Greenbery brought cut earlier that the media

3 P ¢r the officials in tha". .rea asied that approximately 2,500
10 pedple -~ pregnant womenaid other foliks -—- be asked to leave
11 the area when that Jdisaste:s occurred, and that ir Ffact 50,000
12 | pe-pie (locded out of that area at that *ime. Are you aware
13 § of that?

. 14 MR. MILLEk: fxcuse me. 1'm going to object.

15 First of all, that is the precise question that Mr. Greenberg
16 | asked in his initial cross examination, so this is hardly

17

18 thing that Mr. Goldberg or the Staff has asked. So I object.

19 I simply am repeating it. It has been asked and answered,
20 in any event.

21 JUDGE SMITH: Moreoever, he answered that he was
22 not aware of any of those figures.

a3 BY MR. ALLEN GOLDBERG:

24 Q When you examined the Three Mile Island incident,
25

did you examine how the volunteers in that program were traingd?
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A I did not.

Q You were not aware whether those volunteers were
given any sort of stress testing?

A I have no idea.

Q In all of the incidents that you have been involved
in over the years have you ever had a volunteer panic under

a situation like this?

? Absclately ~ot.
Q Nevar?
A Naver .

MR. ATLSEN GOLDIERG: I don'k have any further

JUDGRE SMTTH: mr. Miller.
RENIRECT EXAMIKATION
BY I'R. MILLER:
Q i would like to pick up on a few thiags, Mr. Jones|
What arrangements. if any, does the State of
Illinois make with respect to insurance when exercises of
emergency plans are held?
A Are you talking of -- what kind of insurance?
Q Liability insurance for the participants. Do you

know of any arrangements?

A You are talking about exercises of nuclear stations.
Q Yes, sir.
A Any of our personnel who are part of an
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‘ 1 || organization are covered under the Emergency Services Act

2 as it relates to liability.

3 Q Do you know whether or not any policies of

4 insurance are purchased for --
5 A I believe the State of Illinois is self-insured.

6 Q I am going to hand you a copy of -- 1 unders’.and,

7 Director Jones, that this is the full exhibit to the testimonﬂ.
8 | IPRA Velume !. I would like you tec turn, sir, «f you would,

9 to Appendix A to the in*roduction.
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I think it is page 9 entitled, "Health Effects

of Radiation."

Okay.
JUDGE SMITH: What document are we looking at?

MR. MILLER: 1I'm looking at what has been received

in evidence as Applicant's Exhibit 21 and it is Volume I of

IPRA Illinois Plan for Radiological Accidents.

JUDGE 3MI1d: How would onc¢ yo about findirg the

varticular page?

MR. MLTLER: It is Apprendix A to the Introduction.

It is marked Roman I:i), znad then page 9 2t the vec, hottonm.

JUDGE SMITH: [t heings, "The State...”
MR. MILLER: It igs untitled Appendix k.
THE WITNESS: Okay.

JUDGE SMITH: Go ahead.

BY MR. MILLER (Resuming):

Thank you. First of all, Mr. Jones, can you tell

us which of the state agencies, if any, was responsible for

this part of IPRA?

A

Q

The Department of Nuclear Safety.

And this appendix is found, is it not, inall

copies of Volume I of IPRA that have been distributed?

A

Q

Yes.

What use, if any, to your knowledge is made of

Volume I of IPRA in terms of training volunteer workers?

)
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MR. SAVAGE: Objection. 1Isn't training of

volunteer workers a subject of commitment? Mr. Bielawski,
is that correct, do you think? You and I probably have the
best idea of what was in the commitment and what wasn't.

Is this the subject of a commitment?

MR. MILLER: I don't believe so. 1In any event,
cross examination is cross examinaticn by Mr. Greenberg with
respect to what, if anything, is told tou emargency workers
with respect to radiclogical hazaras.

MR. SAVACF: I don't heolieve he raised the issue
of the adeguacv of the training, which I believe is the
subject of a commituwent. If ycu are 3cirg intc whether the
training to be given will be adeguate cr not, I believe that
is a comeitrnient and (% should not be allowed.

JUDGE SMITH: Thne sense of Mr. Creenberg's
cross examination, as I infer from today and yesterday, is
that emergency workers ar suddenly going to find out, not
having been told before,that there are risks and they will

not respond. And if this is the direction you're going, Mr.

Miller, then you certainly have the right to cross examination,

THE WITNESS: This information is provided to--

in training programs provided to those people who are partici-

pants in the exercise of the plan.
BY MR. MILLER (Resuming):

Q Mr. Jones, you were asked about your personal

t
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| contacts with certain local emergency planning officials,

| and there was reference to a dinner meeting that you

participated in. Do you recall, sir,when that dinner meeting
took place, approximately?

A I can only estimate it. It was in the last of
the year, within the last year.

Q Do you recall whether it was in the summer or

the winter?

A Summer, I believe.

Q Is it likely it was in the summer of 19822

A I have to now say I just don't remember precisely
| when.

Q Fow would you characterize the state of emergency

| planning for Byron Station at the time that this dinner

meeting was held?

A Emergency planning in general was in very good
shape because of the location. It has been greatly enhanced
by virtue of the work that has been involved with the local
officials in the area.

Q Was this the initial contact that you had with
certain local officials, with respect to the Byron emergency
planning?

A In a mass meeting, this was the initial contact.
We had prior contact with some individuals in the county.

Q Wes it or was it not your intent to have further
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gmeetings both with groups of local officials or individuals?

A It was not only our intent, but the principal

objective of that meeting was to advise those in attendance

of what our perc chart procedure would be to make those

| contacts.

Q What is that?
A A timeframe determination of what you're going

| to do in a certain timeframe to make schedules.

Q Is that a schedule that extends past today's
;date?

A Yes, and it is of record, Mr. Counselor.

Q Have you personally had any contact with the

A Many times.

Q In connection with the emergency planning for

| Byron Nuclear Station?

A Yes, sir, many times.

Q What is his role in the overall emergency planning
for Byron Nuclear Station?

A It is a very important role because if I may
use the phrase, the emergency planning zone, for Byron is
largely possessive of integrity. Most of it is within the
County of Ogle.

MR. MILLER: May I have just a moment? I think

I am probably finished.




B9, sy 5

19

20
21
22
23
24
25

5499
(Pause.)
BY MR. MILLER (Resuming):
Q Mr. Jones, in your prepared testimony you refer
to an NRC document, NUREG-0654. Is that correct?
A Yes.
Q What function does that document serve in the

overall planning for emergency planning in Illinois?

A It is probably the most important of several

guidance documents that we follow in developing the plan

| for a nuclear power station.

Q Do you know whether or not that document was

| first prepared before or after the accident at Three Mile

| 1s1and?

A Well, there is a predecessor document to Three
Mile Island. 1I cannot remember the number -- 111 perhaps.

So there was a document in place, but the actual number,
0654, followed Three Mile Island. Put the content was in
the main in place and was under review at that time.
MR. MILLER: I have no further questions.
JUDGE SMITH: Are there any additional questions?
MR. ALLEN GOLDBERG: Yes.
RECROSS EXAMINATION
BY MR. ALLEN GOLDBERG:
Q Based on what Mr. Miller questioned you about,

I would ask you to refer to the document you talked about
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l on page 9. The title of that document being, "Health

| Effects of Radiation."

2 Yes.

Q You have indicated upon his questioning that

| each of the volunteers locally would be given this chapter

‘to read. Is that correct?

IN No, I did not say that.

Q By the way, for reference for the judges, it is

| a chapter that starts on page 9 and it ends on page 22.

I Is that correct?

JUDGE CALLIHAN: Page 9 of what, sir?
THE WITNESS: Volume I of IPRA.
JUDGE CALLIHAN: Exhibit 21.
MR. ALLEN GOLDBERG: Page 1, Volume 1 of IPRA.
JUDGE CALLIHAN: Applicant's 21.
JUDGE SMITH: Yes.
BY MR. ALLEN GOLDBERG (Resuming):
Q Who is going to explain to the volunteers the

contents that this chapter has?

A The Department of Nuclear Safety.
Q Now, that department, breaking that down into
a more human quantity, consists of what -- individuals who

will actually sit down and explain to the men or women who
volunteer what is in this chapter.

A It will be done in a structured training course
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presented by health physicists qualified to make such

presentations.

Q Health physicists. 1Is that a medical doctor?
)3 No.
Q The health physicists will be employed by the

state of Illinois?

A Yes, by DNS. This testimony has already been
presented.

Q The health physicist will teach groups of volun-
teers at once or will teach them individually?

A There is no tutorial effort. These are groups.

Q Will the volunteers -- and I direct your atten-
tion to page 9 of this chapter.

A Yes.

Q Will they be told by the health physicists that
harmful levels of radiation exposure cannot be detected by
the human senses?

A I would defer that to the Department of Nuclear
Safety. My personal believe is they will be so told.

Q And you have indicated upon questioning by Mr.
Miller that, in fact, the contents of this chapter will be
explained to each and every one of the volunteers. Is
that correct?

A That is correct.

Q So, in effect, you have said that the Department




5502

|
|
|

of Nuclear Safety will conduct this type of explanation.

A That is correct.
3 JUDGE SMITH: Don't override his answers. Keep
4 ||time separation.
5 MR. ALLEN GOLDBERG: I'm scrry.
6 BY MR. ALLEN GOLDBERG (Resuming):
7| Q Am I doing that to you, sir?
8 A Yes.
9 Q T will go slowly.
10 A I will let you know if you do.
11 Q Will these individuals, then, be told that

12 fharmful levels of radiation exposure cannot be detected by
13 the human senses?

‘ 14 MR. MILLER: That question has been asked and
15 janswered, Judge Smith. It is the first sentence of the
16 lappendix. Mr. Jones has testified that he is not directly
17 |responsible for it. He expressed what his personal belief

18 §is with respect to the training. I don't know --

19 MR.ALLEN GOLDBERG: May I explain the relevance?
20 BY MR. ALLEN GOLDBERG (Resuming):

21 Q Go ahead, Mr. Jones.

22 MR. MILLER: There is an objection pending.

23 JUDGE SMITH: It seems to me that is the same

24 question you asked him several questions ago.

25 MR. ALLEN GOLDBERG: The relevancy is this, Judge.
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Mr. Jones has said that the volunteers that he can provide

f would not -- or, will be provided by from the community will

not panic or have any problems ard will be able to respond
to the crisis.
JUDGE SMITH: FP: cvance we understand. The
objection is that the gquestion has been asked and answered.
MR. ALLEN GOLDBERG: All right. The answer ,as I

understood it, was that he said another department would

| take charge of that explanation. What I would like to do is
|l get into his understanding of what each of the volunteers
;will be made aware of, because his opinion is based on that.
| That sort of information. His opinion is based on what

| these volunteers will know, and that is what I'm guestioning

him about.

MR. MILLER: If Mr. Goldberg wishes to persist
in this, then perhaps we ought to recall Mr. Ed who testified
yesterday. It is the Department of Nuclear Safety, as Mr.
Jones identified, that is responsible for this training. And
he could give a definitive answer, I think.

JUDGE SMITH: Let's see what he is able to get.
It is correct, there were people here yesterday who would
have been ideal witnesses for this subject matter. You did
raise it, Mr. Miller?

MR. MILLER: Yes, I did.

JUDGE SMITH: Let's see what he is able to

explain.
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BY MR. ALLEN GOLDBERG (Resuming):
Q My line of questioning can be specific to this.
It is your opinion that there would be no problems with the

volunteers based on your past experience, responding in the

| event of a nuclear disaster in this area. Is that correct?

A That's correct.

Q And would your opinion in any way change if you

| knew that each of those volunteers would be told that harmful
| levels of radiation exposure cannot be detected by the human

| senses? Would your opianion change in any way?

A Absolutely not. I would add that they are being
told that.
Q Are they also being told that this radiation

| would and could -be ingested into crops, water and milk?

| Are they being told that?

A Yes.

Q Would your opinion change in any way by the
fact that they have that knowledge?

A You'd better explain.

Q Would your opinion regarding the volunteers'
response tca crisis change in any way?

A Let me see if I understand you. I have said
that they have that they have that information, they are
given that information, and I have stated my opinion.

Q Would your opinion stay the same if the volunteers
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were told that there are genetic effects -- I'm calling your
attention to page 10, if you would like to read along with
me, and your counsel -- finally, that there are genetic
defects that do not manifest themselves in the irradiated
individual but appear in their descendents. Would your
opinion change in any way regarding the response of these
volunteers if they had that knowledge?
I will rephrase. You agree that they do have
that knowledge?
A That's correct.
Q And you still maintain that the volunteers
would do their job, as all the volunteers that you have seen
in the past have done?
A I persist in my comments made repeatedly that
I have no question about their response.
JUDGE SMITH: Are you going to proceed through
this entire appendix in that order and pick up every one of

these items and ask that question of Mr. Jones?




Bl0scl

24

25

5506

MR. ALLEN GOLDBERG: If you would like me not to.

JUDGE SMITH: I would like you not to.

MR. MILLER: I was going to object anyway.

JUDGE SMITH: I think he has made his position
guite clear. You have made a representative selection. I
think that is adequate for the record. Are there any in
particular that you would like to make?

MR. ALLEN GOLDBERG: There is only one other
question I have.

BY MR. ALLEN GOLDBERG:

Q Mr. Jones, in all of the ten years you have been
with his department, has there ever been a case of a volunteeq
not performing up to snuff or adequately?

A Mr. Counselor, I cannot answer that yes or no. I
am confident that there may be some where the performance
was less than desired, but I am also confident that as in
any good organization, that was either corrected or the
person was guided out of service.

JUDGE SMITH: Just from the point of view of
productivity, your question is not a very important question.
What are you talking about, one volunteer in all of his
experience? Let's just move on.

MR. ALLEN GOLDBERG: I have no further questions.

JUDGE SMITH: Are there any further questions?
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BY MR, STEVEN GOLDBERG:

Q Intervenor counsel asked you to comment on a numbeJ
of statements drawn from the IPRA Volume 1 appendix regarding
radiation risks, and I believe you have testified that in
your experience volunteers have responded to other emergencieé
involving hazardous materials, is that correct?

A That is correct.

Q Does the training that your department or the
Department of Nuclear Safety provide also instruct those

emergency volunteers on the risks of other hazardous

materials?
A Yes, but to a lesser degree.
Q And, in fact, have you had any problem enlisting

volunteer response to those emergencies involving those
hazards?
A Absolutely none.
MR. STEVEN GOLDBERG: I have no further guestions.
JUDGE SMITH: All right.
Director, we appreciate very much your coming
here. Your appearance has been very helpful to the Board
and to the record.
THE WITNESS: Thank you very much, gentlemen. It
is a pleasure.
JUDGE SMITH: Let's take ten minutes. A real ten

minutes this time.
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(Recess.)
JUDGE SMITH: On the record.

Gentlemen, may I administer the oath, please?

MONTE PHILLIPS
AND

GORDON WENGER

were called as witnesses by counsel for the Staff, and

having been duly sworn, were examined and testified as

follows:

Q

before you

DIRECT EXAMINATION
BY MR. STEVEN GOLDBERG:
Beginning with you, Mr. Phillips, do you have

a document entitled "Testimony of Monte P. Phillips

Regarding Consolidated DAARE/SAFE and Rockford League of

Women Voters Emergency Planning Contentions 2, Subpart (c),

(e) and (k), 3 and 8," consisting of a one-page summary,

11 pages of written questions and an attached written statemen

of your professional qualifications?

A

Q
document?

A

Q

(Witnees Phillips) I do.

Do you have any changes you wish to make to the

No.

Are its contents true and correct?

Yes.

T
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Q Do you adcpt it as your correct testimony and
statement of qualifications in this proceeding?
A I do.

MR. STEVEN GOLDBERG: Judge, I would like to move
that the described testimony and accompany gualifications
statements be received in evidence and bound into the
transcript as if read.

JUDGE SMITH: Any objections?

MR. BIELAWSKI: No objection from Applicant.

JUDGE SMITH: It is received.

(The prepared testimony of Monte Phillips follows:
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In the matter of

COMMONWEALTH EDISON COMPANY Docket Nos. 50-454

50-455

(Byron Station, Units 1 and 2)

TESTIMONY OF MONTE P. PHILLIPS
REGARDING CONSOLIDATED DAARE/SAFE AND ROCKFORD LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTIRS
EMERGENCY PLANNING CONTENTIONS 2 (Subparts ¢, e, and k), 3, and &




PHILLIPS SUMMARY

This testimony addresses the emergency planning issues raised in Conscolidated

DAARE/SAFE and Rockford League of Women Voters emergency planning contentions

2 (Subparts c, e, and k), 3, and 8. It makes the following principle points:

1.

The Applicart's onsite emergency plan complies, with some exceptions, with
the emergency planning requirements of 10 CFR 50.47(b) and 10 CFR Part 50,
Appendix E.

The purpose of evacuation time estimates is to provide decision makers with
information on which to base a protective action choice between sheltering
and evacuation. These estimates have been submitted by the Applicant and
reviewed. The review indicated that the major considerations regquired of
an evacuation time estimate were addressed.

Planning Standard 50.47(b) (12) relates to provisions for emergency workers
responding during the course of their emergency functions. There are no
particula. preplanning requirements for members of the general public.
Arrangements to handle members of the general public can be made on an ad hoc
basis during the course of an accident.

Applicant has made provisions, supported by letters of agreement, with medical
and ambulance support organizations which satisfy the requirements of 10 CFR
50.47(b) (12).

Applicant does prc ide the basis for the choice of protective actions in their
emergency plan, specifically in Tables 6.3-1 through 6.3-3 and Section 6.3 of
the GSEP. The means for =plementing the basis for choice between sheltering
and evacuation are specified in Applicant and Illinois Department of Nuclear
Safety emergency plan implementing procedures.

Sheltering as a protective action consists of doing the best with what you have;
e.g., closing doors and windows, going inside, and turning off ventilation. There
is no requirement that special shelters be constructed.

Determining the "expected local protection afforded in residential units or other
shelters” does not mean that a house to house or building to building canvas
or survey must be conducted.

Both the Applicant and State have chosen to utilize EPA-520/1-78-001B guidance
for determining the protection afforded by sheltering.

There are no requirements to provide radioprotective drugs to members of the
public.
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Ql. Please state your name and affiliation.

Al. My name is Monte P. Phillips. I am an Emergency Preparedness Analyst with
the Emergency Preparedness Section, Emergency Preparedness and Radiological
safety Branch, Division of Radiological and Materials Safety Programs, NRC

. Region III. A copy of my professional qualifications is attached.

Q2. What is the purpose of your testimony?
A2. The purpose of this testimony is to address the Staff position on the
Consolidated Emergency Planniag Contentions 2 (Subparts ¢, e, and k), 3, and 8

regarding emergency preparedness.

Q3. Do you adopt the Staff Safety Evaluation Report (SER) section on emergency
planning as part of your testimony?

A3. Yes. I have independently reviewed the Byron Annex. This in conjunction
with the generic portion of the Generating Stations Emergency Plan (GSEP)
was used in the preparation of my SER input for emergency preparedness. In
June 1982, both the generic portion and Byron Annex were again reviewed after

‘ both of‘ these portions of the GSEP had been revised to correct most of
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the open items (nos. 1, 2, 3, 9, 10, and 11) discussed in Appendix D of
the February 1982 Staff SER. This review is documented in section 13.3

of Supplement 2 to the SER.

Could you please summarize the SER conclusion regarding the Byron emergency
plan.

Yes. Appendix D of the SER concluded that the generic GSEP and Byron Annex
comply with the Commission's emergency planning onsite r-equirements in

10 CFR 50.47(b) and 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix E with certain exceptions. A
number of these exceptions or open items have been satisfactorily resolved

as documented in SER Supplement 2. Although not documented in the supplement,
subsequent commitments from the Applicant havg also resolved the remaining

oren items.

Consolidated Emergency Planning Contention 2 (subparts c, e, and k) state
that in violation of 10 CFR 50.47(b) (10) , Commonwealth Edison's “"Evacuation
Time Estimates for the Plume Exposure Pathway Emergency Planning Zone of the
Byron Nuclear Generating Station" does not conform to NUREG-0654, Appendix 4
and will not provide accurate or useful guidelines for the choice of protec-
tive actions during an emergency because the study: does not address the
relative significance of alternative assumptions; does not consider the
impact of peak populations, including behavioral aspects; and does not use
site weather characteristics as presented in the FSAR. With respect to this
contention, why are time estimates for evacuation required to be submitted
by the Applicant?

There are two principal reasons for making evacuation time estimates. First,

during the process of making the estimates, one identifies potential bottle-
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neck or congestion areas where gueuing or backup could occur; second, and
the major reason, these estimates provide decision makers with informestion
on which to base a protective action choice between sheltering and evacuation

during an emergency.

Could you please elaborate on these evacuation time estimates.

Yes. 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix E, Section IV requires that the Applicant shall
also provide an analysis of the time required to evacuate and for taking other
protective actions for various sectors and distances within the plume exposure
pathway EPZ for transient and permanent populations. Appendix 4 of NUREG-0654/
FEMA-REP-1, Revision 1, provides guidance on what information should be prcovided
in the evacuatior time estimates. Two conditions - normal and adverse - are

considered in the analysis. The adverse weather frequency used in the analysis

should@ be severe enough to define the sensitivity of the analysis to the selected

events, such as snow, rain, fog, or ice. The evacuation time estimates
presented by the Applicant for the general population within the Byron Station
plume exposure pathway EPZ have been developed for eight combinations of
conditions as follows: (1) summer season, daytime, normal weather; (2) summer
season, daytime, adverse weather; (3) summer season, nighttime, normal weather;
(4) summer season, nighttime, adverse weather; (5) winter season, daytime,
normal weather; (6) winter season, daytime, adverse weather; (7) winter

season, nighttime, normal weather; and (8) winter season, nighttime, adverse
weather. In addition, to address the weekend events, additional analysis was
undertaken. These weekend events include the Autumn on Parade and large weekend
events at the Byron Dragway and Motosport Speedway. The results of the Byron
Evacuation Time Estimates indicated that for the eighty baseline evacuacion

scenarios no queuing or backup on the evacuation road network occurred.
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What is the status of the NRC review of these evacuation time estimates?

In answering that question let me provide a little history on the subject.

The Applicant submitted the original evacuation time estimates for Byron by
letter dated August 29, 1980; however, the Byron Annex was not submitted until
October 20, 1981. These original evacuation time estimates were then forwarded
to the NRC's contractor for review. On March 11, 1982, the NRC requested that
the Applicant provide additional information regarding the evacuation time
estimates to allow us to complete our review. The Applicant's response to this
request was the December 15, 1982 submittal of the current redone evacuation
time estimates. This submittal was not received until after the completicn

of Supplement 2 of the SER. The December 15, 1982 submittal was forwarded to
our contractor for review, and in mid-February I received a telephone call

from the contractor stating that this submittal appeared to be in accordance
with the guidance provided in Appendix 4 to NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1, Revision 1.

I have not yet received a written evaluation from the contractor.

Who performed the review of the evacuation time estimates and how is it conducted?

The review was performed by Mr. Thomas Urbanik II of the Texas Transportation
Institute of the Texas A & M University System. The evaluation technigue 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 Tmes for Emergency Planning Zones. The evaluation used

a subjective scale requiring professional engineering judgement.

Did you also perform a review of these evacuation time estimates for adequacy?
Yes. I performed a general review to determine that the major considerations

required of an evacuation time estimate were addressed. These considerations
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include: (a) an accounting for permanent, transient, and special facility
populations; (b) an indication of the traffic analysis method and the method

of arriving at road capacities; (c) a consideraticn of a range of evacuation
scenarios; (d) consideration of confirmation of evacuation; provisions for
normal and adverse weather; and (e) an indication that the estimates had been
reviewed by State and local officials. This review was to ensure that these
subjects were addressed and was not meant to be a determination of the adequacy
of the estimates. "hat review is conducted by our contractor as I mentioned
earlier in response to the previous question. Questions concerning why the

estimates were deemed to be adequate would have to be addressed to him.

Cc "solidated Emergency Planning Contention 3 states that in violation of

10 CFR 50.47(b) (12), the emergency planning for the EPZ of the Byron Station
does not sufficiently address the fact that there are inadequate medical
facilities to provide the required bed space for an evacuation; that there

is an insufficient number of medical and para-medical personnel to render
medical assistance during an evacuation; that there are insufficient procedures
for the screening, treatment, and isolation of persons sustaining radiological
injuries; and that there is an insufficient number of materials, supplies,
equipment and vehicles to provide for the transportation of injured persons
during a radiological disaster. Does the Staff have a position regarding this
contention?

Yes. Planning Standard 50.47(b) (12) relates to provisions for emergency workers
responding during the course of their emergency functions. There are no

special planning requirements for members of the general public. Arrangements
to handle contaminated injured individuals who are members of the general
public can be made on an ad hoc basis during the course of an event. The

Commission has endorsed this policy in a decision involving San Onofre



offsite emergency planning issues. This decision was made on March 31, 1983.
This planning standard -ontemplates no particular preplanning for

contaminated individuals who may be injured from the general public. The measures
taken to provide medical facilities for injured contaminated workers in the plant
would of course provide some capability to treat an injured individual who

was contaminated and a member of the general public. We have specified no
other capabilities other than the capability over about 12 hours to monitor

all residents and transients in the plume exposure pathway EPZ arriving at
relocation centers for contamination. This provision is addressed in Planning
Standard 50.47(b) (10) and the guidance in Criterion II.J.12 in NUREG-0654/
FEMA-REP-1, Revision 1. This position is consistent with the Staff's position
in NUREG-0396, Flanning Basis for the Development of State and Local Government
Radiological Emergency Response Plans in Support of Light Water Nuclear Power
Plants, December 1978, which was endorsed by the Commission in October 1979

(44 FR 6113). 1In particular, NUREG-0396 describes the concept of Emergency
Planning Zones and the planning basis for them. Relevant to this issue, the
Task Force which developed NUREG-0396 stated in that document that they did
not recommend that massive emergency preparedness programs be established
around all nuclear power plants. The following examples are given to further
clarify the Task Force guidance on EPZs: (1) no special radiological medical
provisions for the general public; (2) no special local decontamination
provisions for the general public (e.g., blankets, showers, food, changes of
clothing); (3) no stockpiles of anti-contamination equipment for the general

public; and (4) no special decontamination equipment for property and equipment.

The requirements of 10 CFR 50.47(b) (12) are addressed by the criteria of
Planning Standard L in NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1(at 69). A perspective on these

criteria is given by section H cf the Introduction of NUREG-0654 which makes
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clear that, although a licensee has the primary responsibility for onsite
emergency preparedness, "it is a necessary part of the facility emergency
planning to make advance arrangements with State and local organizations for
special emergency assistance such as ambulance, medical, hospital, fire, and

police services." (NUREG-0654 at 25).

Has the Applicant made provisions that satisfy the requirements of 50.47(b) (12)?
Yes. Arrangements have been made and letters of agreement executed between the
Applicant and the following organizations: (1) Byron Fire and Rescue (ambulance
support); (2) Rockford Memorial Hospital (medical support); (3) Radiation
Management Corporation (medical and health physics support); and (4) Northwestern
Memorial Hospital (medical). 1In addition, because of the specialized nature

of the diagnosis and treatment of radiation injuries, the Applicant's

Corporate Medical Office maintains a roster of physicians especially competent

in this area of medicine and available for the care of persons with these

special problems. Byron Station also provides for onsite first aid capability.
Radiation protection personnel and selective supervisors are trained and qualified
to administer first aid. At least one of these individuals is available on

shift at all times. Additional information is provided in the SER on page D-17.

About how many people are we talking about, that is hundreds, tens; could you
give us a feel for the number of injuries involving contamination that this
hospital or ambulance service could expect during an accident?

That is a very difficult question to answer because it is extremely accident
specific. Depending on the type of accident we see anything in the range from
no injuries to a half dozen or more. Since the primary concern is really

more from a health standpoint and not a radiation exposure standpoint, you're

looking more at medical isolation and decontamination after which the patient
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care process would be essentially the same as if he had not been involved in

a radiological emergency. Medical cases resulting solely from radiation
exposure reguire essentially the same medicai prophylaxis as would be used
for someone with a highly contagious disease, namely reverse isolation. There
really is no quantification on a minimum number of bed spaces or ambulances
that a facility must have access to. It's a judgement decision usually
based on the fact that one has a hospital with a back-up facility. 1In this
case the back-up facility would be Northwestern Memorial and the primary

hospital is Rockford Memorial.

Consolidated Emergency Planning Contention 8 states that in violation of

10 CFR 50.47(b) (10), emergency plans are incapable of offering sufficient
guidance for the choice of protective actions during an emergency since

applicant and state planners have yet to adequately determine the local
protection afforded (in dose reduction) by various protective measures

including evacuation, sheltering, and radioprotective prophylaxis. Does

the Staff have a position regarding this contention?

Yes. It is incorrect. The basis for the choice of protective actions is
outlined in the Applicant's GSEP in Tables 6.3-1 through 6.3-3 and in

section 6.3 of the GSEP. NRC guidance on the basis for choice of protective
actions is provided in NUREG-0654, Revision 1 at Criteria II.J.7 and II.J.10.m.
Table 6.3-1 of the GSEP outlines a system for chcice of protective actions

based on weather conditions, projected offsite dose rates with no dose

reduction, and potential offsite doses based on the amount of material available
for release in containment. Using this table, evacuation is always the preferred
choice if the lower limit of the Protective Action Guides established in EPA-520/
1-75-001 are exceeded. However, evacuation is not confirmed unless weather

conditions permit and an evacuation time analysis confirms it as the preferred
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choice. If evacuation cannot be confirmed because of extremely severe weather

or because the evacuation time estimates indicate that people would be placed

into the plume, then the recommended protective action may be sheltering. The
basis for this choice would be determined by performing a calculation on which

of these twc alternatives would yield the lower dose. The Applicant has established
a procedure for making this recommendation. This procedure is ED-24, "Determining
the Recommended Offsite Protective Action Response Option." The Illinois Department
of Nuclear Safety has established a similar procedure - 4-SOP-2, "Determination

of Evacuation vs Sheltering From Initial Dose Projections." Although these
procedures were reviewed and found acceptable for other CkCo nuclear stations

in Illinocis, an implementation inspection for Byron has not yet been conducted.
This implementation inspection will be conducted to ensure that all of the
procedures necessary to implement the Applicant's GSEP have been adequately

prepared to support operations at Byron.

Let me go back for a second and describe the protective action guidance given in
NUREG-0654, FEMA-REP-1, Revision 1. This guidance is provided on pages l1-16 and
1-17 of Appendix 1. As noted on page 1-16, when a General Emergency is declared,
a minimum protective action choice of sheltering two miles in radius and five
miles downwind will be made. This is consistent with the Applicant's Table 6.3-1.
In addition, the FPA's Protective Action Guides (PAGs) define a range of from
1-5 Rem whole body and from 5-25 Rem thyroid at which evacuation should be
conducted. PAGs are a measure of dose savings, and are not to be confused with
total dose received. The applicant has incorporated this guidance into Table
6.3-1 of the GSEP using the lower number given for both ranges. Page 1-17 of the
NUREG also gives guidance on the choice of protective actions based solely on
plant conditions. In this case, Applicant currently only provides a recommendation
based on the material available for release corresponding to examples 4.b and

4.c on pace 1-17 of the NUREG.
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From reading the testimony of some of the other witnesses, there is apparently
some misunderstanding as to what is meant by the phrase "shelter" as used in

the phrase in Criterion II.J.10.m "expected local protection afforded in
residential units or other shelter." Essentially, sheltering is a protective
action consisting of doing the best you can with what you have. We are not
talking about ensuring that everyone has a basement, or lives in a fallout
shelter. What we are talking about is closing the doors and windows, going
inside, turning off the ventilation system (or for most houses the furnace fan),
and staying away from any outside openings if possible. Having a basement would
be ideal, but it certainly isn't a requirment for licensing that all homes have
basements and be made of brick. Also, this criterion does not mean that a

house to house canvas or survey must be conducted to determine how many have
basements, how many are made of brick, how many are office buildings, etc. What
it does entail is an approximate determination for the vicinity of the plant of
the average shielding factor. Guidance for determining this value is presented in
three documents referenced on page 64 of NUREG-0654. Both the Applicant and the
Illinois Department of Nuclear Safety have chosen to use EPA-520/1-78-001B,
"Protective Action Evaluation Part II, Evacuation and Sheltering as Protective
Actions Against Nuclear Accidents Involving Gaseous Releases." The determination
of the average shielding factor may be done by estimating the percentage of
various building types and multiplying by the appropriate shielding factor to
determine an average, or by using the guidance documents listed on page 64 of

the NUREG. For example, Table 5 of SAND 77-1725, "Public Protection Strategies
for Potential Nuclear Reactor Accidents: Sheltering Concepts With Existing Public
and Private Structures," defines a weekly average shielding factor for both

cloud and surface deposited radiocactive material for seven ge.araphical areas of
the country, includirg the Midwest and Great Lakes areas. These factors would
then be incorporated, along with the evacuation time estimates, into the two

procedures I mentioned earlier in the answer to this question to determine the
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best choice of protective actions. One must remember that this procedure would
only be used if a release were imminent and evacuation could not easily be
accomplished prior to the release. Otherwise, evacuation would be the

preferred protective action taken.

what about protection afforded by radioprctective prophylaxis?

I'm not qQuite sure what is meant by the term as it relates to this qugstion. 1f
we are referring here to the use of Potassium Iodide (KI) by members cf the
general public, I would have to refer that question to the State officials. NRC
guidance on this issue is essentially that stockpiles of KI for use by the
general public are not warranted. Similarily, FEMA guidance is that it is up to
each State to make this determination. Regardless of what the determination is,
there is no requirement to provide KI to the public, although it is available
through drug stores. If this question refers to ad hoc actions for respiratory
protection such as breathing through a handkerchief, a dose calculation is not
necessary. If people are going to be exposed to particulate matter because of

a large release prior to being evacuated because of a particular accident
sequence, any form of ad hoc respiratory protection is better than no action, and
the idea is tc reduce the dose. The determination of what material may have

resulted in contamination is addres: :d in my response to question 10.



MONTE P. PHILLIPS

Organization: Emergency Preparedness Sectfion,
Emergency Preparedness and Radiological Safety Branch,
Civisfon of Radiological and Materials Safety Programs,

Region I11
Title: Emergency Preparedness Analyst
Grade: 6G-14
Birth Date: October 1, 1949
Education: B.S. with Distinction in Physics, Unfversity of Washington, 1971.

Post-graduate work in Radiological Sciences at Unfversity
of Washington, 1971 - 1973.

Experience:

1982 - Present Emergency Preparedness Analyst - Develops, evaluates, and
coordinates certain aspects of the emergency preparedness
licensing program. Reviews and evaluates nuclear power
reactor emergency plans. Participates in and observes and
evaluates emergency preparedness exercises. Recommends
standards and criteria for emergency preparedness at
nuclear facilities and participates in the development and
preparation of related criterfa, standards, and guides.
Participates 1n actual incident response sftuations. (NRC)

1980

1982 Radiation Specialist - Inspected all types of Commission
Ticensees authorized to possess, use, and process nuclear
materfals. Observed, evaluated, and issued notices and
reports as to the status of compliance with requirements
of the Conmission and the safety of licensee operations.
Performed all types of investigations which involved
material 1icensed or subject to 1icense by the Commission.
Inspected 1icensees with respect to their emergency
planning and environmental monitering programs and performed
confirmatory measurements. (NRC)

1975

1980 Health Physicist, Radicactivity Control Branch - Performed
environmental sample collection and analyses, monitored
personnel for possible internal exposure, and audited all
Branch functions at Mare Island Naval Shipyard. (U.S. Navy)

1973 - 1975 Health Physicist, Dcsimetry Branch - Processed and evaluated
exposure data on personnel including readout/developing of

TLDs/Film Badges at Mare Island Naval Shipyard. (U. S. Navy)
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BY MR. STEVEN GOLDBERG:
Q Do you have the testimony, Mr. Wenger, of Gordon
Wenger on League/DAARE/SAFE corsolidated planning Contentions

3, 8 and 13, consisting of a one-page summary, eight pages

of written guestions and answers, a two-page written statement

of your professional qualifications?

A (Witness Wenger) That is correct.

Q Do you have any changes you wish to make to the
document?

A Yes, I do. The document has been corrected pre-

viously. 1 believe all copies distributed have been corrected
but there is an update to that on page 6.

JUDGE SMITH: Has the transcript copy been
corrected?

MR. STEVEN GOLDBERG: Yes. It is nerely a deletior
of reference to Q.8 and renumbering of Q.9 to be 0.8.

JUDGE SMITH: Go ahead.

WITNESS WENGER: Page 6, quescion 8 at the top
is struck. On page 7 what is written is -- Q.10 originally
is now Q.8.

JUDGE COLE: The guestion and answer, right?

MR. STEVEN GOLDBERG: I'm sorry.

On the top of page 6 -- maybe I can do this because
it is really administerial.

JUDGE SMITH: 1Is it already in the record?

,
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MR. STEVEN GOLDBERG: It is already reflected in
the record.

JUDGE SMITH: Off the record.

(Discussion off the record.)

JUDGE SMITH: Back on the record.

BY MR. STEVEN GOLDBERG:

Q With the correction are the contents true and
correct?

A (Witness Wenger) They are.

Q Do you adopt that as a statement of your testimony

and professional qualifications for purposes of this proceed-
ing?
A I do.

MR. STEVEN GOLDBERG: Judge, I would like to move
that the described testimony and accompanyinc professional
gualifications be received in evidence and bound into the
transcript as if read.

JUDGE SMITH: If there are no objections, the
testimony is received.

(The prepared 'estimony of Gordon Wenger follows:)
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WENGER SUMMARY

This testimony addresses certain offsite emergency planning issues
regarding Consolidated DAARE/SAFE and Rockford League of Women Voters Emer-
gency Planning Contentions 3, 8, 10 (Subparts a, b, and ¢), and 13.

1. Arrangements between the licensee and Rockford Memorial Hospital do exist
to provide for contaminated injured. There is no regulatory requirement for
medical care for contaminated injured members of the general public.

2. It is believed there are ample materials, supplies, equipment, and vehicles
to provide for injured resulting from a nuclear accident.

3. The Illinois Department of Nuclear Safety utilizing field data assess the
accident and recommends to the Governor the protective actions which should be
implemented in both the ten mile plume pathway and the fifty mile ingestion
exposure pathway, Emergency Planning Zone (EPZ).

4. Not being provided the recent version of the Byron Plan, I cannot assess
that the emergency plan relies too heavily upon volunteer personnel. However,
through educational instruction and training it is believed a cadre of response
personnel cam be suitably prepared and depended upon to respond to the needs of
the community when required to do so.

5. It is believed there has not been sufficient time allowed the State and
local governments in which to prepare the necessary documents and related
activities to afford the desired level of communications between planning
officials, and primary and support response organizations,.



In the Matter of

COMMONWEALTH EDISON COMPANY

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

Docket Nos. 50-454
50-455

)
)
)

(Byron Station, Units 1 and 2) )

Q.1l.
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TESTIMONY OF GORDON L. WENGER

REGARDING CONSOLIDATED DAARE/SAFE AND ROCKFORD LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS

EMERCENCY PLANNING CONTENTIONS 3, 8, 10 (SUBPARTS A, B, AND C) AND 13.

Please state your name and affiliation.

My name is Gordon L. Wenger. I am a Community Planner with the
Technological Hazards Branch, Federal Emergency Management Agency,
Region V. My professional qualifications are attached.

What is the purpose of your testimony?

The purpose of my testimony is to address the Consolidated Emergency
Planning Contentions 3, 8..10 (subparts a, b, and ¢) and 13 regarding
emergency planning relative to the Byron Nuclear Power Statiom.
Consolidated Emergency Planning Contention 3 states chathih violation
of 10 CFR Section 50.47 (b) (12), emergency planning for the Byron
Station Emergency Planning Zone (EPZ) does not sufficiently address
the fact that there are inadequate medical facilities to provide the

equipment and trained personnel necessary to care for contaminated

injured persons; that there are insufficient procedures for the screen-
ing, treatment, and isolation of persons sustaining radiological injuries;
and that there is an insufficient number of materials, supplies, equip-
ment, and vehicles to provide for the transportation of injured persons
during a radiological disastcr."

Do you have a position on this assertion?

4/8/83



2
Yes. The planning standard cited relates to provisions for emer-
gency workers responding during the course of their emergency
functions. If during an emergency at the stationm, emergency workers
are injured, the licensee is to have made provisions for their trans-
port and care. The licensee has an arrangement with the Byron Rescue
Ambulance Service to transpoert contaminated injured to Rockford
Memorial Hospital. I visited the hospital and met with Mr. Terry White
of the administrative staff. We discussed the arrangements they have
with the licensee. We toured the existing emergency reception and
treatment area. I interviewed the head nurse who briefed me on their
emergency program. I was told they currently have the facilities and
equipment to receive, survey, decontaminate and treat contaminated

injured and radiologicalily injured persons.

Mr. White and I also toured the new construction site where more
extensive facilities are being built to accommodate a greater number

of emergency contaminated injured. The head nurse and Mr. White told

me of intensified radiological emergency treatment training for
physicians and nurses which is scheduled for June of this year. I

also visited Swedish-American Hospital in Rockford to see what facilities
they have to receive and treat contaminated injured persoms. They have
the necessary facilities and equipment to receive, survey, decontaminate,
and treat persons with injuries resulting from the power station or any
other radiological accident. The Swedish-American Hospital has done

this planning and preparation on their own. They do not have an

agreement with the licensee.

It should be noted that there is no regulatory requirement for medical

care for contaminated injured members of the general public. The
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likelihood of the public, in the 10-mile plume pathway of the Emer-
gency Planning Zone, sustaining both injuries and receiving contam-
ination is remote. Personal injuries to the general public would
result only from carelessness and accidents in moving from the area
to be evacuated. Contamination can be clinin;:ed by taking early
protective actions.
What is your position regarding the availability of materials, supplies,
equipment and vehicles to provide for the transport of injured persons
during a radiological disaster?
I visited two of three major hospitals in Rockford and two
nursing homes in the area of Byron. Also, I am familiar with the
resources of the Illinois National Guard. I believe that. there are
ample materials, supplies, equipment and vehicles not only to provide
for the transport of injured persons but to receive, process and treat
them. When a nuclear power station accident occurs, the materiel and
facilities of that area are not the only resources available. The
resources of the State stand ready just as they are in anticipation
of a flood, tornado, or any natural or man-caused disaster. Mr.White
of Rockford Memorial Hospital responded when I asked if that hospital
could take in several residents of nursing facilities which may have
to evacuate those facilities. He said that they could put new admit-
tances in wards and hallways for short stays. Much the same response
was given me to the same question when asked at the Swedish-American

Hospital.

As an example, Neighbors Nursing Home at Byron assured me that they
could be self-sustaining regarding food, medicine, and supplies, for
about a week., If they were to evacuate which it was indicated they
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could with minimal problems, that they could take every needed
supply and equipment with them. Regarding additional transport
equipment, I toured the Illinois National Guard Depot at North
Riverside to survey the availability of ambulances and supplies.
At that depot there are 34 field ambulances which can be designated
to transport the confined and mcdiéally disabled persons needing
special transport. These vehicles could transport other persons
in an evacuation. Ambulances and troop transport trucks are avail-
able from other Illinois National Guard locations in the State which
are closer to 3yron.
Consolidated Emergency Planning Contention 8 states tha:"in violation
of 10 CFR 50.47 (b) (10), emergency plans are incapable of offering
sufficient guidance for the choice of protective actions during an
emergency since applicant and state planners have yet to adequately
determine the local protection afforded (in dose reduction) by various
protective measures including evacuation, sheltering, and radicactive
prophylaxis. "
Do you have a position on this assertion?
Yes. In that this contention addresses State planners I do.belicvc
I can respond to part of the contention. However, the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission witness can testify on the §vcral1 contention.
The responsibility for radiological accident assessment and the
recommendations therefrom is with the Illinois Department of Nuclear
Safety (IDNS). Provisions for Protective Actions are in the State
General Plan, Volume I, Illinois Plan for Radiological Accidents,
Chapter 5, beginning on page 55. The IDNS, based on their analysis
of an accident, recommends to the Governor the Protective Actions
which should be implemented both in the ten mile plume pathway and
the fifty mile ingestion exposure pathway Emergency Planning Zone (EPZ).
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The State General Plan lists seven specific protective actions which
have been defined by the U. S. Environmental Protection Agency for

use during a nuclear accident.

Protective actions are man?atory for implementation. Two Protective
Actions which have an immediate impact on the public are "shelter-in-
place" and "evacuation." 1In Yoth cases the Illinois Department of
Nuclear Safety, uses analytical data to determine the appropriate
protective actions for the public to take.

Could you comment on the assertion pertaining to the use of rn.di;o-
active prophylaxis?

Yes. Regarding the use of radiological prophylaxis, the State has
taken the position that they will issue potassium iodide iableti‘co
emergency workers only. They believe that there are other protective
actions which can be implemented well in advance to protect the public
health.

Consolidat‘d Exergency Planning Contention 10 states that the emer-
gency planning relies too heavily upon volunteer personnel to effect
an evacuation. The emergency plans fail to indicate the number of
volunteer personnel who are necessary or available to perform the
responsibilities assigned to them. Furhtermore, the plans do not:
(a) assess the availability of volunteers during hours in which many
are employed outside the EPZ;

(b) take into consideration inevitable personal conflicts in the
responses of volunteers who have families in the EPZ; and

(¢) give consideration to the possibility that some volunteers who
might perform well in non-radiological disasters might refuse to
participate in a radiological disaster at the Byron Station."
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Do you have a position on this assertion:

Yes. I have not been provided the recent revision of the Byron Plan.
Therefore, I cannot assess that the emergency planning relies too
heavily upon volunteer personnel.

My familiarity with the emergency response capability in the immediate
area of the Nuclear Power Station is that volunteers, as such for
response to emergencies, exists with the Byron Fire Department.

Other emergency responders in the area are employees who are expected

to perform their jobs for which they are employed.

The Federal Agency of which I am employed and its prcdecossori have

dealt in emergency planning for over twenty-five years. Experience

indicates that in crisis situations of all scales, hurricanes, tornadoes,

floods, toxic spills or releases that volunteers shaw up and do the job.

That is the purpose of the planning which takes place for every fixed
nuclear power facility. Guidance provided in NUREG 0654 /FEMA REP-1

Section II 'Partl N & O requires that preparatory measures of planning,

training, testing, drilling, and exercising are to be ongoing periodically

and annually. Therefore, it is believed that emergency responders,
whether paid or volunteer, do not confuse the priorities of family,
community, or job. It is believed that they will perform every bit
as well in a radiological emergency as they do in a non~-radiological

emergency primarily because of conditioning through training.

The steps which are currently being taken in respect to planning and
training makes a better informed emergency response cadre and public.
Once the plans have been developed and exercised, the emergency
responders will have a comprehensive knowledge of their roles and
the actions of other responsible persons and therefore alleviate the

anxiety brought on by lack of understanding.
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In mee:ing with the Superintendent of the Byron Schools, the
matter of school bus drivers was discussed. Many of the regular
drivers work outside the designated EPZ at their primary job.
If the need for drivers occurs and :pc drivers feel they cannot
enter the area, there are other qualified personnel within the
school system who could £ill in to get the buses rolling.
Consolidated Emergency Planning Contention 13 states that"in
violation of 10 CFR 50.47 (b) (1), the emergency plans, specific
tasks, and responsibilities have been formulated without sufficient
communication between planning officials and primary and support
response organizations so as to enable said organizations to fulfill
their assigned roles. "
Do you have a‘position on this assertion?
Yes. It appears to me from my experience in radiological emergency
planning and knowing the approach the State Emergency Services and
Disaster Agency has taken in the preparation and planning for the
other nuclear power stations in the State (Dresden, LaSalle,. Quad
Cities, and Zion), that prior to exercising the off-site emergency
capabilities in the Byron EPZ that there will be a significant

amount of planning, training, rests, drills, and exercising which

will actually enhance the communities' emergency response capabilities.

The NRC rule states that a full power operating license cannot be
issued until all of the safety requirements have been adequately

satisfied.

I believe there has not been sufficient time allowed the State and
local governments in which to prepare the necessary documents and

related activities to a“ford the desired level of communications



8
between planning officials and primary and support response

organizations.

The ESDA is to publish and distribute the first week of April,
Revision 1 of the Byron IPRA Volume VI. I have been informed each
State and local organization with an' emergency responsibility will
receive a copy for comment. Planning sessions and meetings are to
begin in mid-April to involve each of these organizations. Once
this instructional and comment phase is completed, the Byron IPRA
Volume VI will undergo Revision 2 and be published about the first
of June. That revision will be the plan that the Federal evaluators

will review and comment upon.

This is the same basic procedure which the ESDA and the DNS have used

in the development of planning for the cother sites in Illinois.
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Regional Advisory Committee

In February 1981, I was appointed to the position of Chairman,
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coordinated the counsel and advice of the Regional Advisory
Committee to the State and local jurisdictions in the Region.
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MR. STEVEN GOLDBERG: I tender the witnesses for
cross examination.
JUDGE SMITH: You may proceed.
CROSS EXAMINATION

BY MR. HOLMBECK:

Q Gentlemen, I will be addressing most of my questior
to Mr. Wenger.
Mr. Phillips, if I do address a question to Mr.
Wenger and you feel you can offer something to it, please
allow him to finish and then offer it.
A (Witness Phillips) I will do.
Q A few guestions for both of you first. Have you
both read IPRA Volume 1?
A I have not read all of IPRA Volume 1, no.
A (Witness Wenger) I am familiar with it.
0 Have you both read IPRA Byron Preliminary Revision
0?2
A (Witness Phillips) I have.
Py (Witness Wenger) I have read over a copy of it.
Q Are you familiar with it?
A Not extensively.
JUDGE SMITH: From time to time refer to the exhibi
numbers.

MR. HOLMBECK: I don't know them, Your Honor.

WITNESS PHILLIPS: I know IPRA Volume 1 is Exhibit

S

t
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21, but I forget what Volume 6 is.
MR. BIELAWSKI: Nineteen.
BY MR. HOLMBECK:

Q Have either of you ever prepared an emergency
response plan before?

A (Witness Phillips) I have. You mean the develop-
ment of an actual plan? I have developed parts of one,
but not the entire plan, no.

Q Mr. Wenger, what kind of an emergency was your
plan for or was it a general emergency response plan?

A (Witness Wenger) It had to do with response on
the part of one of my predecessor agencies responding to
nuclear attack.

Q What parallels would you draw between that plan
and planning for an accident at the Byron nuclear power
plant?

A There is a need to organize responding people.
There are many other parallels, but it is a response effort.

Q Can you make an evaluation in either one of those
plans of the availability of emergency workers?

What plan?
Either.
The plan of which my agency developed?

Yes.

> 0 P 0D P

Either one of those plans, we were addressing
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the one plan I participated in, which was nuclear attack.
You want me to compare it to what?

Q The Byron plan.

A Well, just generally, there is a need to set up
a framework of operation, a framework of response. I cannot
respond a great deal to the Byron plan. 1 should make note
here that in the procedure that takes place in the development
of plans by state and local governments, there is a period
in time in which the plans are submitted officially to
my agency for review. That official transmission and request
from the state director, State of Illinois, for the Byron
plan has not been formally or officially transmitted to my
regional agency.

Q Gentlemen, in each of your respective testimonies
you have addressed medical facilities and ambulance resources.

Mr. Wenger, in your answer to Question 3 you have

stated that the Licensee has an arrangement with the Byron
Rescue Ambulance Service to transport contaminated, injured
persons to Rockford Memorial Hospital, is that correct?

A Yes.

Q Have you read the letter of agreement between
the Byron Fire Protection District and the Applicant?

A I am familiar with the letter which is a part
of that Byron plan.

Q Have you read it, sir?
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A (Witness Phillips) Yes, I have.
Q When did each of you read that letter?
A I read it before 1 wrote the Supplement 2 tc the

SER which was published in February of '83. I believe that

was written in December of '82, so I looked at it around

that time.
Q Mr. Wenger?
A (Witness Wenger) I would think about the first

part of March.

Q Just to clear one thing up, Mr. Wenger, in your
testimony you refer to the Licensee. Are you saying the
holder of a license to construct nuclear power plants or
a license to operate one?

A (Witness Phillips) Maybe I could comment on that
real quick. Part of the problem with the way the hearing
process goes technically, they are an applicant for Byron.
We get into the jargon habit of referring to people who
operate nuclear power plants as licens§3s; even though they
in fact do not have a license to operate a nuclear power
plant, technically you would be saying the applicant.

Q Let's return to a letter between the Byron Fire
Protection District and Rockford Memorial. That letter
provided assurance to both of you that services of transportin
contaminated, injured persons would be provided by the

Byron Ambulance Service.
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A Since I am the one that reviews the letter of
agreeement for adequacy, I may have been a little in error
on the date because I reviewed it prior to going back to a
meeting to deliver the supplement to the supervisor that I
have in Washington, D.C.

As far as I am concerned, it provides what I look
for in a letter of agreement, basically an agreement that
the party will respond to the Applicant's site to provide
whatever services it is that they normally provide. 1In
the case of this particular letter of agreement, it says
that they will provide ambulance services and fire protection.

Q Is it more useful in a letter of agreement to
define in some detail anyway the actual services which will
be performed?

A It can or it cannot be useful. It depends on
the agreement that is actually reached between the two
parties. You can have a letter of agreement, for example,
that says that we agree to perform what it says in our plans;
we agree to do what we normally do. That would be -- that
would meet the regulatory requirements.

As far as whether it is beneficial to make a
specific contract that outlines every possible aspect, for
example, who is responsible for decontaminating vehicles,
who is going to provide radiation medical technicians, radi-

ation chemical technicians to perform the monitoring. That
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Q Mr. Wenger, in your answer to question 3 on
pages 2 and top of 3, you stated that you visted Rockford

Memorial Hospital and discussed arrangements between that

A (Witness Wenger) That is correct.

Q Have ycu read the letter of agreement with Rockforp

A I have not.

Q In the last sentence of the first paragraph,

A That is correct.
Q Did you make any kind of an independent assess-

ment of the equipment referred to?

A That I did not. That is out of my field of
expertise.
A (Witness Phillips) Let me comment on that. As

part of our inspection program we do what is called emergency
preparedness appraisal. It has not yet been conducted for
Byron. It will be co".ducted upon receipt of all of the
procedures, and '.e go out and do that appraisal. Yes, we

go out and dv that appraisal. Yee, we look at the hospital,

we do look at the equipment. We also verify the training of
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the individuals who are going to be performing the actual

| decontaminations. The same thing with the fire protection

| district, as far as the ambulance services, what their role

1s, are they aware of their role and how would they respond.
Again, that appraisal has not been conducted
yet. I would envision it will probably be done sometime

between mid-June and early August. We don't want to conduct

| that appraisal until everything is complete.

And I might also add that if any findings in

| identified in the emergency plan that will be there, in fact,

| are not there, where procedural inadequacies exist so that

13 ‘you cannot perform this function specified in the plan, we

would put a hold on the license.

Q Mr. Phillips, why are you offering at this time
an affirmative response to whether the Applicant has made
provisions -- I'm referring to question 11, sir. The
guestion reads, "Has the Applicant made provisions that
satisfy the requirements of 50.47(b) (12)2" It refers to
medical and public health.

A The details of 50.47(b) (12) basically deals
with the Applicant making arrangements with a particular
hospital and a backup facility. In this case, the hospital
would be Rockford Memorial, the backup would be Northwestern

Memorial. A letter of agreement has been executed with an
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‘ 1 |lambulance service to provide transport for contaminated

2 ||individuals. That has been specified in the plan. I think
3 jthe first aid agreement does also specify that they have to
4 |have first aid capabilities, and that is also identified
5 |in the plan.
6 What we are testifying to at this time is
7 |whether or not the plan meets the requirements of 50.47(b),
8 jall subparts and Appendix E. In other words, it is a plan
9 freview.
10 Q Isn't adequacy an important factor in Section L

11 lof NUREG-0654, which puts forth the evaluation criteria

12 f for this regulation?

13 A If you are referring to the adequacy of the
. 14 f1etter of agreement -- which is what I am referring to ~--

15 jyes.

16 Q I am referring to the adequacy of the specific

17 lareas of competence that NUREG-0654 mentions.

18 MR. STEVEN GOLDBERG: Judge, I would like Mr.

19 | Holmbeck to direct the witness to a specific provision and
20 planning standard L to which he is questioning him on, if

21l fhe has such provision in mind.

e MR. HOLMBECK: Allow me to read evaluation

23 lcriterion number 1. On page 69 of NUREG-0654. Under the

24 planning standard, arrangements are made for medical services

25 lfor contaminated, injured individuals. "Each organization
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shall arrange for local and backup hospital and medical
services having the capability for evaluation of radiation
exposure and uptake, including assurance that persons
providing these services are adequately prepared to handle
contaminated individuals."

BY MR. HOLMBECK (Resuming):

Q Sir, I am asking you, having the capability for

jthe evaluation of radiation exposure and uptake and including
assurance that persons providing these services are adequately
| trained, isn't that determination of adequacy part of this

| evaluation criteria?

A (Witness Phillips) That's why I said we separate

| the implementation program from the plan review. Let me

go over the plan review one more time.

What we are reviewing is to verify that medical
services and back-up hospital and medical arrangements have
been made. That a training program has been established,
that a drill is going to be conducted on a specified basis.

1 forget which planning standard it is; I think it is O, that the
drills will be conducted annually.

In the particular case of this licensee and
this facility, I am also very familiar with the RMC drills
that have been conducted because I have observed them. I
am also very familiar with the contents of the kits that

they normally include in all of the hospitals that they train
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| in their training program.

2 However, I want to make it clear that the actual

3 implementation review, which is exactly what you are talking

4 yabout, is a separate function. Okay? And that implementa-

5 | tion review has not yet been conducted. It is one thing to

6 | put in a plan that we are going to train these people to

7 %do this, this, this and this, and that these people understand

8 {how they're going to do this, this, this and this. And that

9 ?these people are going to have this equipment, and specify

10 %all the equipment. The plan review says =-- it is basicallyjy

11 | similar to a safety evaluation report that is written on

12 éany other section of the FSAR.

13 To take a piping system, we will build it with
. 14 4, particular type of pipe, and that pipe is going to be

15 so thick, and that pipe will be welded in with certain

16 procedures. The actual review to determine if that has been

17 physically been done has not been done yet, although the

18 plan review indicates that the plan is adequate and that

19 is strictly what we are saying in the SER. Okay? That does

20 not mean that we have done a review to determine whether

23 these people have, in fact, attained a level of knowledge

a3 that we are looking for.

3 I might point out that that is what we are really

24 looking at; is a level of knowledge. We are not even looking

25 at the training program per se, except from the standpoint of

<
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the course material. It is one thing to teach somebody
something; it is another thing for a person to understand
what he has been taught. What we are looking at is how well
he understands what he has been taucht.
MR. STEVEN GOLDBERG: I want to say something.
When you used the initials RMC in your answer ,Mr. Phillips --
WITNESS PHILLIPS: Radiation Management Corporatio
BY MR. HOLMBECK (Resuming):

Q So you are not testifying that the requirements
of 50.47 (b) (12) have been met.

A (Witness Phillips) No, I am testifying that
the requirements of 50.47(b) (12) as they relate to the
plan -- this is a document, a planning standard. What is
in the plan, has the plan been written. Okay?

Q Thank you, sir. Mr. Wenger, I would like to ask
you at this time why you have offered information regarding
the adequacy of the Rockford Memorial Hospital facility.

A (Witness Wenger) I was given testimony statements
that I reviewed to become familiar with the procedures, and
it indicated that hospitals were not prepared, and I believe
responding to those testimonies that were written, I myself
wanted to investigate for my own assurance so that as docu-
ments do come forth to us for review, and they are imple-
mented in an exercise that I have a broader understanding,

a more comprehensive position.
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Q Why have you offered this into evidence at

| this time?

Py It is something that I did.
MR. STEVEN GOLDBERG: Judge, it is directly
pertinent to Contention 3. It is responsive to Contention 3.

MR. HOLMBECK: Mr. Wenger has explained that he

| has no expertise in evaluating the equipment and training

here. Therefore, I see no reason for offering into

| evidence a statement of his days' visit to Rockford Memorial

'Hospital.

JUDGE SMITH: He did it. 1It's a fact. He does

| not have to be an expert to tell what he did.

MR. STEVEN GOLDBERG: Moreover, Judge, the

regulatory requirement in subpart (b) (12) of 50.47 talks

| about arrangements. Mr. Wenger wanted to assure himself that

| Proper arrangements were made. He does not have to be a

physician to testify that arrangements have been made.
JUDGE SMITH: What is the posture of his view?
MR. HOLMBECK: I would like to ask Mr. Wenger
if he is offering this as an expert opinion.
JUDGE SMITH: Okay.
MR. STEVEN GOLDBERG: Expert opinion on what?
MR. HOLMBECK: The adequacy of medical facilities
to respond to an emergency with injured and contaminated

individuals.
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MR. STEVEN GOLDBERG: Can you cite which portion
of the testimony you are questioning Mr. Wenger about?

MR. HOLMBECK: His answer to gquestion 3 which
was on page 2 and the top of page 3. I am referring more

specifically, to -- from the middle of the first paragraph

| where he begins discussing his tour of the facility to --

well, at least through the first two sentences of the
second paragraph.

MR. STEVEN GOLDBERG: It is strictly a narrative

| of his visit, and his conversation. I don't see any opinion

| offered there about at all.

JUDGE SMITH: I don't see any, either.

MR. HOLMBERG: He would like to offer into

| evidence the opinion of an administrator at Rockford Memorial

Hospital, and I realize that some of this was an opinion of
the head nurse. But I believe much of it is referring to
Mr. White. I don't know that Mr.White necessarily has any
expertise in the area, and I don't know that the information
which you provided, or tne assurances that he provided are

necessarily important here.
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MR. STEVEN GOLDBERG: I don't know if they are
important or not. All he is doing is describing his visita-
tion and ascertaining that arrangements were made. The in-
formation contained in this question has basically been
corroborated by other witnesses about the arrangements and
level of preparedness at Rockford Memorial.

JUDGE SMITH: There is no motion in force. You
are just talking.

MR. STEVEN GOLDBERG: Right.

MR, HOLMBECK: I believe I asked for the basis
of my question.

JUDGE SMiTH: You asked if he was offering this
as an opinion evidence, and we notice there are no opinions
expressed.

Also, I think there is an evidentiary point here
that is eluding you, and that is, this is an inspection, as
I understand the testimony, made in the course of Mr. Wenger'é
employment pursuant to regulations of his agency. It is the
normal way in which he gathers such information, and it has
a presumption of regularity for that basis.

Is that correct, Mr. Wenger? This is the normal
approach that you and your colleagues in this field gather
information?

WITNESS WENGER: Yes, largely it is.

JUDGE SMITH: And it is traditional that you rely
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upon this information.

WITNESS WENGER: May I respond in this manner?
Once again, I would like to indicate that we have not been
transmitted officially the document for review. Asg I indi-
cated in a question asked of me, I have seen the Byron
site-specific document. I have read through it,

When this exercise takes place in August there
is a very strong possibility that I will be the exercise
director for offsite preparedness. Every bit of information
I can glean prior to submission of this plan or through the
entire review process will be beneficial for me to help make
determinations when I head up this exercise team that comes
int<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>