


monitor the Duxbury school Population with a single monitor,
The tve monitore are requestod in view of this fact, and
with consideration of the possibility of mechanical failure.

2, That the Massachusetts Civil Defense Agency aesign and
train personnel to operste the pertal monitere &t the MHost
School,

3 That all appropriate Implementation Plans be revised to
reflect, and provide, that the Duxbury school population
will be wmonitored at the host school relocation gitesn,

The Duxbury School Committee believes that the above vote and
requests tomply with federal regulations and guidelines,
ineluding the NUREG cited above.

In sddition to this vote and requests, we take thie opportunity
e raise five other concerne and aek that they alec be made part
of the official record of the June 12th hearingt

1. Vane for Hanuicapped Students - The draft Task Force report
(eee page 2-138) inaccurately assumes that only 2 wvans, and no
1ift vans, are required for handicapped studente in the Duxbury
schools., We have asttached & schedule whieh sccurately assesses
‘he traneportation needs for the Duxbury Public Schools. In
particuler, you will mnote thet the current requirement is for
vane and litt vens, ae follows: Alden School 1 14ft ven; Chandler
School & wvene with children's car seate; Tntermediate Schrol 1
1ift ven; High School 6 vens with children's cCar rpeate,

2. Training ~ The draft report notes (pages 23-44) that 349
Duxbury school personnel required training and that ae of
Februsry 26, 1991 only "98 of the 349 persone had received
training during the previous 17 ronthe." The report alsec noted
that "additionel training sesggione for School Department
personnel hac been echeduled for March 18-21, 1991." 4As of the
current date, June 3, 1991, only 402 to 50% of those required
have been trained,

. Traneportation Officers - The Committee is seriouely
concerned with the proposed "interim" asgignment of BECO
employees ae Ares Il Transportation Officers. (Draft report,

pages 2-144), Trained transportation officers are essential to
the succe s.u. evecustion of the Duxbury school population, We
do mnet be\.cve th . thie critical need ig met by "BECO
volunts o+~ +++ On an interim beeis and ... not ... for more
then & %~t o (h period." We request that whetever personnel are
required h¢ .sesigned on & permanent basig.

b4, Dose Reduction =~ The draft report notes that "no realietic
dose-reuction wstudy had been performed for the ehelters in
Duxbury™ (pages 2-150) and that the "State plans do not contain
specific procedv-®. to guide officimle who muet decide whether
steltering or e acus ion is the protective action reconmendation,
(Pagen 2-150),
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“y Both to (A) provide guidance to thoese who muset decide whether to

shelter or evacuate, and (B) permit the Duazbury scheol staff to
move the student body to the sreas of each building that offer
the greatest shielding factor, the School Committee reaqueats that
& dose reduction study be performed on each school building which
has been designated as an emergency shelter.

- LOA formet ~ We note that the "Taek Force did not review the
new LOA format®, (Draft report, pages 2-131), The Schoeol
Committee haus done so, and it ie¢ clear that the new LOA format
effectively reduces the level of effective plenning. Among other
things, the new formet extends mobilization time to three hours,
snd delays evacuvation. According the NESHAP documents, this
deley will greatly increasse the poeaibility of exposure,.
Further, the new format omite the numbers of drivers that will be
aveilable, end thus mekes it impoesible to determine the actual
nupber of buseesr that can be provided.

The Duxbury Echeol Committee is greteful for the time and effort
the Task Force thas committed to reviewing the FEmergency
Preparednese Process for the Pilgrim EPZ. We ate hopeful that it
will continue with ite efforte, and will resolve these resaining
issues to insure thet Duxbury school children will be properly
protected in the event of an accident at Pilgrim,

Sincerely,

Superintendent of Sciools
for the Duxbury Schoo cnmittee
DK/pe

ce: Affected parties
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Wellesley Relcocation Center

In ite findings, tne task {orce detarmined that the
1ssues pertaining to the relocation centers fall into twe
nroad categories = (1) facilities and equipment and (2)
staffing.

Stafting is the key word so far as the Wellesley
Relocation Center is concerned. ''he National Guard has
repeatedly made clear that planning should proceed on the
busie that the Guard will reguire a twelve hour response
time. Because of thig, Wellesley does not meet the standards
for a functioning relocation. The first evacuees will arrive
about eleven and a half hours befcre the National Guard -~
and the Guard cannot possibly monitor all the evacuees in the
thirty minu.es remaining.

Over the past few years 1 have identified the obvious
problem of the National Guard response time to all the
responsible parties. 1 hand delivered the information
te Chairman Carr of the NRC on Oct. 12, 1989, the day ot the
only recent almost-full scale training exercise. In the
exercise iteelf, the NRC, MCDA and BECo covered up the
response time problem by giving the Guard several gdays (not
noure) advance notice that they where to report to Wellesley
on the morning of the 12th. All of the responsible
suthorities were aware of this, yet the FEMA assessment ot
the Exercise failed to identify the deticiency. Why? The
answer is simple =~ An admission that the Wellesley receptio
center would be c.mpletely unable to monitor the evacuees in
the pre-cribed twelve hours (at least without several days
advanve notice) wold have precluded the NRC from making 1te
critical finding of “reasonable assurance."

This time the Task Force listened to, acknowledged and
idertified anu assessed the significance of this deticienty.
In this rospect they tulfill the requirements of their
“harter: and |f they Had stopped here they would have been
hero’s today. They would have done their job; and tne result
ot their so tinding woule have been giving BECo 120 days lwe
correct the situation = or shut down.

RBut in the tradition of the NRC, just doing your job ang
nonestly protecting public health and safety, is never top
priority. The Top Priority, as always, is protect the
industry = never to shut it down., Thus we have THE QUICK
FIX - just let BECo say it will do the job.
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BECO will now fill the void and handle monitoring and
the other staffing positions assidned to the National Guard.
Our kKnights in shining armor,....BECO!I!L{, with the help of
some MCDA workers trom Fort Devens [(which is about to close)
and DPW workers from Arlington.

THE QUICK FIX apneared se a last desperate sttempt on
the part of BECO to avoid part & of the Task Foroe Charter -
"Recommend Whether tne NRC Ehould Reconsider its Reasonahle
Assurance Finding,” and ir there is ho “reasonable assurance"
to set the 120 Clock,

By the end of April the Task Force had completed Its
review, and had found that the National Guard staffing of the
Wellesley Reception Center did not meet federal regqulatory
reguirements, To avoid setting the 120 day clock, the Task
Force delayed issuing its already completed report, told BECS
what it was unwilling to tell the public, and thenh gave
ltself and BECo extra time to find this obviously inadeguate
QUICK FIX.

what are the problems with the QUICK FIX:
TEE EIRST QUICK FIX PROBLEM = USURPING STATE RESPONSIBILITIES

Planning is the responsibility of the State and Loral
Authorities. The new director of MCDA, Dave Rodham, not only
appears to be extremely competent, he has displayed a
willingriess to do the job properly. Indg..d Mr. Kodham
recognized the signiticance of the National Guard statting
problem and has been working on a realistic resolution tg the
dellciency., He has identifled approximately 85 protessionals
with radiation backgrounds and is now in the process ot
qettin? them on board and under agreement to fill the

le

vacanclies the National Guard can not handle in a timely
panner.
T wltoid petving the 70 gay Hiatk, the NROC ang wioo

pushen aside a reasonable and acceptable resolution tnsat haa
alreandy been propesed by, and both then and and currently ig
in process at, MCDA, By acing so, they simply usurped the
avuthority of the sState,

Trhe State wanted time to put into place a workable plan
that would protect its citizens: neither BECO nor the NRC was
willing to permit the State to do so. Letting the State
provide something that worked might mean setting the clock.
But if the clock were sat, fixing the problems would finally
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become top priority = which would be a welcome change since
BECO certainly hasn’t made fixing the praoblems a significant
priority in the past.

FHE SECOND QUICK Fl1X FROBLEM; CONFLICT OF INTEREST

A United Statas Court of /ppeals defined a contflict of
interest (463 F.2d 600, 602) ~

"Situation in which the regard for one duty leads to
the disregard of another."

“rhe concept refers to a clash between Public Interest
and private pecuniary (finances) of the individual.®

It does not take a Harvard Law Degree to guickly
understand the conflict here.

Every BECO employee will (Ve Lthat every persen he
mepnltors and finds contaminated is & potential law guit
against BECO.

Svery BECO employee will know that honest monlitoring
nay well mean the end of Pilorim 1. and of his Job.

There 18 no double check to provide any assurance of
of acocuracy and honesty in monjtoring: a total of two men are
assigned to the three monitors at Wellesley.

The conflict of interest is Cclear; and the rerJdlt 18 the very
real danye. that contaminated citizens will not be identified
ang decontaninated.

THE THIRD QUICK PROBLEM: INADEQUATE STAFFING AT WELLESLEY

BECO and the Task Force would like uw to believe that
ey can replace S0 trained and disciplinea military
personhel by gaving two training sessgiong Lo 2u BECO
employees, .& DPW workers from Arlington and, it 1t hasn't
clogsed, 4 MCDA employees trom Fort Devens, Had Stormin’
Norman know this, 1 am sure he could have ended Desert Storm
ip less than 12 hours. Had we told Saddam the BECO boys were
coming and sent him Pilgrim’s track record, we could have had
an total surrender without a single bomb being dropped.
Incompence is far more frightening than a smart missile.

Let’'s compare what the BECO boys (with their 2 training
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session) will be doing te the jobs that had beenh assignhed to
the National Guard.

Reception Center Number of BECO and
Fosition National Guard friends

EOC Liason e ) 0

Radio Qperator R, 1 0

Monitoring/becon Statfon

Coordinator 1 1
Docimetry Coordinator 1 1
Lecimetry collector i 0
Perscnnel Monitering/Decon

Group Jjoader i 1
Vehicle Monitoring/Decem 1 1
Group Leader
Fortal Operator 4 F

(n.b. thers are now only 2 operators for ! portal monitors)

Initial Monitor (handheld) 2 2
Pursonnel recorder ] 2
Personnel decocn assistant 4 .
Secondary Moniter (Decon) 4 4
Runners [ 4
Vehicle lMonitor 12 10
Vehicle reccrder 4 2
Veriicle Decon Assistants 4 0

50 32

Wwhat does this mean’ The most obvious problem is the
portal monitor operators.  We finally got the long=fouaght-for
third moniter, 80 that if monitoring got started at a
reasconable time it could be completed within the proscribed
1d hours. But now we don’t have an operator. Another
example of Bece planning expertise. BECo finally provided
the third monitor; one would have thought that whoever at
Mt planned the Quick iy wouw'd have remempered and providen
N tnird operater. More important, each portal monitor really
should have 2 operators, particularly in view of the contlict
of interest 1ssue. SO we‘re really short 4 men, not only
nne,

The so-called Initial Monitors are really second = they
are hand-held monitors that follow the 2/3 portal monitors
and are supposed to locate the particular area of
contamination on people who have set off the alarms (which
are set by BECo about once a yvear) of the portal monitors.
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Is there a reed to say it ? .... The QUICK FIX I8 A
DISASTER. All we are asking is that you do your djob. State
as you 'id in the draft report that "the monitoring
evaluation criterion (3.12) and the protective measure
planning ste . .urd (10 CFR 50.47(b)(10)) huve not been met ;"
and sav so uneguivocally.

it [+ #n easy gtatement to make; 1 have been saying it
since April of 1§ «  The NRC, FEM2 and BECO - you are all
in vinlation of NUREG 0654 AND 10 CIR S0.47 by allowing
Pilgrim to operate at zbove %% power withcut Emergency
Planning in place.

The Quick Fix isn’t a fix at all; and the list of
problems with the Wellesley Reception Center goes on.

1. The question is not whether you think ycu need an
LO& tO insure the cooperatinn of the Red Cross, even though
the guideiines in NUREG 06%& are clear that all support
groups must oign an agreement or signature page. The real
issue is that the Red Cross Congregate Centers don’‘t even
exist, and that the Red Cross has stated that it will not
participate in your man-made disaster.

£. Tre statement in the draft report that the third
monitor is needed only in case one of the others braks is
net guite accurate . The third is needed to pertornm
onitoring within the proscribed time. .

J.  FEMA's guideline for sending cuntaminated injured re
a "nearby" hospital would be rine if the transportation were
provided (which it isn’t), and * we nad enough hospitals to
handle the volume. Collective ;. .nd using the numers that
you have accepted, the thirt: . 7 _sitals can handle 39
people in 12 hours. There a. ' ~ .r $00 special needs
people that have heen identified. Chances are if any become
cuntaminated, many will be, A plume does not selectively
geek out only oneg or two people; it covers ‘a vast area and
sveryone in it. Thirty-nine people ir 12 hours is just the
neglinning.

4. Relocation Centers, like ail things in plannir
must conform to common sense. Reading your and BECo‘s
justificati:ons of ridiculous planning scenarios brings Clare
Oonahue to mind acain. Clare would listen to and read
through all the foolishneuss and bring it right back to
reality with her now immortal guote: "And who will bring the
towels?" There are stil’ no towels.

ool




DUXBURY SCHOOL PROBLEMS

Flannina for the Duxbury Schoels 18 . stiil plagued with
prablems.  ‘The majoritv were are created by mistakes in Area
11 planning, or by a failure to integrate Area 1! plans with
iocal plans. The statement that "no man is an island" is
particularly pertinent when applied to planning. 1t is not
ernough for each individual to do its own job to insure that
the small section tor which he is responsible reflenrts the
cutstanding needs for that particular portion of the overall
plans., Real succesgs comes only when all of the co-dependent
individual aspects are examined and the nhecessary dovetailing
or integration is then accomplished so that ali the
different pieces car be brought together.

Hern, many ©t the the needed indivicual plins have not
peen properly 3aveloped, and very few of the individual
pieces have oven it together.,

. ~“ack of Monitoring - Perhaps the most critical
sr r “{ing tor the schoocls is the lack ot any plan for
et . e monitoring.

wJe G 0654 j.12. provides, in pertinent part:

“Lo 0 Orgeniz tion shall describe the means for

< istering and monitoring of evacuecs at relocation
-inters in host areas., The personnel and equipment
should be canpable of monitoring within about a 12 hour
perina all r "idents and transients in the plume
exposure EPZ arriving at relocation centers,”

In the Dratt Report the Task Force findg the concept ot
moenitoring school children at reception centers (relocation
center, acgeptable, 1n cencept, 1 agree; but cnce again the
task force missed the real point. The student relocation
certers ~ the so-called "hneost schools" have nc monitoring

CARRD’ 1tdeg. 1T wouldd De Aifficult O imaaine 5 mov
GnNay ant clear, viaglation ©f the just-=cited MNMUKEG
e g

an aside, | should note that, contrary to what is
€:  .n the task force draft report, the idea of “host
schools" for the schoal population was not an opticn first
presented Gr developed by the state. Rather it was another
of BECO'’s ideas - "Let’s keep numbers down at reception
centers to hell with the kids."
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Let’'s dispel some of the myths that BECO has presented to
justify this blatant violation of the NUREG monitoring
regquirement.

A. Precautionary Transfer of Schoeol Children -

BECo has attempted to 2onvince the world that the
vhildren will be moved out before any reliease oCCurs. As
might be expected, there are a number of fl)aws in this BECO
"thinhing" -

1. As !'ve already discussed, there are not enough buses to
evacuate the entire school population [See Buses or Lack
Tnereof ]; and the "new LOA format" allows, and in many cases
actually createsg, and creates a j-% hour delay time before
any evacuation will even begin.

2. Yet., according to NUREG 06%4 a release from Pilgrim could
ooccur in 0-30 minutes,

B. 1If tne children leave the schools and pass through a
radioactive plume, while riding on one of the supposed
buses, the buses will be contacted by radic and told to
go to Wellesley.

1. Civen the length of time it will take to get the children
on the busses in the first place, the lilkelihood of the
pusses passing through a plume is far greater than it should
pe, 1f they do, It 1s not a laughing manner - The buses
offer less than 1% dose reduction, meaning that they might as
well be standing out i1n the open.

2. What is worth at least a chuckle is BECO’s apparent
confidunce that the busses will be contacted. During the
only recent "almost full scale" exercise in October of 198Y%,
the town ©f Duxbury lost all communication with tne buses
vary early in the game. Since neither FEMA nor the NRC
acknowledge tnis failure in the FEMA report reviewing the
exsrcise, there is nu way of Knowing 1if the commualcation
void has peen or will be corrected. By the way William
Russell of the NRC was in Duxbury‘s EOC during the time the
entire EOC was trying to "find" the ouses . Bill neither
noticed nor reported this problem, although the busses
weren’t officially "found" until the next day.
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C. 1If the children have been contaminated they will be
sent to Wellesley to be monitored.

Here, again, there is a wide variance between reality
and the BECO “truth". Again as already discussed, Wellesley
simply does not have the capability to monitor the school
population within the proscribed 12 hour time. The reception
center can‘t even handle the non-school population within
that time period. The new suggestion that school monitoring
will be solved by providing some “express line" ignores (i)
that there aren’t monitors to use in such a line, (ii) that
the "QUICK FIX" doesn’t provide any people to operate the
"express" monitor even if one should be found, and (iii) that
monjitoring Duxbury’s students and staff will take 10 hours,
not including the Marshfield students and staff who will be
in the same express line.

As an aside, this is probably an appropriate time to
raise a related guestion. Given the obvious length of time
it would take to monitor children in wellesley even if
wWellesley had monitoring capabilities, why does the plan both
with separate "host school" student relocation centers at
all? The “"take-the-children-to-the-Needham_ host-schools-
after-they‘re-monitored-in-wWellesley" concept wil! resuit in
chacs. Parent will be arriving Needham to find their
children are still at Wellesley. Then, with their pre- or
poet-schoo' children, they’ll arrive at Wellesley overloading
a system that already is not equipped to handle the minimum
population percentage (20%) requirements,

This can only result in bedlam - torseeable to all. On
whom do we pin the blame? BECO? MCDA? The state? FEMA? Or
the NRC? They all know; they are all aware; and they have
all been personally informed.

CAN THIS FLAW BE FIXED? YES 143

On June 3, 1991, the Luxbury School Committvee June Jrd
1991 voted:

That in the event of a radiological accident at

Pilgrim Nuclear Power Station, all Duxbury students and
staff relocated from Duxbury to Needham (the current
relocation center for Duxbury student) will be monitored
by portal monitors at the Needham Relocation Center (
also sometimes referred to as the "“host school")
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The School Committee also voted:

1. 'That Bosion Edison Company provide two portal
monitors to be kept at the Needham High School or
at any other "host school" that may hereafter be
designated for Duxbury students or staff:

<, That tt.: Massachusetts Civil Defense Agency assign
and train the appropriate personnel in a number
sufficient to operate the portal monitors at the Host
School: and,

3+ That all appropriate 1.F.’s be corrected and
redrafted as required to reflect, and provide, that
the Duxbury s. hool population will be monitored at
the host school relocation sites.

As a hidden "bonus" these two additional monitors

could also be used to monitor parent and siblings who arrive
in Needham to pick-up their children, and provide some needed
relief to the overloaded monitoring system in Wellesley.

i discussed this "monitor-the schecol-children-in=-
Needham" procedure with Chalrman Carr, and his response to it
was favorable. Dave Rodham of MCDA has told me that to
monitor the school children at the Needham host school was
feasible and realistic, and has given his word he will put
the procedure in place.

If the Task Force will face up to the inadequacy of the
present plan, and support the relatively simple solution,
this is one area in which "“reasonable assurance" may actually
be provided.

II. Other problems for Duxbury Schools - Unfortunately, the
current Jack of monitoring plans or facilities is not the
only problem with the proposed emergency plannina for the
Dusbury Pupblic Schools. FPor example:

1. Hand~held monitors: BECo has not delivered the handlie-held
monitors it promised the Scnool Superintendent. Among other
things these are needed to back-up portal monitors in
Needham.

2. Training of teachers: Less than 50% of the teachers have
been trained. Perhaps thig is an indication that the
teachers meant it when, in response to a poll, they said thnat






7. Camp Squanto: Dr Kennedy and the Task Ferce again missed
the point., This is not a training problem: it iz a problem
in planning. The children to which the Task Force draft
report refers, including my son, fell through the cracks
because BECo's planners, as they admitted in their Oct. 4,
1990 response to the NRC, could not comprehend that school
and camps might run simultaneously. Under BECo's plans, when
schools are open, Camp 1.P.’s will not activated. The
reverse is also true, as was apparent in Duxbury, last

summer when the School weve not notified of an unusual event.
BECo planners have not yet figured out that all schools and
all camps must be notified anytime that Emergency Planning

ig activated,

Remember, as NRC officials have taught me over the last
four years, planning is simply "get them out and get them
monitored®. Those two key issues have not yet been
satisfactorily resclved for Duxbury‘’s School Children.

What can the TASK FORCE do? Recommend setting the 120 day
clock - s0 the State will have the time, and BECo will
finally have a real incentive, to fix the problems.



