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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 OL

50-455 OL

(Byron Nuclear Power Station,
Units 1 & 2)

N N N Nt N ' '

SUMMARY OF TESTIMONY OF
J. L. McCLUSKEY AND T. J. HORST

Ms. McCluskey and Dr. Hcrst are presented as a
panel. They are both Stone & Webster Engineering Company
employees; Stone & Webster prepared Applicant's Evacuation
Time Study for the Byron Station. Ms. McCluskey is the
Evacuation Time Study Project Manager and Dr. Horst is the
lead scientist on the Study. These witnesses address paragraphs
2(c), 2(e), and 2(k) of Intervenor's amended emergency
plannino conterntion.

The witnesses first describe their understanding
of the purpose for the Evacuation Time Study noting its
limitations. They next identify the assumptions that underlie
the Study and explain that the Study quantitatively describes
the relative significance of these assumptions. The testimony
then discusses the manner in which the study analyzes peak
transient populations and identifies the bhasis for the
assumptions utilized regarding behavioral aspects of persons

involved in a possible evacuation. Finally, the witnesses

.
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SUMMARY OF TESTIMONY OF
J. L. McCLUSKEY AND T. J. HORST

Ms. McCluskey and Dr. Horst are presented as a
panel. They are both Stone & Webster Engineering Company
employees; Stone & Webster prepared Applicant's Evacuation
Time Study for the Byron Station. Ms. McCluskey is the
Evacuation Time Study Project Manager and Dr. Horst is the
lead scientist on the Study. These witnesses address paragraphs
2(c), 2(e), and 2(k) of Intervenor's amended emergency
planning contention.

The witnesses first describe their understanding
of the purpose for the Evacuation Time Study noting its
limitations. They next identify the assumptions that underlie
the ftudy and explain that the Study quantitatively describes
the relative significance of these assumptions. The testimony
then discusses the manner in which the study analyzes peak
transient populations and identifies the basis for the
assumptions utilized regarding behavioral aspects of persons

involved in a possible evacuation. Finally, the witnesses



explain the reason the Study assumes a 30% roadway capacity

-

reduction factor utilized for adverse weather evacuation

scenarios.
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) 50-455 OL
)
)

(Byron Nuclear Power Station,
Units 1 & 2)

TESTIMONY OF J. L. McCLUSKEY AND T. J. HORST
REGARDING BYRON STATION EVACUATION TIME STUDY

Ql. Ms. McCluskey, please state your full name, title and
affiliation.

Al. My name is Jean L. McCluskey. I am employed as an
Assistant Project Manager in the Management Systems

' Division of Stone & Webster Engineering Corporation.

Q2. Ms. McCluskey, please describe your educational and
professional background.

A2. I received a Bachelor of Science degree in Civil
Engineering in 1969 from Northeastern University and a
Master of Urban Affairs in 1974 from Boston University.
Since then, the continuing education courses I have
taken includeS?gsf}ederal Emergency Management Agency,
Staff College courses} €;+ Federal Interagency Radio-
logical Emergency Response Planning Course (1979); and
63; Industry/Business Emergency Planning (1980).

Since December 1981, I have been assigned to the

Management Systems Division at Stone & Webster. 1In




that capacity my responsibilities have included serving
as the Project Manager for the Byron Station Evacuation
Time Estimation Study. As Project Manager my respon-
sibilities included interfacing with Commonwealth
Edison Company, overall direction of the project,
monitoring the costs and progress of the project and
assisting in responding to intervenors' contentions.
From July 1979 to December 1981, I was assigned to
the Environmental Engineering Division of Stone &
Webster. I was the Project Engineer on the revision of
the State of Connecticut Radiological Emergency Response
Plan. My responsibilicies incladed che developmenc of
the plans for the State of Connecticut, and the Emergency
Comnvmvnilbia gy,
Planning Zone Gemmittees, I was also Environmental
Engineer on projects related to the development of
radiological emergency response plans for the states of
Illinois and Maryland. My responsibilities included
the development of plan formats, local community
agencies' concepts of emergency operations and local
resource assessment studies. Finally, while assigned
to the Environmental Engineering Division, I was the
Environmental Engineer on evacuation time studies for
aiqfhsgiear facilities in Illinois, Kentucky and Ohio.
I have also been employed as an Environmental
Engineer by Metcalf & Eddy (1976-1979 and 1969-1975),
and by Exxon Co., U.S.A. (1975-1976).

Dr. Horst, please state your full name, title and



A3.

Q‘o

Ad.

affiliation.

My name is Thomas J. Horst. I am employed as a con-
sultant in the Environmental Engineering Division of
Stone & Webster Engineering Corporatia;.

Dr. Horst, please describe your educational and pro-
fessional background.

I received a Bachelor of Arts degree in General Science-
Biology in 1969 from Alfred University, a Master of
Science degree in Zoology from the State University of
New York at Brockport, N. Y. in 1971, and a Doctorate
of Philosophy in Biology from Kansas State University
in 1974. A major emphasis of my studies was in applied
statistics and mathematics.

I have heen employed by Stone & Webster for nine
years. During that period, I have worked on over 30
projects at Stcne & Webster. My work on many of these
projects inveolved the application of mathematical
models to various environmental fields. Specifically,
with respect to Evacuation Time Studies, I was involved
in the development of Stone & Webster's approach to
compliance with NUREG 0654, Appendix 4. I have also
been involved in the development of a statistical
analysis of public response times for the Calvert
Cliffs Nuclear Power Station, the Zimmer Nuclear Power
Station and, most recently, for the Byron Nuclear Power
Station.

I belong to various professional societies and

have written over 15 technical papers, mostly concerned



with the application of mathematical models to en-
vironmental problems. My mcst recent paper entitled "A
Monte Carlo Methodology for Analyzing Environmental
Uncertainties in Siting Energy Facilities,"™ was written

for the World Congress on System Simulation and Computation
held in Montreal in 1982.

Q5. Dr. Horst, what are your responsibilities, with respect
to the Byron Nuclear Power Station?

A5. I am the lead scientist on the Byron Evacuation Time
Study. I have overall technical responsibility for the
work done by Stone & Webster and I am the primary
technical interface with the state and local agencies.

Q6. Ms. McCluskey and Dr. Horst, the remaining questions I
will ask are addressed to both of you. If you do not
adopt any of the following answers as part of your
testimony, will you so state.

A6. Yes.

Q7. What is the scope of your testimony?

A7. This testimony responds to contentions 2c, 2e and 2k
which challenge the adequacy of certain aspects of the
"Evacuation Time Estimates Within the Plume Exposure
Pathway Emergency Planning Zone for the Byron Nuclear

hes been oclwmitlad in Lo
Generating Statizn.' The Study, is—attached to-this-

ol vecored o coa 4 Ex bl | '

Q8. Please describe your understanding of the purpose for
conducting the Study.
AB. As stated at page 1-3 of the Study, its primary purpose

is to analyze the feasibility of evacuation for the



Byron Plume Exposure Emergency Planning Zone. It is
important to remember that the study is not an evacua-
tion plan which would be implemented in an emergency.
It is an assessment of representative time frames

for the evacuation of various areas around the Byron
Station for a range of seasonal, diurnal and weather
conditions. It identifies the approximate time frames
associated with evacuation based on a detailed con-
sideration of roadway network and population distribution.
It also identifies the assumptions upon which the time
estimates are based. We anticipate that the Study will
be useful to state and local emergency officials to
assist them in determining the relative feasibility

of evacuation as a protective action.

Q9. Does the Study identify the assumptions used in deriving
the time estimates?

A9. Yes, to the extent the estimates are dependent upon
assumptions, these assumptions are identified. Identifying
assumptions allows for meaningful interpretation of
the Study and an understanding of its applicability to
a given situation.

Ql0. Does the Study address the relative significance of
alternative assumptions.

Al0. First, it should be noted that, in a sense, the Study
taken as a whole is a study of the relative significance
of assumptions underlying the time estimates. The
phrase "relative significance of alternative assumptions"

is found on page 4-7 of NUREG 0654, Appendix 4. That



Qll.
All.

-

section identifies the following alternative assumptions:
(1) normal versus adverse weather conditions; (2) day
versus night; (3) weekday versus weekend; (4) peak
transient versus off-peak transient; iad (5) evacuation
of adjacent sections versus nonevacuation. The relative
significance of these assumptions is quantitatively
summarized in Tables 1-1 and 1-2 of the Study. The
significance of the alternative assumptions relative to
time dependent traffic loading is discussed in

Section 4.1.2 of the Study and illustrated in

Figure 4-1. Thus, the Study addresses the relative
signifiéance of alternative assumptions.

Does the Study consider peak populations?

Yes, in two separate ways. First, the study considers
summer and winter populations. Summer populations in-
clude transient populations resulting from recreational
facilities in the area. Second, during our investigation
we were informed that certain special events in the
plume exposure EPi could attract significant numbers

of additional transients. These special events are the
Autumn on Parade festival and the Byron Dragway and
Motosport Speedway events. As stated on page 6-2 of

the Study, these events were analyzed in separate simula-
tions. Based on these simulations it was determined
that the presence of additional transient populations
which would be associated with these events do not

increase the time required to evacuate.



-

Ql2. Does the Study address expected behavioral aspects of
individuals involved in an evacuation?

Al2. Yes. Certain of the assumptions used in developing the
time estimates which are represented in section 4.1.3
of the Study are based on expectations regarding human
behavior. For example, the Study assumes that persons
within the plume exposure EPZ will leave when instructed
to leave. 1In addition, we assumed that persons in the
outer primary evacuation zones will not evacuate when
an inner primary evacuation zone is the only zone to be
evacuated, and that persons instructed to evacuate will
obey traffic rules. These assumptions are based in
part on the findings represented in an Environmental
Protection Agency publication entitled "Evacuation
Risks =- An Evaluation" published in June 1974. This
publication analyzes information regarding human re-
actions to actual evacuations, and concludes "the idea
that people will panic in the face of great threat or
danger is very widespread. However, it is not borne
out in reality. Insofar as wild flight is concerned

the opposite behavioral pattern in most disasters is

far more likely."

Ql3. Page 4-10 of NUREG 0654 suggests that the impact of
peak populations, including behavioral aspects, should
be considered with respect to developing estimates
for special facilities. Are you aware of any infor-
mation which would lead you to conclude that the impact

of peak populations, including behavorial aspects,



Al3.
Ql4.

Al4.

would significantly effect the evacuation time for

special facilities in the Byron EPZ.
No. -
Does the Study utilize site weather characteristics
such as those presented in the Byron FSAR?
Yes. The FSAR and NUREG 0654 Appendix 4 were reviewed
during the initial planning of the Study. NUREG 0654
Appendix 4, Page 4-6, notes that two conditions =--
normal and adverse -- are to be considered in the
analysis. The adverse weather which was used in the
Study was assumed to be the most common adverse
weather, i.e., rain which was assumed to reduce
road capacity to 70% of normal and increase the tiae
required to travel home from 30 to 45 minutes. Obviously,
snow and icy pavements in the extremes identified as
"snowfall in excess of six inches and often accompanied
by damaging glaze®™ can effectively reduce the capacity
to zero. However, because such conditions occur, on
the average, about once per year, it was decided that
the evacuation time estimates should address the most
common adverse conditions, thereby providing officials
a more useful aid in making decisions regarding
protective actions.

Evacuation is only one of the possible protective
actions available for recommendation to the public.
The decision whether to evacuate is generally dependent

upon projected dose rates, exposure duration and the

feasibility of evacuation. Should conditions exist




Q15.

AlS.

at the time of potential evacuation that, in the
judgment of the public officials, would significantly
decrease roadway capacity, other actions such as
roadway clearing, could be taken prior to recommending
evacuation.

Does the Study analyze every conceivable evacuation
scenerio which could exist in the Byron area?

No. The Study does not purport to consider every
conceivable permutation or combination of circumstances
which could exist during an actual emergency. Thus,
one should not read the Study as a presentation of our
conclusion that under any circumstance evacuation can
be accomplished in the time frames presented. The
Study is intended to serve as one of the tools to
decision makers, to help them assess the feasibility of
evacuation. Obviously, to the extent actual conditions
during an emergency differ from those considered in the
Study, we would expect that decision makers would take
this into account in selecting the course of action

which is most appropriate under the circumstances.
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receive that into evidence.

(The document referred to was

marked for identification as
Applicant's Exhibit No. 18 and

was received in evidence.)

JUDGE SMITH: And the testimony identifies what

had previously been attached to the testimony and is now

Applicant's Exhibit 18. 1Is that correct, panel?

receipt of

WITNESS HORST: Yes.

WITNESS McCLUSKEY: Yes.

JUDGE SMITH: Are there any objections to the
Applicant's Exhibit 18?

MR. HOLMBECK: DNo objection.

MR. GOLDBERG: No objection.

JUDGE SMITH: Exhibit 18 is received.

MR. BIELAWSKI: At this time, I tender the

witnesses for cross examination.

to cross examine.

Q

JUDGE SMITH: 1 understand Mr. Holmbeck is going

CROSS EXAMINATION

HOLMBECK :

McCluskey and Dr. Horst, I would like to

begin with question 7 of your testimony on page 4. The

question is:

What is the scope of your testimony, and it

is stated that the testimony responds to Intervenors'
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into evidence or to provide any other means by which we

can refer to it? I think it should be in evidence. 1If
somebody will provide copies of it, we will make it a Board
exhibit as far as that is concerned, because it is really
something that we can take official notice of.

MR. BIELAWSKI: The Applicant would be more than
happy to provide those copies. 1 would think that the most
appropriate party to offer it into evidence would be the Staff
since it is a Staff document, or if the Board wants to use
it, offer it as a Board exhibit, that's fine also. But we
will provide those copies.

JUDGE SMITH: You had no plans of offering it?

MR. GOLDBERG: No. We have no objection to making
it a Board exhibit.

JUDGE SMITH: I think it should be in. Otherwise,
we're going to go through the same problem again of not
having the contextual background for questions and answers.
So we will make that then the first Board exhibit, I believe,
in this hearing -- the second -- the third. Board Exhibit 3
will be NUREG-0654, which is also a FEMA document, isn't it?
NUREG-0654.

(The document referred to was
marked as Board Exhibit No. 3
for identification.)

JUDGE SMITH: 1Isn't that also a joint FEMA --
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JUDGE SMTTH: You can accept that. You do not
have to agree with that assumption. He will -- I have not

looked at your cross examination plan, so I am not giving
anything away, but he will attempt to demonstrate inaccuracy,
so he is allowed to ask a question assuming that he will
succeed in his efforts. And if he doesn't, then the question
is meaningless.

WITNESS McCLUSKEY: Could yourepeat the remainder
of it?

BY MR. HOLMBECK (Resuming):

Q Sure. 1Is it true that inaccurate assessments of
the time required to evacuate could lead to an undue expo-
sure of the public to the plume?

MR. BIELAWSKI: One last request for clarification.
I really do not know what Mr. Holmbeck means by "undue."

MR. HOLMBECK: Exposure in excess of what would
have been the case had the time estimate been accurate.

WITNESS McCLUSKLY: Again, the study itself is
not responsible for projecting doses. It is responsible --
its purpose was to determine the feasibility of evacuation
and to provide the timeframe in which that evacuation could
take place.

JUDGE SMITH: 1Is it desirable to have accurate
time studies?

WITNESS McCLUSKEY: Why?
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applicability to a given situation can be?

A Yes.

Q When you refer to assumptions in your answer to
Question %, are you referring to those assumptions listed on -
in Section 4.1.3 of the study?

A We are referring to all the assumptions that are
stated throughout the text, but the portion that you reifer to
details the assumptions of the study.

Q And all of these assumptions have some significancg
to the study, do they not?

A Yes.

Q Of these 15 assumptions listed on pages 4-4 throug}
the middle of page 4-6, would any of them influence the
study's results sc as to overestimate the time required for
evacuation?

A Well, it is most likely that they do. If we knew
for certain that making a particular assumption would over-
estimate by a certain amount, we would not go that extra bit
to overcstimate it. In situvations where there has been some
uncertainty, we have taken an assumption that well, in all
probability it will reflect the situation or 't will over-
estimate the situation.

Q Could you explain to me which of these assumptions
would -- or tell me which of these assumptions would tend

to overestimate, would tend to push the time estimates upward
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Q One of NETVAC's three major features is what is
called dynamic route selection.
A ‘Witness McCluskey) Yes.
A (Witness Horst) Yes,
0 And this feature is described on page 4-5 --

rather, Section 4, page A-4. It is stated that NETVAC2 does
not use a pre-specified set of turning movements at each
intersection. The turning movements, instead, aire determined
at each simulation interval as a function of changing traffic
conditions in the direction of the cutbound lane. They make
a chcice, these driver:s, based on how quickly that route will
get them to safety; is that correct?

A (Witness Horst) It is bascd on two things. First
of all, it is based on a preference basically to get to thc
perimeter of the EPZ, and it is also based on the traffic
at the particular intersection they happen to be at that time|
That is what makes it dynamic; the fact that the traffic

picture changes from time to time.
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make sure that the witnesses know what he is citing to.

MR. HOLMBECK: I think I can ask the question
another way and not have to refer to Volume 1, which I don't
have with me at this time.

BY MR. HOLMBECK:

Q Have you seen the public information brochures?
A (Witness Horst) No.
Q Isn't this the brochure where people are given

instructions as to what to do in the event of an emergency?

A (Witness McCluskey) I haven't seen it.

Q How is it that you can anticipate behavior of
persons when you don't know the content of the only document
which they have in their hands?

MR. BIELAWSKI: Once again, Your Honor, Mr. Holmbed
is making a statement which has a premise which I do not know
that these witnesses would necessarily agree with.

JUDGE SMITH: You haven't made an objectior, though

MR. BIELAWSKI: I would object to the question in-
sofar as it states a premise that these witnesses may not
agree with.

MR. HOLMBECK: The premise was founded on an
earlier question, Your Honor, and I believe my question at
this point is isn't it important in determining the behavior
of individuals in emergency situations, isn't it important to

understand what instructions they have been given.

k
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JUDGE SMITH: Then perhaps what you should say
to them, assuming that there is a document which is issued
as to which they are familiar, and wouldn't knowledge of that
document be necessary in their dynamic route selection procesg.
Is that the nature of your question?

MR. HOLMBECK: 1In consideration of dynamic route
selection and in the consideration of the earlier assumptions
regarding expected human behavior.

JUDGE SMITH: You are getting a very complicated
question here.

MR. HOLMBECK: Let's take dynamic route selection
first, then.

BY MR. HOLMBECK:

Q Isn't it important to know the instructions that
people have been given in order to determine their behavior
at an intersection where they have to make a decision?

A (Witness Horst) Well, it is certainly helpful to
know that. I don't want to mislead you as if the time estimafle
study is sitting up here, you know, off by itself. As a part
of doing the time estimate study, you go out, you look at the
roadway network, you see where people are going.

we had the network reviewed by county officials,
by state officials, and there is a high degree of coordinatior
there. These components to the input to the analysis have

been reviewed by these people.
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WITNESS HORS3T: That is correct.

JUDGE SMITH: Would you explain that sentence a
little more clearly, put it in terms of the driver's thought
process at an intersection.

WITNESS HORST: For example, if he's at an inter-
section, and down the road, so to speak, to get out of the
EPZ there is another situation, traffic is built up there,
his choice is to -- is only affected by the traffic he seces
at that particular situation. It is not down the road. It
is not in the whole area. That is the second component to thé
dynamic route selection: current condition on the roadway.

JUDGE SMITH: So he has to make a judgment based
upon that current, immediate condition, plus his ultimate
destination.

WITNESS HORST: That's correct.

BY MR. HOLMBECK:

Q If all of the people in the EPZ had been given
instructions as to the route that they are to take out of
the EPZ, wouldn't that affect their myopic decision?

MR. BIELAWSKI: Your Honor, I would like to object
to this question. It seems to me Mr. Holmbeck is trying to
question these people based on the contents of a document that]
these people have not seen, and I think assumes that there
will be specific instructions to the individuals in the EP2Z

as to how to evacuate. There is no evidence of that. He has
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not established any foundation.

JUDGE SMTTH: 1s there going to be?

MR. BIELAWSKI: With respect to what?

JUDGE SMITH: 1Is there going to be evidence in
this hearing that people will have in mind instructions which
will apparently run counter to their mycpic judgment at the
intersection and their destination?

MR. BIELAWSKI: 1I'm not certain that there will be|
The public information brochure is a subject of the commitment
and we were not going to be litigating it here. I just think
in fairness, in fairness to these witnesses, if Mr. Holmbeck
believes this document is -- runs counter to the assumptions
in the report, he ought to show the witnesses the document andg
establish the foundation which is necessary for the question.

MR. HOLMBECK: Your Honor, I premised my last
question by saying assuming that these persons were given
instructions, and therefore, I don't think I have assumed thej
familiarity with that document.

MR. BIELAWSKI: There still is no foundation for
that assumption.

JUDGE COLE: Dr. Horst, I would like to ask a
question here. With respect to this myopic choice at an
intersection, you refer to this also on page 4-2 and 4-3 in
your testimony. This is in the NETVAC-2 model dynamic

route choice, indicating that turning movements a2t individual

: o
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intersections are changed with traffic conditions to reduce

the number of vehicles that have turned on to a congested

| roadway.

Well, sir, doesn't this have the effect of optimiz-
ing road usage?
WITNESS HORST: To a certain degree, yes, but I

think -- to a certain degree it does, but I believe it is

| reflected in the way people drive in an area that they are

familiar with.
JUDGE COLE: All right, sir. But if this is, in
effect, an optimization, wouldn't this then be something

that you would like to achieve and might not be achieved in

| the real world, and then subsequently lead to an underestimate

of the evacuation time, at least on that basis?

WITNESS HORST: Well, the premise that it is an
optimization -- it is to a certain extent, but I would not
characterize it as an optimal, you know, the quickest time
estimate you could get. It is only -- it is affecting it to
a certain degree, but it is not making necessarily the
optimum choice. For example, if you had a preference, a very
high preference to go one way versus another way, but yet
there still was a very congested situation, still a large
number, a large percentage of the folks would go that way,
even though, you know, there is congestion on the roadway.

It is the two factors interplaying with ore another.
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| And that is simply the situation.

Q You are assuming, then, their familiarity with
the area, is that correct?
A Yes.

Q Isn't it true that there¢ is & sizable number of

1 transient populations which may or may not understand the

roadway network around the Byron Station?

A Well, yes. But I go back again -- we are talking
about, you know, the major roads in the area. I mean AL 1t
is summer recreational people, it is the roads that they took
to get into the facility. If it is people that work there, it
is the road that they take to go to work.

Q Are you saying that people who have come for recreg
tion necessarily have taken their potential evacuation route
into the place where they have gone?

A No, 1 didn't say that.

Q So then you can't assume that they are familiar
with the route that they are to take in the event of an
emergency?

A I think it is recasonable to assume that they will
be familiar with the major highways and the major roadways in
the area. They may not be familiar with each and every road.

Q Would they all know where the Byron Nuclear Power
Plant 1is?

A 1 jave no way of knowing.
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Q Then how will they know if they are driving away
from it?
A (Witness McCluskey) 1If they are not going in the

same direction as everybody else.

Q Then they will follow the crowd.

A Well, they are going to follow -- they are certainl]
not going to go opposing to the crowd in some instances. They
are not necessarily going to, say, sit in -- join a line of
traffic when they can see an alternate route close by that
other people are utilizing.

A (Witness Horst) They are not evacuating in a

vacuum.

b4
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Q Why?

A Because you are dealing with -- you are trying
to take one component of the problem, pull it out, and say
if they do that,that represents something in contrast. 1
wili go back. It is not an either/or, some do this/some do
that. That is why the preference factors and the dynamic
route selection are in terms of choice, some doing one thing,
some doing another. There is nothing to say that if there
is somebody who, in fact, is unfamiliar with the area and
feels that they should follow along with the crowd even
though it is a congested area, that a proportion =-- and
that person may be one of that proportion -- will do that.

It is not an either/or situation.

Q How have you determined what proportion will
choose an alternate route?

A That goes into the choice of preference factors,
as I stated before, and those were the components of the
analysic that were based on initial ficld data, were reviewed
by county and state officials.

Q Does this idea of following the crowd affect
the preference factor?

A It may play some small role, but the overall
conclusion -- the overall situation is just given the
intersection, which way are people likxely to go? And that

is a function of many things.
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Q But you have not considered the significance of a
weekend versus a weekday.

A Yes.

Q You have considered special events, I believe, is
that correct?

A Yes. But that is indicative of a weekend when you
have a large event.

Q But is it indicative of other weekends?

A Well, the conclusion is that it does not affect
the time estimate, so weekends where there are fewer people

certainly is not going to have an effect.

Q But it is nowhere -- nowhere are the results of thalt

simulation summarized.
MR. BIELAWSK1: That has been asked and answered,
Your Honor.

JUDGE SMITH: Has it, Mr. Holmbeck?
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(Pause.)

MR. BIELAWSKI: Maybe we can speed the process up,
Your Honor. For the time being we will stipulate that the
figure that Mr. Holmbeck is giving is accurate. 3ut I might
renew my objection after I find out where he is going with
this line of questioning.

JUDGE SMITH: It does seem to be somewhere around

| there.

WITNESS HORST: Yes.
BY MR. HOLMBECK:

Q I am asking was this figure added to the winter

i daytime population to get the summer daytime population?

Was that the method by which you determined the summer daytime
population?

A (Witness Horst) No. Let's go back to the text
where we describe and we'll walk through it, and I think that
will be easier than trying --

Q I would like to take -- could we -- perhaps you
would like to just explain the relationship between the
winter daytime and the summer daytime figures. What is there
in the summer daytime figures that there is not in the winter
daytime figures?

A The major things that are added tc it are the
components; for example, Table 3-4, that represents summer

daytime transients. Subtracted from it are winter only events
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MR. BIELAWSKI: Your Honor, the bottom line is

whether the evacuation time study adeguately considers
special populations. That is what the commitment is all aboutJ
And independent from that, I do not see the relevance of
what Mr. Holmbeck is going into.

He wants to know -- I think the Intervenors wants
to know whether special facilities have been adequately
considered. The company has entered into a commitment to
make that demonstration to the Intervenors, and I do not
understand how anything else is relevant, any of the
gquestioning that he apparently intends to go into, is rele-
vant to the boitom line issue, which is whether or not the
special facilities have been considered adequately.

JUDGE SMITH: What commitment is that?

MR. BIELAWSKI: Commitment L. It is on page 2-4
of the stipulation.

JUDGE SMITH: It does seem tc me to be a rather
strong commitment on the part of the applicant, and I will
put it into the record at this point, the Commitment L.

"“pemonstrate that an annex to the evacuation time estimate
study has been developed, which presents specific evacuation
feasibility analvses for appropriate special facilities,
such that there is reasonable assurance that in the event
of an evacuation of a special facility, the health and

safety of its residents can be adeguately protected.”




have not made
[ can

. HOLMBECK There assumptions

in this section whic are not he subje cf this

-ticular commitment. As I understoo commitment,

yropriate special faci jas defined as nursing homes,

the assumptions h was made in this section --

think the

JDGE SMITH: We ill have to know where you

so state it.

MR. HOLMBECK: It is my belief that one of the

notions that is made in this section is that special

facilities, including industry, day care centers, recrea-

tional areas and schools for the

pped, do not require
11 evacuation time estimate Now, special facilities

defined to include a of those groups.

d that evacuation times ar o be




Ul

oint out

which

of this

considered.
inguage o1 his w on was scussed at

came up with a

r words, those facilities tha guess

Commonwealth Edison believes ought

’

in such an annex. ¢ t} time of having demon-

i

the commitment, t! nterver 5 be ve that other

facilities which should be consic d hav2 not been
is the time to raise it is not the
it, here.
SMITH: Where do

rant intends

uld be inc




a

going

ltment L.

MR. HOLMBECK: It was my understanding that

oropriate special facilities” s and

this assumpti

1ltants that

estimate at is whq m ft ‘ ['d ike to know why |

SMI You were aware an irreconcilable
and you

on it during

MR. HOLMBECK: I C« ainly was ) Honor.

1 arqued for guite a long time regarding e other special

facilities.
JUDGE

ipulation, were

stipulation.

there was

:“1‘('” o




HOLMBECK:

Contention

gate

alternative ass

I think

and

want to 1i¢

¢ v

basis

facilities shou

represented so

.

IR.

this se

made

1N

JUDG

let's talk

Nuz homes

s1na

you should 1

this stage?

2

umptions

HO

apout

gate

H(

4

liticate

Your Hono: [ would

-

, which is th lative

in the evacuation time

You are ing evasive

SMITH:

W ¥
wil

1 t
whether

what you

I MR he

Ll ass

r

anot her

+
O

you just rai

out? *11 your posit

l)v |

1 O}

whethe

\T M
ial%s

BECK

like

now.

what

to

significance

is

have

s
¢

ump

assu

sed .,

Lon

out

Do

the

liti-

of

estimates,

you

the

certain

ion

n

i

wotion,

that

at




Bll, sy 7

O 0 Vv O U s W N

NN NN NN R e e e e e e s
UV & W N = O VW ® N &6 N & W N = ©

4922

discussed informally with Intervenors during our informal
process of trying to resolve the concerns raised in the
contentions as they are reflected in the commitment. If
dMr. Holmbeck can convince my client that whatever special
facility he believes ought to be considered as a part of
this annex is an appropriate one to be considered, I am
sure they will do that. If not, then unfortunataly, we
will probably be bacl before you after tne annex is
completed.

But I think the Intervenors -- and I wish Mr,
Savage were here because he was a part of those

negotiations -- clearly recognized that there might -- that

the question of whether a special facility is an appropriate

one to consider in this annex was considered when we entered

into the stipulation.
JUDGE SMITH: Let's move on to the next assump-

tion under Section 4.2 that you think should be addressed.
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MR. HOLMBECK: One of the assumptions specifically
stated in 9654, NUREG-0654, is day versus night. There was
the assumptiorn in the Section 4.2 that only daytime evacuatior
would be necessary.

JUDGE SMITH: But they still have the stipulation
that they will demonstrate that there is a reasonable
assurance that in the event of evacuation of a special
facility, the health and safety of its residents can be
adequately protected. That is very, very broad. Am I read-
ing it correctly? Does it say except at night?

MR. HOLMBECK: Your Honor, if you are stating
that I should not litigate the assumptions made in this
document or that I should not litigate some of the assumptionsg
made in this document, I would like to understand that.

JUDGE SMITH: We are not a party to the stipu...L.on
but the stipulation has been made, and I don't know how you
can, on the one hand, recognize that they made a stipulation
and agreed that they stipulated that they will demonstrate,
quote, again, that there is reasonable assurance that in the
evant of the evacuation of a special facility, the health and
safety of its residents can be adeqguately protected, end of
quote.

And you read into that conditions would you infer from
Section 4.2; they don't say except at night in the stipulation

MR. GOLDBERG: Judge, I might also direct the

———————
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is refreshed, then she shouid have all the time she needs
to look at the information you think will reliresh your
memory .

MR. HOLMBECK: Certainly.

MR. BIELAWSKI: Your Honor, it is 6:00 o'clock.
Maybe the witness --

JUDGE SMITH: Are you goi:g to be examining this
witness on this document tomorrow?

MR. HOLMBECK: 1 could, Your Honor. I have
possibly two more questions on this line, and I will
complete that line of questioning.

JUDGE SMITH: I have no idea about the quantity
of information you are acking her to assimilate now, to
answer your previous question. I don't know how much it
is.

MR. HOLMBECK: 't is a matt r of flinping through
the pages and finding -- there are 52 plants. There are
four from Commonwealth Edison, there are two pages given to
each plant. It is a matter of going through and they are in
alphabetical order. It couldn't take more than 30 seconds.

JUDGE SMITH: Are you able to do that?

WITNESS McCLUSKEY: Well, I certainly don't want
to just quickly flip through it. If I am goino to testify

on something, I would like time to look at it, again. But

I would also like to point out that the two methodologies

B T——
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used are different, and the documentation available at
the time of this study and the number of times that the
various studies have been done since then have certainly
provided some different aspects to the two studies. The
two methodologies are quite different.

MR. HOLMBECK: That, in fact, was my next
guestions, as to whether the two differences were there.

JUDGE SMITH: She has indicated in a matter of
30 seconds she cannot testify, in any event, that she needs
more time to familiarize herself with the information you
are asking her to --

MR. HOLMBECK: If the witness is unable to make
any comparison of the studies with respect to adverse weather
response time considerations.

BY MR. HOLMBECK (Resuming):

Q Is that the case?

A (Witness McCluskey) The case is you asked me to
indicate what this rating was in here with respect to that
particular aspect of the study. I have not really determined
what the rating is and, therefore, yes, I'm not going to
make a comparison between the two studies on that point.

0] 1f you are not familiar with the exact -- adverse
weather response time considerations of the two studies and
able to compare the two, then I do not have any further

questions about it, and the comparison will nct be relevant,
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