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-In5the matter of: :
.; |5' :, _ ,g. ,

_

;LONG' ISLAND LIGHTING COMPANY :
: . , .

.

y
,
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' '

, : Docket No. 50-322-OL-3,

-(Shoreham-Nuclear PoweriStation,. :-.

"

7 . Unit;l) : (Emergency Planning)- '
,

:
Me }s. ._ ._ _._ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _._ _ _x

t.

" ~ 9 Court of Cla'ims
~ State of-New York

10- State Office Building-
'

U;, Room 3B46
11;

" ~

Veterans-Memorial. Highway- ' .,_

7 '- Hauppauge,-New York 11787
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7IJ . Thursday, June 7, 1984
_ JL 13

''
The hearing:in therabove-entitled matter resumed

.;- - 14 - ''

lat 9:001a.m., pursuantito recess,
15 ''

4

BEFORE::
. 16 ' JAMES A. LAURENSON,IESQ;,.' Chairman.

'

Atomic-Safety and Licensing Board'

'17L HU.S. Nuclear RegulatoryiCommission
,

'

Washington, D..C. 20555-
.18 ',

.
DR. JERRY KLINE, Member:

.

.L 18 ' At'omic Safety and Licensing Board~

U.'S.. Nuclear. Regulatory Commission:
18 Washington, D . C .- 20555

-21 ' DR; FREDERICK SHON,' Member
Atomic' Safety and Licensing, Board

lE U.S'. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
"

~ Washington, D. .C. 20555-
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- ~
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;- - 14 B.zMC CLESKEY, ESQ.
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Main' Street5-
Richmond, Virginia

~

6

On ~behal'f- of the ' NRC Staf f:
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'

7
BERNARD BORDENICK, ESQ.

'

JI Office of,the_; Executive Legal Director
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory: Commission
Washington, D. C. 20555

,

On' behalf of Suffolk' County:
,-

-

11~ CHRISTOPHER M'. MC MURRAY, ESQ.
MICHAEL S. MILLER, ESQ.

Kirkpatrick,-Lockhart,_ Hill, Christopher & Phillips- 12
,

m 1900 M Street, N.W.
- Washington, D. C. 20036:
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_ 14 On behalf of the State of New York:^ '
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1

' 15 RICHARD J. ZAHNLEUTER, ESO.
Special_ Counsel'to the Governor

16 - Executive Chamber
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a.

I i#l l-Suet. 1 P'ROCEEDINGS
. - -. - - - - - - - - -

s_j '2' (9:00 a.m.).

~3: ~ JUDGE LAURENSON: Is-everyone ready to resume?
,

.'4 '.Mr.~McMurray.

J5 _ Whereupon,
,

6' CAROL A. CLAWSON,

'7 MATTHEW'C. CORDARO,

8 DENNIS S. MILETI,

9 ELAINE D. . ROBINSON,

~10 JOHN H. SORENSEN,

11 -and-
,

,

-12 JOHN A. WEISMANTLE
~ ~

/ { 13 .were called as witnesses by and on behalf of Long Island
w/

14 Lighting Company and, previously having been duly sworn,

15 'were examined and testified further as follows:
:

16 CROSS EXA!!INATION

17 -- BY MR. MC MURRAY:

INDEXXX 18 Q Dr. Sorensen, when we left off yesterday, we

19 were talking about the Flynn survey and the Field Research

20 survey. The'Flynn survey asked people in 1979 in the TMI

21 area about whether certain information was useful; correct?

22 A (Witness Sorensen) That's correct.

23 0 And this was whether they considered that infor-

gs . 24 mation useful during the accident, I believe you said?

O*

25 A Yes.

.

..



-

10,434
9

[#1-2-Suet ~ t 0- Okay. In order to help them in their decision-
,-

,/ ;2 making?-"

3 A Yes.-

4; O- Now,-I_ haven't yet received a cony ct the cield

5 Research survey. With respect to the data that you refer

6 'to that is' reflected on Tables 4 and 5, what was the

7 . question that was asked to the respondents that elicited

8 that data?

.g - A- I'm not sure. I' don't have them either. They

'10 are.being copied.

11: MR. MC MURRAY: Judge-Laurenson,'I-think that
.

12 we are either going to have to interrupt the copying pro-

n- . .

| p .13 cess, or_we are' going to have.to wait until I get the
~J

g4 copy,-because I need to know the answer.-

-15 JUDGE LAURENSON: Well, can't'you'come back'to

16 this when the copies.are|available, and move on to some-

- 17 thing else now? s

13 MR. MC MURRAY: -I think it might be better if

y gg we'just. interrupted the copying process.

20 - JUDGE-LAUhENSON:- I.have no idea where that'is.

21 MR. CHRISTMAN: It's somewhere in mid-stream-I

22 think. I don't know either.

23 Do you want us to interrupt the copying and

r's 24 bring Dr. Sorensen back his copy; is that right?,

( f
''"

.g- MR. MC MURRAY: Yeah, why don't you do that. I

2(
.

+-
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'

'think.that wduld:be best.(#1-3-Suet. 3

rQ
1- ~

h.g - i MR.' .. CHRISTMAN : If we haven't sent it out to a
2 .. ,z

. 3 copier,.ILcan do that. Just a second.~

-4; -(Mr..Christman. leaves the courtroom.)-

>BY MR.;MC MURRAY: (Continuing)
J5 .

; 61- kO: 'We will come back to-that particular question.

!7' Oh,.there it is. .

(Mr. Christman hands the witness,'Dr. Sorensen,
~

g .

g1 a document-).

T 10 - BY MR. MC MURRAY: (Continuing)-

'11 0 Do you now-have in front of:you the two Field-
~

,

,

12 .Researchfsurveysithat we have been-referring to,1Dr.
,

1 ;W.
13 ' Sorensen? -( )J -

'

v

I14' A Yes,;.I do.

15 0; Could you please tell us what-the questions were

that elicited the data found on Tables 4 and 57:16

|17 LA Okay. One question reads as follows:- As you

is - know,Lvarious people 11n. groups have spoken upfabout

' nuclear power and the pros and cons of-what to'do about19

:it.. I'm going to'name some of these groups and I would" 20 -

:21 ~like youz to tell me1how reliable you.think each one would

.be'as a~ source of information.about nuclear power. As.I.
22

-

>

'

n- name each. group please tell me whether you think they

M. 24 :would'be very reliable, somewhat reliable, or not too

reliable as a source of information about nuclear power.' ' ~
m.

-
_ .__ _
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1- -Q- That was for.which survey, that was the March --
41f4-Suet,

k-- [ 2 .A The question about being very reliable, Table 4.
,

-3' --Q: Okay.+

4 A The second question is identical to the first
.

'5- one-except very believable, somewhat believable, or not too
.

.eE -believable. And-is used-as reference, using the same

-7 format about believable.

8 0 Both of these surveys were conducted in 1981,

9- the Field Research surveys, correct?

L10 A No.

11 Q :I'm sorry, one was in 1980, June 1980, and one
.

12 was-in 1981, correct?

L[ 13 A' That's correct.

14 O And the people who responded'to those surveys
.

15 were being asked aboutTwhether or'not'the sources were-

reliable or' believable at.that time that they.were respond-
16

17 ing to the question,fcorrect?

18 A Correct.

1g Q - And -they were. also being asked not about whether

m' -those~ sources.would be believable during an accident

21 'specifically:but just whether they were-believable or

reliable as sources of information regarding nuclear powerla

m in general, correct?

c- -'

24 A ~That's correct.

N/ <You state on -- well, the Flynn survey askedm Q

.
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]#1-5hSueT) it'- . people ^$ bout;the usefulness of information from the -|

> f (. ,
~ l

r GJ _ W L2 ; : Governor,' correct?' Among other sources. |

;- ;3? iA I .I.believe=that's, correct.'

4[ Q The' Field Research surveys-asked. people about~ '

I

|thefreliability'or believability of state government of-8

;
-- 6 '. ificials in. general, correct?-'

i

- < -

,

.7~ u 1A- I think it was-state and localcagencies and ;
'

,

M_ 8 ~ officials.
-

. .

Do you think that when people.are asked whether~ ! 9'O .Q.
? ': .

. .or.not they believe, or. find reliable,|information from. .

.

'!
. 10 '-:.

,

11 ; ' state and lo' cal agencies and officials that they are'' ' '
'

_ ,
,

.

_
12' Jnecessarily referring to-a: Governor?;'

' :

,s'3
. 13 - JA --It~. could' be . a Governor , it could'be someone.

.

.

~

; j .

,

.
e. _

else. :That's' one ' of~. the problems- with these kinds of14 ~-

1 -

surveys andLpolls,.I guess'is more accurate.a description,o
-

' -16
a;

-

~is that oftenLbe_cause they-are-so-poorly conducted they.1 3 '

-
'

16 ~

'leav3.a lot offroom for interpretation of.how people
i 17 '4 . .-

.

.
- 181 answer the question.

' '19 . :Q1 ~Well', would you say that the' Field Research-'

'

' ' a

-20L . survey _is an example ofLa poorly conducted survey?
.

'

yJ '
.

Well,: it's not a poorly -- well, let me back
- 21 A'

,

I-off..:It depends on what kind of standards one uses.''

. 22
'

think in; terms of a social science survey that.is trying;

23

to develop: theory test hypotheses and so forth, yes,; l '' 24 -
,

,

; J- 'it's a poorly conducted survey. But in terms of looking ;

26- -

-

,

|| < , ,

:
__

,

% T

M I-s ,.

~ - - ,,;; ,. -... : ,.; - , _ _ , , ,
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.,

)#1y6-Suet 1- at itLas a poll,.like some of the polls the County has done,

.:/ ^ V . .

- \ _,f 2 some-of-the polls that Yankelovitch has done, and a wide

-3 variety of other polls, it's of very typical quality.

(4; . So , I wouldn't say.that it's any poorer and I

5 ~ .wouldn't'say it's a whole lot.better-than those kinds of

6 ' polls.

7 O Have you reviewed the methodology used'in

.a- conducting that' poll?

.g A I briefly reviewed it at one point in time.
~

to - It's. basically fairly similar to the kinds of. methodologies

11 we've been discussing throughout the course of this hear-
,

12 ing on'doing polls.

(-) end #1 - 13
/

.

Joe'flwg4

+

16

16

17

18

19

- 20

'21

- 22

23

q'~g 24.

( ).
s/

.26
-

,

$

' ' '
. . . . - , - . . - _ . , , . . - , , . . . . . , _ , , , , . _ , , . _ . , _ - _ . . . . , - . - . _ . _ . . . _ _ . . _ , , . - . . - . . . . . . - , . _ ,_
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,

1 Q Ih) you think it is poor practice to attempty-
,/ 2 to compare the data from the Cynthia Flynn' Survey and the

3- :Pield 'Research Surveys?

4 A Well, yes and.no. I think that these things can

5 be learned to a step -- I think some things from them can
6' be used to draw' conclusions and compare conclusions.

7 I wouldn't compare one number to another number

|and say that' the differences observed can be readily'8

. interpreted, but I think we can say we learned something9

from one poll and something from the other, and we can presento -
:

11 those Efor face value what they say, without, you know,
.

12' comparing the numbers in a statistical or arithmetic
m.

>[ ] 13 - fashion.
. ,_.j -

14 Q Don 't. you have, Dr. Sorensen, some very serious

15 reservations about comparing the data from the Flynn Surveys '
16 |and' conclusions drawn by the Flynn Survey, to the conclusions

'

17; ' drawn in the ' Field Research Surveys?

11 0 A I think I already answered that. I said that I

19 don't have reservations about drawing conclusions from

20 .those two surveys and comparing.them. I would not necessarily

21- . say in one survey twenty percent found something credible,

22- and one survey thirty percent found something credible, and
23 th ere fore , one. is ten percent more credible than the other.

24 .0 But you believe you could draw qualitative
~#

2 comparisons.

4
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-1 A I believe you can.<

f%,
)

AfJ 22: -Q Reliable qualitative comparisons?

3 A' What~do you mean by, ' reliable.'

4- .Q :What-do you mean by, ' reliable?' Do you have

'5 .any standards that you would apply' to determine whether
"

15~ you could draw a ' reliable comparison?-

17' AL Well, basically I would review the methodology,

8 .which EI have done, determine if there is any extremely-

'9 .significant ways in which the survey were biased. Look,

'

10 -
. at several factors dealing 'with the nature of the sampling,

11 ' .et cetera, and if.what I found was reasonable, then I'would
,

-
|say that there is-some basis for" drawing conclusions.1 12

( 13 Then, if I felt that the kinds of thrust' of the1..
_.

. 14! : surveys.were_ comparable, then.I think one is legitimate
~

~

15 1 Lin saying Survey'A found this,. Survey B found this, these

16 agree or disagree. .
'

17 - But~not'to draw quantitative' differences;as-

18 you-.seem to be-implying that I am doing. But nowhere'in

19 my testimonyJ o' I do. that.d -

155 .Q Do you.think it is reliabie to draw comparisons

L21 -between studies. which survey different sample populations?
^

-M A 'Sure. We~have done it all-throughout the
''

2: | testimony.

/24 L 0 :Do.-you;think it is reliable to compare and draw
p( A

26 o con >:1usions from surveys which ask completely different.

.

cH

+3
*Id
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- -
: questions. That is, whether or not information is useful,1

^
k /' ~2' . and then comparing that to whether or not information is

3 believed .or reliable?

:4 ~A. I |think .you can learn something from that

iF ~ comparison.- I think: you can learn some things in' how people
'

16 think :information is' useful, and how they think information -

'

.7- is-believable.

8' I-think you can present that for what it is.

9; Q . Do you think it is reliable to compare- data

10 ' which asks people their feelings during an accident about

11 ' information 'during an- accident to their feelings about
,

'

~12 the credibility of sources of information six months' or.a

[ 13 year: or perhaps two years later. It is unclear from the-
A,/

v

14 data here?

15 A I am sorry. Could you repeat the question?

. 16 Q Let me try and break it down. I think we have

17 agreed that the Flynn Survey asked . people about their feelings

18 : Jabout the usefulness of information during the emergency,

19 correct?

20 A Correct.

21 .Q- . The Field Research Survey asks people about

. 22 'their feelings about the credibility- of sources of

23 information on nuclear power in general at the time they

77 24 are answering the questions, which is about a year and
''s. :

25 a half or two years later, correct?

- l'i '

.
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1 1A Lyes.
s -

)J '2 Q And you feel you can reliabily draw comparisons
s

:31 'betweenLthose two surveys?

4: . MR. CHRISTMAN: Objection. This has been asked

5 and answered twice now.

'i
'

6 MR. McMURRAY: I am focusing on the specific

J7 fact that'at one' point-questions were asked about accidents

a and.usefulness of-information during accidents, and on the

9 other hand, the: usefulness of information about nuclear

10 power in general two years later.

11 WIT:lESS SORENSEN: I think that you can look
.

.12 . .at how people found information useful or not useful during

i I 13 the: accident'and state what the research-findings are. I

, \f
14 believe you can sometime take another survey,-look at how

15 people _ feel about various sources of general information,

16 - and learn something about that, that establishes two

~ sets of findings, Land I think you can present.them and
~

17 -

13 draw'some sort of cone.'.usions from'what those observations

to are..

m I don't think_you can say that -- compare-them
!

- 21' numerically, but I believe you can compare them qualitatively.-'

22 O What is the' point you want to make by making

2 these comparisons?

f-% 24 MR. CIIRISTMAN : Objection. That is asked and

Q''' |
:

s answered ~in the written testimony.

L.
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1 ~ JUDGE LAURENSON : O te rruled . This is cross

,h ~ 2. Kexamination.
L

3 WITNESS SORENSEN: Would you repeat the question?

4 BY MR. McMURRAY: (Continuing)

5 ;Q What is the point you are trying to make by
.

6 . making these comparisons?

7 A (Witness Sorensen) The point that I am making

-s here is that an agency that is not seen as a believable

g source of~information can be.useful in a -- what was useful

^
-10 iri' a past accident.. That is one -- as I point out, it is

11 ' - Possible -- in other wor'ds, there are other possible
.

12 explanations to have low credibility at some-point in time,
.

- (G
y- 13 say at the= time the. accident -- or time-the questions

14 were. asked, and have been a useful source of information

.15 in a nuclear power plant accident.-

16 That-is just taking and restating those.i
,

17. conclusions.

18 -Q Let me refer you to the top line -- I am sorry,

1g . you have used the ' word comparison or comparing right- in

20 your testimony. You say you are not comparing the data?
I

21 A Well, I am comparing the findings from the data.

22 ' O' Let me ask you this. The surveys -- strike that.

m You state in your testimony it is impossible to determine

y-s 24 the credibility of state government officials or the

( )''
25 - Governor during the accident at TMI, correct?'~

'

-- .- - . -
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1 A Well, at the time that accident was initiated.
A_ / - 2. Q That is right. But you are able to determine

3 that a year and a half or two years later that credibility
4 'was fairly low, correct?

.

5 A According to the second survey.
6 'O _ For government officials.

7 A For-government officials in general, that is
8 right.

91 'O It is possible that between the time of the
~ 10 - accident and: the time the surveys _ were conducted, that

11 : credibility fell, correct? ' *

212 A Of course. -But that is irrelevant to the
13 point.

tj

14 Q Just answer my questions, Dr. Sorensen. But

is the question that was asked of the people-in the Flynn
E 16 Survey was whether.they found the information useful-at

17 . the time of-the accident, correct?-

18 A Precisely.

19 Q Right. Now, you don't'know whether -- and the
20 'usefulness question was not asked in the Field Survey,-

21 correct?

E A No.r

.5m Q So, you don 't know whether usefulness co-varies
r% 24

' ()1 -
with creilbility, correct, from this data, so it is very,

, :2 - :possible, is it not, that as credibility falls, usefulness;

.

a

'
,5

_
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'

l' -fall's as-well, or perceptions of usefulness,' correct?

N '2 ! =A Well,_that could be a hypothesis.

'

Edd 2 :3-

Reb .- fois .'

:4 -

~5-

6-

7-

.s ..
,

:g.

10 -

111
..

* f-

+

) :1

.U-
.

14-

i
>

16 '

16

17

?J. 18 ..

.19
a >.;

20 -

21-
7
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'
:
1

tl- .A Well, that could.be a hypothesis, i,
a;,

t,

.'t/ 8
.

. .

QL You don't know whether or not that is true from this
|

O '3: [ data, right?
.

.

;4: A I do not know.
.

5 Q And you can't say from this data that that is

8 not 'true, correct?

i
7 A No. Certainly, that is a possible explanation.

8 To -clarify what I am saying -is . that an of ficial can bo

8 usefule during an accident and have low credibility at
'

.

.10 some point in time.

,
.

Two~ years later, correct? That is the only [~11 'Q
.

118 ' . conclusion:you could draw from this data,;right? ;

%
-15); , A' It: seems to me that is the issue we are litigating

-.,

14 here.
'

. 18 - 0 You think.that isEthe issue'we are litigating, '

-

14 'l'n yo'ur mind?.

. 17 ~A. -Well, it~certainly. bears upon'it.
HI Q' Aren't we talking about whether or not informatiot. :

!
H'' received could'be'.useful'even though someone is perceived !

.

30
as having low credibility, or is that not-the issue in your.

-

1

21 mind?

8'
,

-

Well, again, what this says l's that at one point'A

as ~

in time an' organization can be scen as not credible yet !

88E /~~T. they still were capable ofLproviding useful.information at
\ ~j

#- -another. point in time.
i
*

,

F

, _ _ _ _ __
_ _ _ _ _ _-.
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V |'

1- 'Q. What- is . the relevance of that comparison,
|

_ -
4 ,

j.

i- 2 .Dr. Sorensen? 'Im

~3
'

Well, I think the county's. contention is becauseA.-

4 LILCO in not seen as a credible organization at this point
- 8'' :in time, they can't provido good information at a lator

N' e point in time during an accident.
,

7' Q You mean useful' information, correct?

-s A Well, if you want to call it useful.

' 'Q But you don't know whether or not from this
,

to data usefulness co-varios with credibility, do you,

11 Dr. Sorensen?
,

12 .MR. CilRISTMAN: ' Asked and answered. Objection.
- ~x

) 13 JUDGE LAURENSON: Sustained..i- j

14 (pause.)

16 BY MR. MC MURRAY:
,

t.

~le Q Page 31 of your testimony, Dr. SorenA0n, you
;

17 say at the ver top of the page that -"The .ovidence suggests

18- that people tend to distinguish the levels of credibility

38 among various categories of people involved with a nuclear

# power emergency."-

21' When you say "the evidence suggests," are you,

# now? alking about the field research surveys again?t

# A Yos, the data in tablo 4 and 5.

('~} - 88 Q When you look at tablo 4 -- maybo you can
-

i ..

# explain to me how the data suggest that. ;

- _ _ - - _ - _ _ _ _ _ - . _ - - _ - _ _ . _ _ _ - _ - _ _ . - - _ _ _ ______ _ _ _ - _ _ _ . _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ .
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'

1- AL( pm. ..' - ..I'think I do in my testimony, but let me reiterate
*

w[ 2 that"if you look at people who would be' involved with'

.

~ ,

:3c
.

fa? nuclear' power plant accident, they would certainly include,

' " 4- scientists'from the nuclear power industry, and they would.

,
,

;5~ 'also-involve utility officials.

'

;6
~

And.according to the data here,.it is that'the

17. people, at''least in'the vicinity of TMI, saw scientists
~

,

8 :- ,from the nuclear-power industry'relatively reliable related
~

-

' 9I to the.'other sources here and saw that officials with

y, 10' 'relativeilow' credibility in comparison to the other sources,

;11 which suggests"that, quote unquote, the nuclear-power~

.
.

;12 - -
._.

| industry;overall=has. variance'in the way-people-perceive
% e ,

L 13'-fi j 1 the cre'd'ibility, deperiding on which organization .or .which

,
f14 : , people ~across7 organizations'you are' talking-about.

,

;15| g .Th'e questions.-- I guess both surveys asked-about.
,

16 ' .s'cientists'from the nuclear power industry, correct?'.

-

jk , : 17] =gE That is correct.
~

-18: - QL |.None offthe -- neither of-the surveys. asked

-
,

18' specifically||about-the generic category of--scientists

m 20;: '.Lfrom 'a. utility) correct?
.

~

,

.21^3w g: ;You.arefquite right in that.

(221
-

1What does" scientists from the' nuclear power industryiQ
~

.
-

23 z mean?
.

~'

, . 24fq -g. 7-guess'it would mean whatever. people.who were
~

i

'k_):
25 - responding to the question' interpreted it as being. We

-

-
. .

''
. % *

'n
_ _ _ _ - - - - . _
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1

"1- ihave.'no'way-of knowing that.1. q
,

: ( .L

b li ll 12 Le't me refer you --'let's go to table 4 for a'

y|3 .second.

T4: _Are-you there? |
'

5 A' ;Yes.

'
-

- 6-
, Q It'seems1that scientists from the nuclear power-

,

17 ' industry rank.somewhat higher.from scientists from-1
,

8. ' universities and independent l'aboratories, correct?

9' 'A 1Well, in' terms.of ranking based upon responding

10 - . sources'as very7 reliable,;that is correct.-

11
LO I~ guess you'couldn't draw the conclusion then.thatr

.,<

12 ~
_ giving scientist's academic affiliations'necessarily would

, ,;

" ( /.). '13 ' 'raisefthe perceptions of.their credibility.above just-. .w.

14 [ , scientists from the nuclear . power industry inL general. )
~

. 15 _
13: .Well, from.this data I certainly_wouldn't'. draw that

16 '- bcon~lusion. -c

17-'

Q LDr. Sorensen, _let me refer you'to page'22 of your

18J t'estimony which is sponsored.by-Dr.1-Barnett.

-
- ~I8 WouldLyou agree with;Dr. Barnett's|f'inding that'

4 .

.

..

20 = most! people are skeptical'ofLwhether they would receive-
21" . reliable information infa rad'iological emergency?

' - ^ "- 'A 'Where on page 22.are you referring?
~

.

'N''

:Q .Onfthe' top. It is the bullet.. '

- 247my ;3 .. I - h a v e . n r toubt that people who Barnett interviewed.

.

I> -|x.s , . .

*

# in those situations would have responded this way. There is:

,

a

A

_

-
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ll no re'ason for me to doubt his~ data.,. q >

n ;;
'v' s 12 +Q Do.you have any reason to disbelieve that that

,

- 3' ~ finding is true as to the, general public?
- 4 iA= I'have'no way of knowing that.

~

;5? 'Q . You have no data?- ],

g. 16: 'A .No,|I have no'way of knowing whether this

17- .particular'. finding applies to every single person in the'

g, -

n8y -United States or not.

9" Q The question is not whether it. applies to.100
.

10 ipercent of'the pe'ople but whether:it can be generallyJapplied
- =11. ~

.tolthe.. population of the United States - that is, that .y.

-
12 1 ;.most:oeople a're'' skeptical.of receiving reliable information?,

-,n.
,

-() 13 ' ' - 'A :I have no way of knowing'whether it is'
-..._;

: 14 < -generalizable or.not based ~upon"his testimony.
'15

.
- ~.0 :Do"you.have-an' opinion?

+
=

~f - 16 - A7 .y have opinions'on everything'.
..

, ,

L17 i -Q 'Do'you have-an opinion ~.with1 respect- to whether or.:'

<

w -

- 18 ; .;not this' statement:can be' generalized to the; general popula-
~

,

-

19) stion?'' _

'

'

E -A| :LWell , Ilcan answer that.from several points of.
.

gf 21 view..

:22 :From'a methodological viewpoint, I would:say'that.,

,

', - 23i 'without-ithe'de' tails of how these people were chosen, which
./

f y -4 24 - .I' suspect;was.not in'a random fashion, that methodologically-
% ,4 '

j 25 : - it?woul'dfnotEbeLgeneralizable to the rest of the population.~ '

,

. . . ,
*

.
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*
. ~

-1- Q. . So what-you are'suying is from this data you could. ;, y. +

As). - 2 "not draw'the conclusion-that this was generalizable to the
.;

.

~

.

j '3- . general., public ?. :

L4 ' ~A- That is correct.

.' 5 , O Going around in circles.-

~

.

- =6- ' The tables, pages 35.and'36 -- I guess just
,

7=

.
,

table 5 shows that the chief nuclear engineer for GPU
,

8. thad-a 25 percent' rating as/being very believable, correct?

'8 LA Yes.-.That is correct.
:_

slo - q.x Do you.have any data -- do~you know what-the,
..

.

T
'

11 ' Ldata is' for how many people found him very. unbelievable?
,

-12
. .

,
A I suppose I could look'it up.,

; ; ("~N -
j- END''3 13 - (Pause.)

..

t, v _;-
-

. 14:

;
'

15'
-

.

: 16 -

,

,
17.

. r

: 18 "-

m _

19 1

20.

'

c _ 21-_

!,::
.

;c - 22

23 -'. ;

_'
_
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\,f
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..

,
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.
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A' (Witness Sorensen) Twenty-seven percent in the' # 4-1-Suet-. 1

\_,)f ~ TMI area,-and twenty-two percent is state-wide.
2

3: Q Found ~ him unbelievable? That's the lowest --

A Found him not too believable.
4

~ 5 - Q Not too believable? And that was the lowest
.

category that one could answer?
6_

7 A. There is three possible choices.

Q 'And that was the most unbelievable one?8 _

'

A Yes.
9

Q Okay. We have already agreed that the questions
10

about' scientists: don't refer'to a particular utility or
11

.

112 utiilityyat all. .It would' appear, wouldn't it, that if

. (~') you compare the rating for the Chief _ Nuclear.-Engineer for. 13
.\v

-GPU with-the rating for the other' scientists that you
" 14 '

if- could draw the conclusion from this data that affiliation: .

with the" utility causes one's credibility to fall,' correct?
- 16

AL I don't think you can draw that conclusion
17

from this data.- I wouldn't do it.-18

Q Can you draw the conclusion that in this --L gg

you would not draw'that conclusion'from this data?'

20

A~ LNo. It's only on'e of several:possible explana-
- 21

tions~.;g_

~

23 Q Why; don't you explain what some of the others-

rx 24 might be?
-: r

A. Well, it could be that people don't equate'- ; gp
,

"-r

, , . - , - - - , , . . , . . , - . . - . . . - - , . - - - , - . - - - - - - - - - . .- -
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:#4-2-Suet- il scientists with engineers. It could be that -- the fact
7
e s. .

s,/ : '2 that you are comparing scientists in general with a ,

3' specific role within an organization, that'the differences

4 occur.

Those are two possible explanations, other" 5-

_

-6 explanations.-

7 Q You mean that individuals have lower credibility

8 than organizations, is that --2

9 A- Different.

10 . Q Different. ' Are they; higher or lower?

11- A Sometimes they are higher, sometimes they~are
,

-
.

,-

lower,.sometimes they can be-the same.12.

p.
) 13 . Q. That's.true when you compare any entity'with(%.) :'

14 . another entity, right?
.

15 .. A That's correct'.

'16 Q I go back to my question, then. Wouldn't you

agree that although the Chief Nuclear-EngineerEcould beL
17 -

is ; considered a scientist'.from the' nuclear power industry,
<

;in' fact -- well, you.would agree would you not-that his
19

20 credibility rating is substantially lower than those for.

scientists from the nuclear power industry in general?21

- 22 .A Yes.- I would conclude that-in terms of how

23 - these are ranked, that the ranking is lower than the other

'one, than the --ithe ranking of the Chief Nuclear Engineer-,r s,. 24

( )
^is lower than the ranking of scientists from the nuclear- s/

z

*

.

m + -w-- ,aw-e vu,-ses- w --e a n ,,w - - w m- we --w,, -s--r--, w , wav ,w-, - ~-n=--y ---m=
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h4-3-Suet- : power industry. That's what I would conclude.
1

,
,

1,,) 2 .Q ' :And you could also conclude from this data, couldL

.3. you;not, .that the Chief Nuclear Engineer's affiliation with
~

'

-GPU is'a possible reason for the lower credibility that he'

:4 -

5; _has?-

A That's one possibility.
" 6 ;.

_ '7 0 .Would you agree in general that a scientist's

31 affiliation with the utility would cause his. credibility

to' drop.below that of the general level of credibility for9-
.

scientists-from~the nuclear power industry?
10

11 A I have no evidence that would suggest that
.

12~ systomatically.

('~ p ,13 0 .Are you aware of-any evidence that any of your-~

' \m)J
34. fellow panel members have, including Dr. Barnett?4

'A No, I'.m nothaware of it.
f 15:.

'16 -0 -Would it surprise you that that's an. opinion
-

.that'Dr. Barnett held?''17

18 - A: I. don't kn'ow-if:it would surprise me or not.

- tg -Q ~ Well;:would you have any basis on which to
~

.

.

disagree with.Dr.IBarnett?''

20

'

21. ( A' I'm just saying, if that's'what Dr. Barnett

, np .says, I have.no basis in this table to support or-refute --
~

23 Q Do you have any basis in your mind for support-
.

-
-

(. 24 .ing or refuting him?-

, [) rt
' ' " ' A No. I think it's a question that's unresolved,

25

'

J ~

._ .__ _ . . _ . _ , . . .._ . . .. . _ . _ _ _ _ _ , _ , . -. . _.
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#4-4-Suet. 1 given.the kinds of data we have.
[ ,.
a ,/ 2 Q .You are-talking data in general or the data ins

t-

:3 these tables?

4 'A~ | Data.in general.

5 Q Would you say, Dr. Barnett, that reliability a'nd

6 .bclievability are.the - I'm sorry, Dr. Sorensen, that
~

i. 7 reliability-and! believability are the same?

. g -- A In some people's minds they could be the same;

;9 in others~they.may not be the same.

"

-10 Q No' distinction was drawn in these surveys re-

2

. 11 - garding whether people would believe factual information
.

12 as opposed to recommendations regarding protective actions,

j,,'[ :13 correct?
Ag

14 A Unfortunately, that's correct.

. 15 - Q In fact, if such a distinction had been made

'

:16 there might be a difference as to whether or not. people

17 would -- strike that.
,

18 Wouldn't you agree that if that distinction was

19 made, there might be a-difference in people's minds as to

20 ;whether theyJwo'uld find factual information' believable as.

-21. Opposed to protective action recommendations?
4

n MR. - CHRIST!IAN : ' Objection. The question about a-

3' survey -that hasn't been taken calls for pure speculation.

24 . JUDGE LAURENSON: Sustained.
]esJ.i.
f f's

3. MR. MC MURRAY: Judge Laurenson, I'm not sure I

'
~~

- . , , --, , - . . .- .
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14-5-Suet 'l ' understand-the Board's ruling.- <

. , -

s,) 2 JUDGE LAURENSON: I agree with Mr. Christman.a

- 3 ~ You are calling for a speculative answer. It does not
,

,

.4 elicit any probative or reliable evidence.for the Board.
p

5 BY MR. MC MURRAY: (Continuing)

r6 ~Q Do you have an' opinion, Dr. Sorensen, on-whether

7' if you-conducted such a survey you would obtain -- strike-
-

'

8- .that.-

'

~ Do you'think.it's important to make the distinctio ng;

loh .that I've just been talking about in a survey?.

11- - A' I think[it's -- if one made that. distinction we-
.

~

=12 would have more lightLto shed on what we are talking about.
* .. .

[ 'i ~13: Q It would be more useful in this dialogue,.

- (f
14 . correct?

g

'15 , .A In terms _ of -- - yes , I agree.-

( .16 .. .Q i You say'o'n Page'32.of your testimony, Dr.
^

~

,

th't-the role'a1 person-plays seems to be|more'

117 - Sorensen, a

- 18 . important-.in determining credibility than'his organiza-

19 tional" affiliation, correct?

20 JA Uh-huh.

21- Q I'm not.sure I understand the basis'for that
-

~

zt' . conclusion,

u. It's right in the middle of'Page 32.

f( . 24 A. I'believe what is meant is that you learn more-c

'

' 25 /from.looking at what role a person plays in understanding'-

- -

e r

,w.
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,

54-6-Suet 1 'the credibility issue than you learn from just looking at
, ~\

' f |2 a general. organizational affiliation..

3 Q~ You don't think it's important to find out how

_4 - organizational affiliation.affects credibility?

51 A Oh, I didn't say that'it wasn't.

~6 -Q- It-is~important, isn't it?

.7 A I think it does have importance. I happen.to

8 IX3 of.the opinion that the role people play and the per-

9 ceptions of individuals is more important in the credibility
~

-10 issue than of broader 1 organizational affiliation.

11. Q' But, just_to make things clear, you do agree that
,

-
'

.12 one'.s organizational affiliation is also an important

f'E '13 factor?,

j[ NJ
"

14 - A. Yes, I do agree that's it's an important factor.

~

15 . Q You say also on,Page 32'thatffrom:this we can

~
^

16 conclude that a scientist or engineer working for-a utility-

- 17 will'be a more credible ~ source of;information-in'an

b :18 dmergency than an official or officer of-that utility, a

F 19: local government official or a state official.

20 -Do you.see that?-
L-

0 21 .A -Uh-huh..

22 Q Are_you aware _of.any testimony or data that
r

r

~
. n refutes.that statement?

!-N 24 -A No,-I'm not.
L

. - l )
'''' s Q. Are you aware of any_ testimony provided by your

-

. . . . _ . .. . . . . . - _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ . _ . . _ _ _ . . . . - ..
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*

1.r.

' ;#4-7-Suet [ ;1-; ifellow. panel.-members that would refute that testimony?

- '2 .A No, I'm not aware.'

~

O You say in the last paragraph: Thus, it is
3 ~

*

- himportant that LERO use scientists and also engineers as
~

- . '4 ;

,. 5 ' JPart|of the warning process because the public will.be more
~

-

,

- readily --- will more readily believe _ in ' these roles, et'

,
. 6.

. 7f cetera.
,

8' The use,'I take-it,.that LERO is. supposed to put

g; the'se scientistscand engineers to is to confirm LILCO's
_

: warning messages,. correct?
,

, 10-

11.. A- That is~certainly one'use that they can be
,

.12, put'to.

.13 0 :IIave you'. reviewed LILCO's.EBS messages?.' "

14 ' 'A- Y e s ,. I-: h a v e .'

-

15 : ' O '- None of|those messages indicate that scientistsl
- <

!!6 or engineers have confirmed.the appropriateness-of.~LILCO's~~

-

'

.

Jprotective| action recommendations, . correct?:17

L 18 A 'I'm not'sure.- I don't recall'the exact". wording.

: gg i- .of-it,=the EBS messages.
~

.

< .

: 20 O Do you think the EBS messages are intended to

1 leave-that' impression?
..

21

22 JA "I think.the-messages;are intended to leave

-theLimpression that' scientists, engineers and theLlike are.i ts
.

; 24 ; | involved in-'the emergency warning process.

; 26 . O But not necessarily that they..have confirmed'the
:- ,

i

.
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.

144-8-Suet- t appropriateness.of-LILCO's protective actions, correct?

h) 2 A I don't recall if the warning messages use the

^

3 , word " confirm" or.not.
_

~

Q' Mr.'Weismantle, do you have any answer to that
4

5 question?.~

,

6 A (Witness Weismantle) I would want to refresh my

.7 memory as to the exact' wording of.the messages. May I.

have the books back there?8

(Mr. Weismantle looks through documents.)g

10 The typical- wording on messages that are pertinent

'ig'- to'situatio'ns whereby protective action recommendations are
.

12 - being.made by!the Director is found in several of these

: 13 - messages. So, I-will1just. read-Message G which has to do

f )'iN.
with a_ general emergency with' sheltering and_ evacuationg4

15' being recommended:- The Director of Local-Response for

Emergencies at the Shoreham Nuclear Power Station, give hispg

name, has consulted with', give the names and titles of
17

scientists,-LILCO officials,. nuclear engineers, and other
18

officials from the -- and'then give the names of the public-n,

_ g) agencies, if that' applies, and has recommended the follow-~

J 21 ing.

And then it goes into the recommendations.
22

g3 Q So the word used is " consulted," correct?

h:

24 A That's correct.l--(+F \
'd

25 Q It's nothing in there that, in that EBS message,'

!-

r
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:. 3 ,.
_

n ,

,1 - . ._ .you.can find.Jthat says that scientists and engineers have.

.
.

. #4-9-SueTc 1-
-

7 3; .

-2 confirmed the', confirmed, appropriateness of LILCO'sl{)f :

-w [ , ,.3[ ProtectiveLaction recommendations, correct? .)J*

:4 . :A' No'. . There is'nothing that says that exactly. ;

u

i 0 Dr. Sorensen, I'would like to ask what data you'

:S

'6; :have that: supports your. belief that one's role is-more
'

.important than one's. affiliation?- 7

'

:A . Well, for one,-it's based upon my previous re-.8,
.

91 .~ search' into the role credibility plays in how people re-''

..r
- ' 10 , 'spond to warnings. And.I-think this is one of the conclu-

sions that we' drew-in our earthquake _ prediction project,i :11-
-;

',#~ f r-; 121 ,that a' person making a prediction, role was probably more

.:

[f:Q3i
;13- importa'nt;in people's mind'than the organization.they're-

~

. : 14 - p resented ~.

I
^

|0 That w'as a specific ~ conclusion!you-have drawni
-

,' Lis '

' 16 - fin |your_ study? ,

i-

t ~

A: It.is something we learned'from-the; study.
.

; 17,

- 0~ 'But it's not necessarily written.down --
'

, /18
a

~

~

}. 3, _ .A. 'I don't know'if it's written down in_those

[' . ; 20- | exact words or not.

.Q. .Which earthquake' prediction study are we talking--

; , x- 21;
-

.

! 22 ,about now? .You have done a lot of them, right?

~ '

.A Well, there is one project that-involved manyg23 , .

% 24 - .sub-projects.. 'And I can't recall. exactly.which sub-project-

U
ior how manyLof them led us to that belief or that conclusion ,

, ,
-25

.-
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164-10-SueTf 1- Dennis,:do'you know?

i-

A-sE -2 (Witness Mileti) I can't recall'specificall off-

3I hand. 'It seems to'me this possibly could be in the general

. -

~ monograph that we wrote, or it could be.in one of the papers4

'S- that we presented at UNESCO.

6 Q Could you-quickly give the name of that mono-

! ,7 graph?

8 JL .It's the same one as yesterday, and the same one

9- ' on my vitae that I . gave .you last Summer. It's called
~

10 '" Earthquake Prediction Response and Options for Public'

11 | Policy"Lby Dennis S.-Mileti, Janice'R..Hutton and John H..
*

-

'

.12: Sorensen,.-published-in'.1971 at'the Institute of Behavioral --.'

|

| x'l - 1981-at the Institute of Behavioral Science ~at the' University/ 13
- %f

14 :of Colorado.

15 ~ That's the reference;for that monograph.

16 0, Was the particular1 purpose.of that study, Dr.

17 Sorensen,-to determine the relative _importance of role'

18 .versus affiliation?
,

- 19 JL (Witness Sorensen) Well, one of the' purposes

12 of the study.was to determine who was a credible source of~

-

b

21 information for earthquake predictions..

1N Q So you weren't really trying to figure out the

23 relative importance of role versus affiliation?

< 7''3 24 A I'm not sure I understand your question..

k/
'

25 Q Was that one of the goals of your study?
,

.
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.#4-ll-Suet;;1 .A _It probably was not explicitly stated in the
./>

ik[v 2: research proposal that~was sent to --

3. COURT REPORTER: Excuse me. I could not hear

74 you..

!. '

5 WITNESS SORENSEN: - It was probably not specifi-

06: :cally stated as one.of the research goals in the proposal

7. that was sent to the National Science Foundation.,

8- WITNESS MILETI: It was, however, one of the

major conclusions which was reported to the National Earth-g ;

go quake Prediction Evaluation Council in California, Earth-

11 quake' Prediction Evaluation Council and the. California
-

.
.

12 c ' Seismic Safety Commission, as well.as the Governor's Office-
.

- [~' 13 . in the State of California.
< (,j . -

14' :And also subsequent to that, altered 1and changed

.15 - how~the U. S. Ge61ogical Survey?is planning on issuing:

16; earthquake-predictions in this nation as well:asfaround the

17 . world, and is also part of how the Southern California'and-

18 Northern California Earthquake Preparedness Project are

im - 19- gearing up ~and preparing local? communities to issue' earth-
.

[ m . quake: predictions should one ever emerge..*

,

21: BY MR.~MC-.MURRAY: . (Continuing)
s

LQ In yourEstudy, your earthquake prediction study,.- n _

g - Dr. Sorensen, did.you. compare the credibility of people

1. <-
' 24 - . with the same. role working for different organizations?

1
2 \/ Dr. Sorensen?25

.

--w-, ,+y , - - , - - - -, ,-- w -,.+---w--n.- ,+-,-nw, ,---+-,y , ~ , , . , -,-w-,,n-e .- ?vr.
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I#4-12-Suet" A -(Witness Sorensen) With the same -- could you

O .

2 elaborate on that a little bit more? I'm not sure I

3 understand.

4 Q I don't know how I can make it more understand-

5 able.
'

6 A Did we compare a scientist from the USGS with a

7- scientist from a university versus a proclaimed scientific

8 expert, self-proclaimed?

9 Is that what you mean?

10 Q That would be an example.

11 A At times I believe -- I'm certain that we did.
.

12 I'm not sure if we did it quantitatively or qualitatively

13
) based upon findings from the various parts of the study.

14 (Witness Mileti) I could give you more informa-

15 tion on that if you would like it. I do recall doing it

16 quantitatively in one of the surveys in North Carolina,

17 the one we talked about yesterday.

18 Q That was a comparison between scientists and

19 a psychic?

N A That was studying what actually happened in

21 North Carolina that involved a scientist and a psychic.

22 Q And is that comparison the data that you would

23 use to support Dr. Sorensen's statement that role is more

24 important than affiliation?

25~ cnd #4

Jo] flws
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"

1: A _That- is part of the experience that we had
7
f ,) : 2'' 'that I would use to support what is also my statement.

3- 'O So you think that scientists and psychics
y

4- are comparable?-

5' A- No, sir. I think scientists and psychics

6| are,different. -

.7 -Q TheyLhave different roles, correct?

8 A- No, as.I believe, you~ asked me a question about
s

.9 where- in the' earthquake prediction series' of studies we

-10 may have- quantitatively addressed a particular phenomenon,

111 - 'and I recall that one of those studies was in-North
.

12 Carolina.- -I was just proffering _ that information.

- !(f3 - 13' Q I asked .about people .with the same roles.
(.

14 , A -(Witness Sorensen) They had the same role in
,

15_ the respect.that they are both just viewing earthquakel

16 predictions.

17 A (Witness Mileti) . Were you thinking about'

18 a'particular kind of --

- 19 IQ 'So, when you use the term, ' role,' you are

20' just talking about in _ general terms who is issuing earthquak e

.

21' predictions?'.That is your definition of a. role?

22 .. A (Witness'Mileti) That certainly is one way

23 - |to define'a. role. LA role is-a job, if you will, an

'

24 earthquake predictor, is an earthquake predictor, is an
[;-c)

- 25' . earthquake predictor; a' scientist is a scientist is a

scientist. -Those are roles.

|- i
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-I .Q. You were generally looking at the question of
,--

)-' ' .,/ - 2~ credibility of people, all the people who perform that(i

3- : role,,right?
.

4 A Yes, and.that included --

'5- 'O And then you.had to break it down into sub-parts,

6 right? Like scientists, psychics, other people like that,

7, - co rre ct?

8 A .Anybody who might issue a prediction, including'<

' "9 for example a scientist affiliated with the U. S. Geological

10 Survey, a scientist from a university, quasi-scientist,

"

11.- right down the scale.
.

t;, 12 L Q - So you 'were looking at the relative credibility

[J) -13 .of thos sub-roles, correct? People who had those sub-roles?
x

' '

'14' A I am sorry. I don 't ' understand the word,
.

, ' 15 'sub-role . '
' '

16 Q Well, you 'were looking at the overall credibility

17 of everybody who had the role of- issuing earthquake

'18 : predictions, right?

T19 Af That is one of-the things we did, yes.

20 Q But-within that,-you were also looking at the

21' relative credibility.of various sub-categories underneath-

.n' the heading people who give earthquake predictions, such
.

e

2 as scientists, psychics, what not, correct?

,-s ' . 24 A We were appraising any person who would occupy.,
.

.. Aj
is the role of predicting an earthquake, and the variety of''

s
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'I.
~

_

. different hypothetical as well as actual earthquake

/
'

2- predictions that we studied, led us into circumstances where

'

3 in North Carolina a psychic and a scientist from the

4 university were in cahoots to make a prediction, and in
/

5: Lother communities in places where an earthquake prediction

6' 'was made by the'U. S. Geological. Survey, and in other

*/ nations where ;it was made by other scientists from different

.

18 affiliations.'

9 'Q When you use the word, ' role,' page 32, in-

10 the middle'of the page, Dr. Sorensen, were you using the
,

11 ~ . 'te rm , ' role ' to mean anybody who. gives information about
,

'

12 nuclear power, or were you using it. in a little less ' broad-

. ,n
j

.

- 13 - sense? ^-

.14 - A~ (Witness Sorensen) I think I was:specifically
~

15' using .it to represent the type of position that person

16 occupied within an organization.-

17 .Q Thank you. Mrs. ' Robinson, LILCO has " arranged

18 ifor a . couple of. Brookhaven' scientists , . who we discussed

19 yesterday, to'be.at the. ENC, corre'ct?'

20 A- (Witness Robinsen) That is correct.

21 Q Are those the. same scientists that 'are referred:

22 to in the EBS messages?.
m .

23 ' 'A' No, they are not.

j'-i- - 24 ' O Are .you ' aware of whether there is a public
1 ):
w s:

Mi- perception on Long Island that Brookhaven scientists

m
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1: .have alligned themselves with LILCO in the Shoreham

7- ..

(h; ,
'2, controversy?

-

. -

IJhave no knowledge of such a general perception,3'. lV

4: no. I think'certain' individuals have clearly been perceivad

- 5' 'as'doing that, but --

r' '6 0 . I am sorry?

7- - A I said I think certain individuals have been

~

'8.- . perceived as.doing so, but I --

_9 Q Individuals who are' Brookhaven scientists?

10 i A Certain individuals who also happen to be

'11 . scientists at Brookhaven National Laboratory. I think that
~

.

12 there.are many others of whom there'is-no such perception.

; f'' .
:13 .And-they have not alligned-them'selves.with LILCO on this

g;
- 14 - issue,.so it-is'a' valid-perception.

.
'

15 ' Q Do.you'think it is important to know -- for

|- _
16 LILCO to' know. whether or not. people do perceive Brookhaven

17. scientists ' as having alligned . themselves with LILCO in' the
.

I- - 18 .Shoreham ~ controversy?

1 c 19 ' A- - I'.think'it is important to know what.the
~

,-

p

| _ 20 ' professionalist'anding is of the individuals at.Brookhaven

21- laboratory. Their persona 1' qualifications. Their. personal

22- standing. Their: personal histories. Both these gentlemen
:p

..

who' we are discussing here, have very extensive resumesn
'

,
.

of public participation, appointments to commissioners,L.3s ;24

M()
! 25 those kind of criteria.

'
'

1

i ,

I

e m.,,, .e ,.,,e - e. e- - ~,...--.we-, - = , . . , e- ,-. .. , - -e.,,,.
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I don t think that anything else is really.:1-
:| x

h hf I
2^ importantDatithis~ point. It is their personal credibility,

3 -their person ~al status that:we are-talking about.
~

-

i 4 . Q ' Well, are you saying that these . two gentlemen-

, . - !51 are; household names in Suffolk-County?
~

^$ A-' Absolutely not'.
~

t'
"

.: 7 :Q. You would probably agree that they were pretty
-

& ;8- ' anonymous.- That most people would not know who Dr. Brill- p +

,,

Je was , . correct?E

gg ;10, -A~ Aside, from the scientific community, I think that
'

'is. pretty valid. But he is an M. D., and I think thatit;
,

j l2
'

1: .

.

'

confers "a certain credibility in our society.- I also-
-

| g{m , 13r (think that.if,he wereibeing used as a resource by a2
.

. -

'

c. ww- +

reportier, ? that reporter, LandlI will turn this to Ms.14,

>

151 Clawsoniwho'.'is' much more' knowledgeable'in'that particular-

- .

M
116: ' area, 'since she has !been;oni the' other. side .of. it, J but I,

,

_ . ;.
-

~.
-

.

can ,tell . you rthat. reporters tend to. ask you why you are;a- '17 ; :
~

2 ~

, ' ' 'f 11g | saying things, who :you are, go into your - background, -

,

.

.1g ' would ) be interested whether 'somebody had ' served on the -
~ ~

w
~

, - -7 - 20 - ' Kemeny Commissiort, fin' addition to which the resumes or- the ..

~
4

- . - ~ 2211 ~CV-of these.~two. scientists,cand'~any others who'do chose to-

~

>

t a ,., ': 22 ' participate in' the; future,- because _I ' don? t want, t o bve you:
.

* ' ,- ? 23 : - the .' idea that these are the only two. who could conceivably, -

_,

:Y-
,

-

-#

E.-
e

w.
-24 , be : there, will be available in: the press kits that -will'

-. -

k 'be handed out. to. reporters so they would have a basis for'25

o ;
.

m +

;,e. ,

s. v f rw *ty*y,N+r--e tv f9'"wr v v rww' ' ' * -'
t' '""P toe a r-4 w-+ r- e- w-r--r,W --e-t*-*r--w'*1m+-mwm--see-*-*tW**cm-**t-t-*gerw--w',*v~~- -W-t-ve-t-W- -
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y
, . .. :1 questioning ' them.-

.

7 3_
,) f 2- :A' '(Witness Cordaro) It is LILCO's belief that

v.

.3 .any:associa' tion:with Brookhaven Laboratory is indeed a'

, ,

. >

'

,. . 1 positive influence from a credibility standpoint, and-

- - ~5 JI-am speaking in non-sociological terms right now.

;6l The laboratory.has an excellent reputation.z

,
t

r
_ !7f. |The ; number of awards won by the laboratory. It is viewed.

'

.8 quite highly.by; congressional leaders. Congressional
'

.

~

-9 ' leaders go to the forefront . in trying to bring' in 'mo~re.>

'workU'o-the laboratory on'a' consistent basis. There is
'

f10 ' t*

[11L -a lot of positive publicity which emenates from Brookhaven.
- .

:- 0. < - 12 ' Laboratory.''

,

E-
Mp1 : 13 From my role,cor' involvement with the scientific-

~

xy a ~
' '

-

. 14 ' community.in.. general, Brookhaven has '~ an - excellent reputation.
,

, . 15 ^ .AndlI think all..these' factors' contribute'to the credibility'-* *

u
. 16 ' of any scientist 1who~. holds a responsible position 'at--

' -
. .. . .

, 17 Brookhaven' Laboratory... ..
t, m.c
!$.3

18 - Q Well, ' Dr. : Cordaro , let me'ask you'this. If '

f 19 : people thought that Brookhaven scienti'sts were pro-LILCO,

[~^ 720f wouldn't this hurt their credibility.
~

m-- -

=21 A That depends on who the; people are. I am sure
,

..

7 - 22 people .whoiare opposed to Shoreham, or the most ardent-m .-

O m~
;,

23 = , opposition:to Shoreham and anti-nuclear types, have a

- 24 , ~ perception that Brookhaven scientists are somewhat non-
-

L [b[ * - - 26~ -objective when it' comes to nuclear matters because of their

'

, ,

S.

Y
. k

n-n+_,-,,,-rsv-,-,sm-- ,e se w-m-~-e- ~~--+-e~,
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.

association with nuclear science in general, as well as|1
. ,3

L(j -2 the fact that some Brookhaven scientists have expressed
,

3 ~ :the-bel'ief, or support of the Shoreham project itself.

4 But I think in a general sense, in the general

'5- populat' ion, from my observation, that this is not a widely

6: held opinion.

7 I think in general' the population has a very,-

8 very high opinion of Brookhaven Laboratory.

9 Q Well, other than your opinion or your belief,

10 what' evidence do you have that the general public gives

11 high credibility to Brookhaven National Lab?
.

12 A I think it is obvious from the number of school
/"~' ~

.v) ~ 13 trips that are taken to the Laboratory, the number of

14 positive ' articles: reporting on the research of the

- l'5 - laboratory, the number of people in general who' visit the

116 Laboratory in their weekend visitation programs, which

~

17 start during .the -warmer months and continue on through -

18 the. Fall. People are, indeed, intrigued by the Laboratory-
.

19 -and'think quite highly of.them.

20 A (Witness Robinson) 'I think there is one'

21 additional piece _ of evidence, while it is not as quantitative

22. as Dr. Sorensen and Mileti'can provide, and that is that.

23 'those politic ~al figures and' institutions which have

-y 24 ardently _ opposed the opening of Shoreham, and~the' operation
'i )
\ '' m of a: nuclear power plant on Long Island, have been equally,

U
. - - - . ,- .-
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1 a ardent of -their- support of the continued operation of
/("*e

i(,) 1- 2 'Brookhaven National Laboratory, and there was a great '.

31 deal of publicity on this for the Project Isabel, and

4 'the continued' funding of that project at Brookhaven National

5= . Labora' tory .=
T'

-6 So, I don't think that you could link BNL and

.
LLILCO'in the-public. mind.7

[8: QL . Before you answer, ' Ms. Clawson, 'do you have

_ :g any data:that supports that conclusion, Mrs. Robinson?

10 A.- ;If by-data you mean.the records in the press

-- 11 and my fown -- I was a participant in - that -- in the
.

121 organizational efforts to support Project Isabel, but

' ' 'f/ Newsday~and various other. publications, there was a lot13'
%)[

-

14 of. publicity about the support-that was being afforded by

15 - the political astablishment, the: local governmental'

;16 - - es tablishmen t , .to support ~ Project Isabel, to havefit

17L
I funded, to continue-its operation, and to prevent any--

gl8 : attrition at Brookhaven National Laboratory.

-Phrnonally,'Iam -- going back to the' time that'19

20 I.was on the.-legislature,. and even.thereafter, when

; 21 resolutions were introduced to oppose the operation of

22 - 'Shoreham,.. to oppose ' the operation of Jamesport Power Plant,

23' .the proposed Jamesport nuclear plants, they never included

24 . Brookhaven National Laboratory, and in fact, it did cause .;j s

D
25 :some confusion in some peoples minds as to whether there

, _ . . .---. - ..- .-- . . . . - . . ._- -- .. , . . .- . - - .
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-1 'was-a difference int the radiation at Brookhaven and,

j, .,

[
'

2 'at' nuclear (power plants.
,

3 .A- .(Witness Clawson) Let me just add very briefly.y...
,

'

. ;. -4 'that-I think we-need to make some distinction between-the.,

5 .- political posturing that is going on in the community now

,

regarding the: possibility of operating Shoreham versus-6
,

t.

7 the- possibility' of not. operating - Shoreham. - And in terms

_ 18 Lof.' linking Brookhaven scientists to a position on this..-

,

' 9 ~ And'-the d'istinction that we have to One is

10 ' :what is happening now versus what would happen after the-

;- 11 - plant. is operating, and we may be dealin.g with an accident
.

2

12' scenario. '

,

s _

j''"f
'

13 : Iithink at'that point in time,.the likelih'oods

L
~ /c- '14? ; of 'a -Brookhaven .. scientist saying: something. totally : contrary

.

N ' 15 :~ to Ihis professional beliefs , whether it be -a pro-nuclear

!16 - or'whatever. kind.of beli'ef, is utterly ridiculous to'o

I17 - -. speculate ' abou't .-

-

-- : 18 'O' .Ms. Clawson, welare-:not talking ~ about whether

19 3 ' or not a. scierit'ist 'would 'say something, contrary fto 'his,

20 ' beliefs. - We are- talking about' public- perception - of' what

' 21 the; scientist says.. It is 'two dif ferent matters , wouldn't -,

22 'you: agree?-
,

23 :A I agree that it is two different. matters ,Ibut
'

.

. 24 - we are talking about it now in the context of the political. ,y
,

:(-

k):'

-26 ' po'sturing i that is going . on in the - community relative to the
s

EL
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. :11 . Shoreham plant , as opposed to a factual accident situation
~yr

'

.c '

2~ ;that>would occur -- that may occur after the plant is"

s_0
'

3; foperating, and we are trying to respond to an incident

4 at[the. plant.
-

5 ~ I - think we are talking about apples and oranges.

6, Q Well, do you'have any quantitative data that

7 --: show that Brookhaven and LILCO are not linked in the, .

-8- public's mind?1

r^

9 A -I think it is irrelevant

b :10- -Q .Despite your belief.that~it is irrelevant,
'

!11 you don't.havetany' data,. correct, as'.to whether or not

~

12 e .there is a link between Brookhaven .and LILCO in the-

["} .13' public's eye?

??%-|- . .,

141 A- I don't-have'any data'one way or'the other

:15 concerning!that.

?161 0' (And you do''t think'it is important so know
~

n

17 - .that?..-

18 . A Not'ingthe context of-an accident scenario,

'19 :that is correct.
a;

-fm7 Q- ' You would agree , wouldn 't - you, Ms . - Clawson ,

-

| 21_ that public;percep'cion of credibility is and can be

y |s; Linfluenced'by press reports, newspaper- articles,l et cetera?-

'23' A' =Yes, I do.

- 24 JO .So,.you.would agree, wouldn't you, that wherej_ ;

:( i
~ h /; M- there isLnegative publicity regarding LILCO, its management,'-

[ ..
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,If its! ability . tol operate the plant, its ability to implement
l

t1 ' '-

MyT g a >

.s
. _ , .

,

r 22 ) ;an; emergency. plan,oits ability to keep its diesel generatorss ,,

D-T

,[ , . . ' !3e . kunning, ;al1' those factors would have an influence on the
'

'
' '

@,

h, % , J[ Epublic's. perception' of LILCO.'s credibility?
'

57 , . .. n
-

. wy
, .n ~

MR. CHIiISTMAN: Objection. The question is
,

6; funcl' ear as :.'t'o whether we. are talking about credibility
' J-

2

j .

,, 3, - -
. , -.

p ~~ 7; itoday, 'or before an accident, ' or in the eventu of an . accident
.

.. -
, ,, v

$~i , _ 4 53' ' c'at L the < time .
m <

s - '

4 q
~

s
__ .

Lg . JUDGE LAURENSON: Overruled.
m ,

!
'

Mhc D '

10 WITNESS CLAWSONi- I(would say that c uld; have
y ., ,

,

.i ilt h a's ,.mushL weight today -~as..our . operating .a nuclear plant,
*

te , -s .,;
i

^ (havingy an approved plan, a: plan' that< is. approved .by' thef ~.< | 123
~

M% ". !!3 3 iBoardmand by: the ' FederalUGovernment, having passed.- a FEMA-'
' %} ' - ~ * x .

_ _ __
_.: m :;14 + |; graded ekerciseJ|having.an operating' license, would give, ,

.-
.

, , a c, -

/ '151 us theipos'itive' publicity (togeneratethe-confidencethat?' ~

. n
,

2_Q f ' ~ e l'6 ; Swe / can .? operate i the - plant) successfully,g and /I ' believe this
' ~

-
- z% s a

; ; h |can tnrn Eround in view.of those kindiof developme'nts.r
-

, ,

, ,

.b '7k . ,1
,<I

j

3 87 SYe's p 'tioday under.. these f circumstances . and '1
~

F -s
4 p -

,
,-, ~ ~ .

' $ ' ", ; ~ ~, 71g 1 ; ;under ,the': barrage of negative . put licity : that' we have.- had,'-'

> -

; y, - S'

n . , . .

;x'? -
, _ ; sol: : theretarn 't' raany _of' us on ' this ' panel' that cwould s'ay;that..~

3: . 1
'

.h|e'y[
_

,
,3my

. f21 .Lo'ng LIslandjLighting Company has a' high degree of credibilit 7..-
~

?' 33|, 'BYJMR...McMURRAY: (Continuing)
" ~'

>
,

#&. .

.:Would you? -say that.by having-an approved plan,d,p ,* ', m - cQ:J 23

'242 'andfope rating :a' plant , a'utilitiy's credibility rises?
~

'

'
>

3 < :a .

.,

P-K[E .i. 36 t 'A- (Witness Clawson) I would say that certainly
'

y - <

<||| c
. ,

T. '
,

"
,

. ,. .g

(
'

l-

p- + a.
_ , .

h= & 4 . '.
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's a' contributing' factor to it.i- 1

Qp
f o (_,/

_
|2 ;Q Do you know of any data presented by your fellow

'3' ~ panel members that would refute that?
'

-; 4 : A I am using the same kind of analogy that you

5 'are using;1and that is, because there are negative press

- 6' reports regarding other developments relating to the Long

7 Island. Lighting Company, therefore, the public does not

8 ~ | have confidence in the Long Island Lighting Company's

'9 ability - to operate the plant.g

10 Conversely, with positive publicity which would

.11 - result- from our getting a license to operate the plant,-

.

12 ' from having an approved ' plan , ' from passing the FEMA-graded

L|,m}. 13 exercise, it would follow-that confidence in the company
.

,

x_t
~

14 - would rise on our ability to operate the plant.

' 15 . Q. How would tha follow? Doesn't that.directly
-

16 contradict Dr. Barnett 's testimony?. Mrs. Clawson, I
-

- 17 ' would l'ike an answer from you, please.

'18 A Well, do you want to point me.to Dr.'-Barnett's

b .19 : testimony, and I will comment on it?~

" ' N Q :You don't know.--

.

What specific aspect of his testimony are we21 'A

Et talking about?
h

23 Q Your testimony is --

f"i . 24 MR. CHRISTMAN: Objection.
( ).

"
- 26 BY MR. McMURRAY: (Continuing)

.

I

.(;'

L. .
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_ :Q- - you don 't remember whether or not Dr. Barnett-g-:
-

-G- '"^:|f'
. ' _ .'

. '
.

.. .. . ,
.

:2' has(said:something'different.,

r.. . _ . w /.
-

-

.

; 13 '.- - A- , (Witness Clawson) 'I . don't remember line for
~

v- ' -

-g, -1

4/ > 2

# -.t (47 line, al 121' pages of testimony on cred'ibility. If you
.

:51 ican?pointdit out'to'me,=I will comment on it.-

.
-

,_.

4iri '8_ O'
._.z h -

. Are'. you': aware' of press reports which have stated -
.

y;ey ,

- = ''

f7 that sevec:ty-five~ ' percent 'ot the public does not believe_
-

,

8$ . LILCO; can' implement its emergency pian?
.

n. .. .. .

E.- . End.:. 5 '. : 9-
Reb fols' . -..

10 .
'-

L- 11 '-<

--

;12;

4 - [, ] :13
' '

,

$ A .: 4

.

'14;
.

.c ,

.. ~ ' 15 '
'

:m- , ,
s

MJ :16 "

, g yg

a m .17
D

.

'

f
,j

, - 18.
>

19 i4'' '>
.

, -

W:

21J >

,
.
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.
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REEN/l i'

' ' (1I 'A' ~No, I~am not. Let me-also add to that, I am,
-

' -, ,3
_

~ f s

.2' t ' aware: of: pollsL.across : the nation ' that say 71 percent of:.

3.~
s

ithe people ~.in:the United States'believe-a nuclear plant

4' can.blowfup like a bomb'-_.and that is not true either. ,). ,

!,

5- - .g- :Nevertheless,.whatithey believe is important in
'

L61 how they would~. respond,. correct?'

.
7. * A: It could be a factor. That is right.o;; ,- ,

8i g" (Witness Milati) I!would like to add that what |

T.

'8 they believe is probably the most significant determinant.,

.10 - of what they do 'at the time. ~And debating this

11: academic question about pre-emergency credibility and'how;
_ . _ ,

/12 --. that might affect,-in your1 speculation,'their behavior,

,-

- '" '

13
Jj intan emergency is unfounded on theabasis of the scientific:

j~

.14 : Lrecord.-

15 - ( Pause . ) '
%

n: 11 6 I 'Do you recall'yout:TMI Path analysis,-.Q- ::

17 Dr. So'rensen?

18 - A. (Witness Sorensen) Yes, I ' recall that it' does .

', 19 i exist.,

'

Q Could you answer this-question, Dr. Sorensen,.
.

21'

yes or no: You would agree, wouldn't you, that your Path
.

# 22 analysis shows that pre-emergency beliefs about credibility

23 ' ~ of the utility had an effect on response?
.

4
[~} - MR. CHRISTMAN: I boject to relitigating that
; ,.

'9/ . g'

Path analysis which was discussed at great length on at

L
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s.
L :1 'l' east'two' occasions in the past. This is repetitive,

,

2'
_

cumulative,~a'nd:duplicative.
-

=30 MR. MC MURRAY: I am justs following up on-
~

It

!4: Dh. Mileti's statement. j

6 JUDGE LAURENSON: . For the. limited purpose of th'is:
- -

- '6 ' credibility contention, the objection is overruled.-

- 7' WITNESS SORENSEN: |Would you repeat the question?

-
|8

a MR. MC MURRAY: Would you read it back, please?!
i

. _ .IF ~(The reporter read'the record as requested.) -i

- - 10 WITNESS SORENSEN: I_can't answer that yes orino.

11' - BY MR.|MC MURRAY: ,
.

~

.,

12 - LQ- Let's go - to page - 11 of your testimony, please.
_ .

" ( ./-A);; 13
~

i, 0n page 11 of your; testimony you present data from the Social

m 14 < DataJAnal'ysts survey,--Mr. Weismantle,' correct?

- 15 A- -(Witness-Weismantle) That'is right.

116 : 0- 'And-there we canLsee,:by.looking in the first
'

17- column - that~is, those-who would trust the listed

18 officials-a great deal'--'that-LILCO ranked the lowest in

I' termsIof the-question asked,-correct?

28"

A Yes. They had the lowest percentage in th'tia

21 column.

M
Q .And under the column Those Who Would Trust

23 ;LILCO Not At All,.most people -- that is, 62 percent --

24
f/~g stated that they'would not trust LILCO at all, correct?

I
/ y'

A That;is correct.

.

T'

__I
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1
~

~

_
;QL .So;you would' agree then that under both columns

!
., L2 LILCOLfairedi he worst in' respect to the relative rank order-t

'3- .ingfof believability?S' ' '

v-

:4 A Yes, if1you look at those two columns.

5'
Q L- Now, on page 12,j you present data regarding --

I 6 := J I gues's this'is from the!Yankelovich, Skelly and White'
1:

$
_

:; 7 surveyJ--;the' percentage of people who would rate as

8J
.

. highly bel'ievable'. statements.about nuclear power issues by

28' .the. people listed below,

10 Do you see that?:.
s

.

111 A Yes..
,

,

112' Q An'dLthe figures ----let me ask you.this: - Is''it
--

.. -

: r~
. 13-7( v your understanding thatnthis particular.questionLin the)
- 14 ' YSW survey ~ asked' people-to rank the various: sources of

15- information on a'six-poin't scale?
_

'

16 ' in. Yes, that is my. understanding.
-

17 - LQ -With~the number.six being the~ highest and'

18- . number-one being1the lowest?.

v. - 18 A In. terms of believability, yes.
'

20 g And-theEdata you.present here'is from adding.

21' Jup those who ranked these1various. sources of information as

22 . ~

correct?'either a five or six,

8
, 1L That's correct.

"(~ - Q. - Why did you-choose, in presenting this information,
J \_ )}

. 26
-

Mr. Weismantle, not to present data for.those who ranked

*
>

- - - .w,. w .e e,-- , ,,,,-e > - e e.-,-- , ..w....-, n ..p-.. ,,nw , , , , - - . , , , ,
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p
li- ethese sources.Joffinformation as-either a one or a two&y -

~y

&f L2 ' -thatlwould.be on the very other end of the believability-

|spe :3 ~ ' scale?'
(.

,4) fA Wel1,.these two answers and questions that
>

5- ~

are sponsored?by:Dr..-Cordaro and-myself simply-provide
r
;

:6; information which was. interpreted.by'Dr. Sorensen in the
~

, ,

:7- (development of the' testimony. It was done in conjunction
-

i

83 Lwith'Dr. Sorensen a'nd Dr. Mileti, for that matter. I
,

<

'8 .Drk' Mil'eti also sponsored answers:in interpreting this.

' 10? So we-didn.'t particularly make a decision --,

11 I didn't personally mak'e a decision on why to only. include
., .

. 112j .Lgiye:and'six.

W 13- ~

|. It seems logical:to me as a' layman, but.in terms-
N /.

.14' of the; appropriateness of'it,..I would have'to defer to
~

" 1, + ?.,
,

" -

15 .- 'Drs 1Sorensen.and:Mileti..

,

16' Q :Dr.-'Sorensen,:let'me ask;you, do you.think that.

:17 ' ;it is misleading to present only-two-data' points out of
,

18: .a possible six'in:this testimony?'>

18 ' ~

.(Witness-Sorensen). What-do you mean by-- A

> - " misleading"?

'21- .g; . Don't you.think:it would'be important to_know
v

22. . not only the percentage 'who would rate LILCO as highly.

: 23"7 believable:but also those~who would rank LILCO as low in,

-

24 , - thelbelievability category?}']
LJ

m 26 g :That'.!would depend on what you are interested in

.,

r

g,4 4-.
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,
getting out of the data..

.

,
.,

- 4f .2. fg . Ig you are' attempting to get out of the data

'3 the. full ran'ge of people's responses to the question,. '

,; -

- 4' don't|you think-it is important to know how people responded.
5 to-theTquestion and said.that-LILCO had very low-

' ;.
6 _ believability?.

7' MR.-CHRISTMAN: I will object. The entire

~8. documentsLare in evidence. Indeed, I think some of them

8 .are already in evidence twice. There is no purpose

10 -
~

'

to repeating the wholefstudies again. That is the

' Lil - reason'for not putting the whole study in now.;.;
,

|12 i They already-in in "Sha'dow Phenomenon," as the.
*

. ,6
13

). answer suggests.'t

. . .-

I4' ' JUDGE.LAURENSON:' The objection is overruled.3

.15- -WITNESS SORENSEN: .'I guess if.I was' putting

16 Ethese' tables.in, I would make them consistent -- in other-

$j 17 - words, include'all the data in both of them or only-

: 18 .the one' category in:both of them..

.19 BY'MR. MC MURRAY:

# Q Do you know.what-the data is for all the
-

21
,

responses to this question?

: 22 ' A I know where to find it, but I don't-have it at
'

- 23 heand.

[~N. ' N
Q That would be the tab runs for this YSW survey?

- L) ,
.26 g 7 guess it would be the= report produced.

.
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!1 gy 1- _Q: Do you believe that the report produced has
v ,

!
,/ 2 i -that information in it?

-37 - A- ' I-don't~know.

4~ A- -(Witness Cordaro) I don't-know how. including
.

.5= .that' additional data'is. going to change the way we used
t

7 61 'these particular studies and in the sense-we used them'in

' -7 I this particular testimony.

8 - The bottom line here is that there are

8'
- credibility- problems and a number of' people and - organizations

,
10 : have: credibility problems.

3 11 ' . .we;believe both' studies confirm that, even if .

y 12 there are-differences.in the' study. And the whole purpose

' : 13 of this is to suggest that-you have"got to design a plan-
_

14
'

to take this into account,Ethat'there are credibility
'

4

(15
,

-problems.

=16 'So if we included that' data', it-wouldn't make

~ 17'
- "anygdiffe'rence in-~how we have utilized this?in-this-testimony.
18 ? O - Dr. Cordaro, your' testimony here says that=the

19 'Suffolk. County Cxecutive:and LILCO have almost-identical'
-

w -

. -

A | credibility, according to the YSW survey, correct?N ,

21
'

A . According to those numbers presented there,iyes.

22 0 And according to those-numbers, which are only,

. 23
5, a: sample of the. actual data that was collected, correct?

9h 24 - A

'(f
- Yes.

26 0 Now, if you looked at all of the responses to
,

A
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il ]that' question - .that'is, including people who ranked
'

~., y: .

.j' 2
'

LILCO"and the'Suffolk County Executive at the lower end
.

3 Lof:the-scale --''are you' aware of whether you would be able

9 :4 to> draw the..same' conclusion?

5. 7A 1;: don'!t' recall!the exact numbers. I.believe they

"c '
- '6 Tare different, but that wouldn't change the way we used

7- this particular study'in this' testimony and the point that-
8 we are. making-here.'

9 -
, Q So you would agree'then that the' credibility,

10 iflone looks at'all'the data for the YSW survey, that

11 the credibility of?the Suffolk County Executive ~and:LILCO;
..

'12 would not be the'same, correct?
7_q:

l( 'p 13 A ~ Based on the data and'the numbers in those
/

~ 14 ~ -studies, thatimay-be the. case. But-it wouldn't change the
s

:15 problem of credibility and' change the fact that there are

16 credibility problems associated with a number of organizations

17 and a' . numbe r .o f : individuals .

|18' -Q Dr. Sorensen, the question asked'in the YSW survey

19 - related to how'one would believe information on nuclear
# power in general, correct?-

'21 .A (Witness Sorensen) That is what I would infer

' 22 from that header to that particular table.

23 ' -d So that would mean, for instance, questions on

24(%. how.a nuclear plant operates, what the fuel cycle'is,
't /
'/..

26 questions like that as well as questions regarding emergency

[.
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' planning,~ correct?11i

4 %
y/ - 2/ | A '- I assume Lit would be variable in terms- of how-

3~ individuals interpreted what nuclear-power issues mean to+

14 - them.-

?5 --A 'O And you would agree, would you not, that people,

6 .would"not restrict:their answer to'that question'to their.

.7;
perceptions of how credible that source of.information-

8 'would be -during an' emergency, correct?
, ,

,

:
- l8! ~

A' It would not be~ restricted to.that.

1 10 '
Q' With respect to.the types'of questions like how

- ' 'III..
.s

a boil'ing water. reactor operated, things.like;that, and
_

.

012 | iother' technical' questions:about how:-a nuclear plant
.

?%
6:. v ) ' operates, docyou-expect that many people would-go toj :13

-

t id .
-

poiiticiansilike the governor for that kind of information?

15 A I'am not sure what'.you are'asing.~

|164
Q? -Well',Lthe; question is, with.' respect to that kind-

,

'
^

17-- 'of te'cinical.'information, doesn't it.seem~likely that. people,-, .

J -18:'

. respondents t'o-the question would not rank a politician
~

18 'with noLnuclear-experience as a highly credible source _of-

,

Y f information' on L that kind o f ' technical. question?.,

.21-
~

sc fMR. CHRISTMAN: Objection. We seem to be calling

i-
'

22 _ .
-

_for. speculation.

;23
- MR. MC MURRAY: I* goes with --

N
l[ . JUDGE LAURENSON: Overruled.
A ~

_ 26 . . WITNESS'SORENSEN: I think that the specificity of

b
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'

.

51$ JtihFissue'inTthe question, be it generainversus specific,,.c .
iy - -: i

'

jQ' _2J isuchias nuclear power., issues, such as emergency planning,

3m: - ~,

g -.n 31
'

,or--:; nuclear:1 power- issues versus the on'e you raised, something: ~

~,

W I4? 'to_?dotwith -- whatLwas it?':Was:it the fuel cycle?- i

~

J
~

4

,

55~
!
1

_ ::BY MR. MC MURRAY:. ]
;g #

. !

16:
,

.

;g- . Technical" questions'~about how the plant:
.!

~7. - operates.:
.

;
'

8f A .-- t'echnology, is one possible source of'

,
, -

-.

x1 i

8 variation in'the'.way. people would respond'to the questions.~ ~.
,.

'' 10 We hav'e no evidence to suggest in these cases--

.\

~ 11- Jhere whether.:those highly co-vary or whether. they .i.

'
.

:12- would'n't?
..

; #] 13 .- 4

'

|QL --As somebody'with survey ~ experience,.would..you R
-

,

14 - expect that people would.say thatithey.would~ generally-
.

15 .go to the' governor.for'information about:how a boiling j

f _16
-

_

water' reactor works as opposed-to_ going to a. nuclear-
'

17- scientist?!

18
_ .A My experience would say that people in general

19 wouldn't go to either-source. I mean, people don'.tsusually-
|

'*' actively seek this kind of information.

1 21' ,

Q If they.were to seek that information.. ' ~ -

22 -A' 1Where would.they go?.-

23 - g , That's right.
:

3
, 24 -

LA I have really no way of answering that question.
J'd 1L.

it' 26 -

You say on page 13 that -- on page 13 you are |,
-

Q[
.

A

'.J
.-

-]

* e ,w - v e.-e m.%.,, ,~,w a m-.,.e-.- ,,ar--w---*.-w +,--er--- ,-r . . - ,,--.r3-4ew..-.,-4,,,,,,- . *-y-,, , , , , ,y + ,..w wm-,s , - . + ,.c --
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.'1' " drawing a comparison between the questions asked in

s2 the county's' survey and the questions in the Yankelovich
.

-3 ' survey.
,

_
4 - You'say, "In the first case" -- there you are-

'5: . talking about the county survey - " individuals' feelings-

6~ are; tapped,-while:in the second case, perceptions of

.71 ~.information are measured."

8 I-am not sure I understand the distinction you are

: 9 . drawing there.

'
'

- 10 A- Well, what I was tryingLto point out is that in.

11 one ' question it focuses really on trusting of ficials. - And .

12 - -trust has an element of feelings involved, whether you

13 like.or~ dislike, what~your images of that person.or'

14 . organizat' ion, in generally a.more effective component to-it.
15

.

And in the second question it says -- it is-
.

16 .asking them.not about.the organizations, as I. recall, but

17 - Ibelievable statements, statements as information,_and it is
~

.

' < 18 ' how they perceive whether those are believable or-not.

19 ~

So there are.some subtle differences in-the way

20
,

those-questions are posed that might affect-the way people
.

21 respond.

22.- .g Dr. Cordaro, with respect to our previous
-

23 - discussion about'the YSW survey data that is set out here

;on page l'2,-if.you had the opportunity -- strike that.
25 I think you agreed with me that if one looks at

.

l.m ur - -'1** -
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.- 1 p

,

: l''P: p . - all?the| data,.in fact,,it would show that the rank'
,.

,+
-s . , -. . .

~

. .' ,' x- .2- ordering:- I am.sorry -- that the relative-credibility
e:
. :3- of--the Suffolk'. County Executive and-LILCO is not
iL
ii '4 - -identical; is ' that correct?

~

. , .

~
J

'

. - 5 A: '(witness Cordaro). ,Yes, I.believe so. It may
4.

[ [END -_6)
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2dt7-l NueT 1' .0- :So-that would change the testimony'in here,d
~

'q , _ _

__that the Yankelovitch survey showed that,
;

. -2- would it-not,p Li,y);
.

,

f
137 cin fact,.the relative credibility was similar?

f_ AL .(Witness Cordaro) No. I don't believe so.

;G'
'

~57 ^ILthink.the argument here is to; place less stress on the
,

'#

16: numbers'per se.. Social scientists can criticize each^of
_

? q- ;these surveys and.whether-they were complete enough or
~

' ;
. .

f' ,whether they' generated information that was accurate enough'~

8.' '

N g: ito measure trust and things like that.

' 10 . But in my' mind,._I don't:thinkLthat's as important

ill
.as the general observations you m'ake.from'these opinion

[ 12' : polls., I think it implies too much. accuracy in these things
..

Lwhich is.not:'there. They indicate-trends, theylindicate
'f 7):

_ 13

C
.

>

:14 .-
problems. They11ndicate perceptions that' people have. .They

b

la ' may change 71n time.
'

- +

2 16 Years.ago, popular opinion measured by polls and

17 ~ things such as that was very high.in favor-of nuclear power
- <- ,:

~

s 113 : -on Long; Island. Now, today they are obviously different as'

-

- up freported~in Newsday and'other. polls. Five years from now,''

33- fthey may,be entirely different," depending on what. external

21 , events occur.
1

.sm I just can't get too concerned about the.specifica
.

gi. of the numbers. I'think we just have to make a general.
-

observation as the trends noted, credibility problems noted,! IMQ
- LN ' . :m . 'and take account of that in the planning process to compensaue

.

4
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.

$#7-2-Suet l'' 'for.that.
. \t s

k._ h 12 Both studies show that there are problems with

'31 TallLorganizations and certain individuals associated with

24 organizations.

5 -O' A'nd LILCO has the worse problems, correct?-
'

1
6. A .Well, as measured by particular numbers in a

. 7' : study,'.that's true. If we measured it ten years ago LILCO

- 8- might have.had the least-problems; and, measured five years
f

8? from nowsLILCO may come out to be the most credible source,

10 _g - That's your speculation, correct?,

g
,

11- A Well, yes. And it's'a valid speculation based.
.,

12 .onLhistorically what has happened.

.A
1 )- 13 O Dr. _ Sorensen, are you aware of certain surveys
N_;

14 . conductediby anLindividual named Bill Johnson for LILCo?

15 Al (Witness'Sorensen) I'm aware he conducted

to . surveys, yes.; I'm not familiar with all of the details,

17 :or many_of the-details of those surveys.

18 ~ 'O .Are-you' aware of whether they confirmed the'

,

19 - results.in the other surveys we have been discussing;.that

20 is, that_LILCOfhas low credibility?;

1 21 ~ A I can't recall the specific numbers-from his,

' zt survey.,

23 g po you recall whether or not they were roughly
-

24
f''( similar to the results of the surveys we have been discussing ?

LY
25 ' A- No, I don't recall. But it's not unreasonable to

F

. .
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| 3-Suet 1 assume that they probably came up with similar results on

2 this question.

3 Q Do you recall, Mr. Weismantle?

4 A (Witness Weismantle) No, I don't.

5 0 Are you aware of a study conducted by LILCO,

6 Mr. Weismantle, by Social Systems Analysts?

7 A I don't think so. That does not strike a bell,

8 Q You aren't aware of a study conducted by Dr.

9 Barnett in 1979 for LILCO?

10 A Dr. Barnett is associated with Planmetrics.

11 Whether he was associated with the name of the firm you
.

12 just gave, I'm not sure.

13 Q You are familiar with that study, right, Mrs.

14 Robinson?

15 A (Witness Robinson) To a limited extent, yes.

16 That was in previous employment of Dr. Barnett's, and he

~ 17 did some work for the Long Island Lighting Company.
>

18 O And you would agree, would you not, that that

study concluded in 1979 that LILCO had a serious credibility19

M problem?

4 21 A No. I don't think I would characterize the

22 result that way. I would characterize it as a -- let's

23 put it this way. I would put it different, since I think

that the study pointed out several areas in which work had241

25 to be done. It pointed out certainly -- certainly credibili ty-

. _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ~



I

r 10,491

#7-4-Suet 1 was one of them, although I would not say that it was done

2 to determine credibility level. It was much more a work

3' which was done to guide future information programs and

4 information directions.

5 I think it certainly pointed out credibility

6 as a problem, but I would not characterize it the way you

7 did.

8 0 Wouldn't you agree that the survey found that

9 customers do not perceive LILCO as inherently trustworthy

10 or as a benign rational authority?

11 A Well, when you say not inherently trustworthy,
.

12 that does not mean to me that you cannot produce trust-

13 worthy information.
,

14 What it does is say that you cannot just assune

15 because you are LILCO people are going to believe what you

16 say, that you have to design your information and support

17 it. You can't just assume that it will be credible.

18 0 You don't deny that that was one of the con-

19 clusions drawn by Dr. Barnett?

20 MR. CilRISTMAN: Objection. We went over this

21 study last week when Dr. Barnett was here, and if there

22 were additional questions on it they should have been asked

23 then, not now.

'

24 JUDGE LAURENSON: He is just asking Mrs.

25 Robinson whether she disagrees with the conclusions that he
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,.

;#7-5-Suet 11 is citing here'. ;That is, I think, permissible in terms of

' I i=
'

comparinguit with her testimony.'N_ / x-

,

31 MR. CHRISTMAN: Well,,1f he is asking her to

-

4 agree with a document he ought to give her a copy of the1

5: ' document and show.her what~he is talking about.

.6 JUDGE LAURENSON:- If she is not familiar with

.7 the specific language of'the conclusion, then I think she'' -

8 can say so and.can determine exactly what it says.

9 LThe objection.is overruled.

110 -' . WITNESS ROBINSON: =I don't remember the exact

11 statement,,although certainly the word .about. inherent
,

12' trustworthy does ring familiar to me.
-

,

( ) - 13 - 'What I am disagreeing with is your interpreta-
v

14 . tion of that-statement, not whether or not it existed.
-

*
.

15' BY.MR. !!C fiURRAY:- (Continuing)
,

16 Q. Wouldn't you -- do you recall Dr. Barnett's

17 - conclusion that~many customers actively distrust rather'

'

18 than trust any LILCO communication?

19 A I don't remember'that statement. I would have

90 to see the --

. 21 0 would that change your previous answer if you

22 ' did' recall that?

M A No, it would not, because C1at I'm saying'is

24 that just because somebody questions, is skeptical, does
_ V(''y

-

not mean.that you cannot communicate with that person. It26

<
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I#7-6-Suet. 1 'means that you.have to be prepared to support,' document,
fx
f 2" confirm the informationEthat you are giving. It's a very --*

,

{- 3: I think_it's universally good practice in communications

4: to assume that'you are going to have to do those things.'

5E However, there are individuals who think that by-

6' the_ basis of their position that anything they say should

7 be-inherent 1v believable. I don't agree with that, to begin.

'8 with. And, therefore, I would not'be disturbed by_those

'9 statements.

10 Again, I don't remember the second one. But it

~11- would'not' change my opinion.
.

12 0- You would agree with.me, wouldn't you, that those

[' ) 13 factors mean it's going to;be a lot harder for LILCO to-
,

%)
~14 . convey _ reliable information to the public?

-

15 A Harder than --
,

-16 MR. CHRISTMAN: Objection. Vague. What

17 factors?

18 !!R. MC fiURRAY: Than if they were trustworthy.

19- MR. CHRISTMAN: Those factors sounds vague to

20 me.

- 21 JUDGE LAURENSON: The objection.is sustained.

,M BY 11R. liC MURRAY: (Continuing)

23 0 You would agree with me, wouldn't you, that

24 if, in fact, customers trusted rather than actively dis-
7-s
(~)

26 trusted LILCO communications, then -- strike that.
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,

$#7-7-Suet, !!' LYou would' agree with me, wouldn't you, that
n ..

e1 .

4x /J 2';. ,
.if~it's true that~LILCO customers actually actively dis-

,

35 ' i
.

trust rather than trust'any LILCO communication, that it's

'4! '. going .to mak'e -it a- lot harder for LILCO to convey creliable' z
4

' 5 .- .information to the'public?

:6 LA Than --

,7 - -Q Than if'they were trusted - -
,

'8 LA Harder is --

^

'9 .Q_ Rather than-trusted.. , ,

,

*
- 10 - -COURT REPORTER: I'm sorry, Mr. McMurray. Would

. 111 you repeat,that:again?

12 fir. MC MURRAY:. Okay.

. ,6 .. .

! 1. ,13 BY MR. MC.MURRAY: (Continuing)
XJ.'

.14 Q |You would agree with'.me, wouldn't you, !Ns.'-

:
.

15
._.

Robinson, that if.many customers actively distrust rather-

'

16 than trustJany LILCO-communication, it's going tofmake it-,

17 - ' a : lot harder - for LI'LCO to offer reliable information to - the

,
i18 public?'

^

.

19 A_ 'I' agree.with_Dr. Mileti that.you should assume

.
20 that level and' design a program'that can stand on.its own.

:21 We do not have any single component, any single' factor,

u that can overwhelm the effectiveness of the program.

12 I don't think that ---

. ,r g._ 24 - -Q Mrs. Robinson, you are not answering my. question.4

\ )
'~'

26 Isn't it going to-make it harder to convey reliable information-

t:
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-

;.#7-82 ueT f t. if1 customers actively distrust rather than trust a LILCOS

? Y
'(j[ :2 : communication?

31 A No..'The program is what is in question. And

~ ''

-I don't'think:that that's'--
'

~

- 4

5- ;Q So, you don't think that whether cn:- not LILCO

|6- is, trusted or-distrusted has any effect on whether or'not-

7- -people perceive the'information.they get from'LILCO as
.

~

~8' bhing reliable?
'

MR. CHRISTMAN: Objection. It's argumentative.--g

to .He completely changed the. focus of-his question.

11 '.
~

JUDGE LAURENSON: Sustained..
.

^

12 ' Do you want to take our morning recess now, or

[ '[ 13 .' do you want to follow-up in this area?
~

[w/
'

14 - MR. MC MURRAY : - I think I would'like to try and

. 15 tie things ~up,1 Judge Laurenson.

: 16 (Pause.)'
P

'17' I guess this-would be a--good time for the break.

- 18 . JUDGE LAURENSON: We will take our morning

19 recess now.

30 - :(Whereupon, the hearing is recessed at 10:42 a.m.,

'

21' to' reconvene at'll o' clock a.m., this same day.)

g JUDGE LAURENSON: Mr. McMurray.
-

23 BY MR. MC MURRAY: (Continuing),

-

;,- s 24 'O Let's go't'o Page 33 of your testimony. You .

l, )
~

26 state -- Dr. Sorensen, in the middle of Page 33, you state

_
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#7-9-Suet- 1 that'in'your earthquake prediction study, the most significan t

./ y
s_/ - 2 determinate of credibility was'the scientific repatation of

;3' (thefperson'or. organization making the predictions.

14- Do you see that?, ,

5 ,A ,(Witness Sorensen) Yes, I do.

. l
.6, 'Q' Mr; Weismantle, who are the scientists, nuclear I

;,
'

7 engineers,~that LILCO will be consulting with and who are ref er-|
I

8- ' red to'in LILCO's.EBS messages?

-9 MR. .CHRISTMAN: Objection. I'm virtually certain

10 this was covered in the shadow phenomenon testimony..
+,s

~11L JUDGE LAURENSON: It may very well have been.
,

12 But'I think it'sRalso relevant here, so'we will allow a

39
! ) :13 : limited' inquiry.
R./ .

14' The objection is_ overruled.

15 ' WITNESS'WEISMANTLE: I: think as I indicated in

16 - .the cross-examination on shadow phenomenon,..they come from.

17 several-sources. ~First of all, there are' scientists in the

18 (LEROLorganization, the most notably would be the Radiation
,

19 Health Coordinator, alliof which'who have health physics'

20 background'and experience, education and-experience, and
'

21 members of the DOE. RAP team who have similar such experience.,

22 : In addition to that, chere are scientists'on

- El <the'on-site' team, particularly health pnysics' experience,

j''g . people who develep dose assessment and radiological field
.

24
'

-1_f(-

25 Ldata'as part of the input for protective action recommendation. ;

- . , ,_, _ .__, _. __- . _ . _ ~ . . _ , . . . _ _ . _ . _ _
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:#7-10-Suet 1 In addition, once the federal response was

,,~; .
1 ,)5 2- . cranked up, which would be somewhat after the activation of

'3 -LERO, but not necessarily after a release that might call
s.

4 for protective actions, depending on the sequence of the

5 accident and the speed in which-it develops, you have got

6 a multitude of agencies that have scientists which would be
~

7 involved from the NRC,.through DOE, EPA, et cetera. So,

s- those are the primary scient'ists we are talking about.

9 And, of course, there are engineers.who are also

10 mentioned in that, in.the messages, I believe on-site
~

.

11' organization and LERO and in these other outside agencies.
.

12 BY MR. MC-MURRAY ' (Continuing) ?

('''; 13 .O ~Wonld you say'that the public is senerally aware
b /

14 of'the scientific reputations of these individuals?

15 A. Do you mean by name?

16 0 . Scientific reputations of these. individuals?

17 A I'm not so sure what you mean when'you say is

18 the public aware._ I think the public has a general awareness

le of the scientific community as such and is aware-that

m. nuclear power is a technology and there are lots of

21 scientists and. engineers who are knowledgeable about that

n- technology.

23 0 But.I take it you would agree that the public

24- is not generally aware of the reputations of the particularf~s
i \

26 individuals that LILCO intends to rely upon for its EBS''

.

1
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i#7-11-Suet .1 ;- messages?.
, :($ -

(f 't A 'Well, I'm sure there are certain members of the;

f

'
'

3| public that might --

L4 -Q' 'The public in general.

15: A -- know about.the reputations of certain of the

indiOlduals who are' consulted:that we named in the' messages.?'' 61j <

'7 But on1the.other hand, would. provide their

's'- affiliations:and'I think there is a greater awareness of

y 9| the affiliationslof these people and the recognition of
.

- lo n the scientific;&nd engineering expertise that l's associated.;

-

11 with these affiliations. -i
,

'

:12 0- other_than their affiliation, you would agree,-; ,

.13. wouldn't you, that the public.probably,would.not have a
'

wJ
14 knowledge of the specific reputations of these individuals

to- other than their affiliation?-

16 A It would depend on the. individuals. And I don't

17 think I can respond.to that question.
t

'

18 Q Can.you think of any. individual that LILCO

19 - ' intends.to rely on that is a household word in Long,
'

'

so Island?

21 A- Well, I couldn't really judge.who is a household
,

n word'and who wasn't. I don't think that's the point.

23 (Witness Cordaro) The purpose of --

. 24 O Can you --g-sg
' s A -- including reference to scientists --'

.
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Ljit7k12-Suet 11 Q Excuse me, Dr. Cordaro. I'm asking Mr.
-- -

q. - :2 .Weismantle a" follow-up question.[|

3 '!A' I'm' answering that particular question.-
'

-

,

;4- Q You canianswer'as.soon as I'm done with Mr.
' '5 Weismantle.

-6- 2 MR. CIIRISTMAN: -Well, the witness is allowed to

-7I comelin at the end of Mr. Weismantle's answer to that,.

8 ' question beforeianother question is asked I believe.
.

9 Rt!R. MC-MURRAY: I believe the rules are that'I'm
'

.

*
- 10 _ permitted _a clarifying question..

'

11 JUDGE LAURENSON: I think Mr. McMurray is right,
.

- 12 andLwe will allow Dr. Cordaro to supplement-the answer

(3r ) 13 later.:

w/
14 BY MR. !!C MURRAY: (Continuing)

to Q- Can you think of any_-- you said;your answer
,

16 - depended on the.particular individual. Can you think of

. 17 any individual-that LILCO intends to rely.upon whose

18 ~ scientific reputation is generally known to the population

. 19 of Long Island? .

20 A- (Witness Weismantle) Well, I' don't think

21 that's the point in the context of the EBS messages and

mt' the ' context of this particular contention. The public-

~
'

,23 has awareness of --

w 24 0 fly question is, can you think of somebody.~ ~

. ( )
'

~~

26 A -- scientists in relation to the nuclear industry

J

_ _ - - _ _ _ - . _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _____._...,s
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.

;;q -Suet -and is aware that-they'have'special expertice pertaining47-13 ~1;
'

k[ 2 :-to radiation,' the effect of radiation and recommendations.
a

3- -tha'tirelate to the= health and safety of the public. I

4 think: that is Lwhat is pertinent --
.

5 .0' L.Well, I'm --..

6 'A - 'rather'than a'particular reputation an

= 7. individual scientist might have.

28 ~Q What you.think.is pertinent does not answer my-

9 , question, Mr. Weismantle. flaybe we are not communicating.

10 .Do you..know --'maybe we.should back-up a.little

' 11. ' bit'. Do you'know;the names of.the people who LILCO expects
.

~ 12 to consultLwith with respect to its EBS messages?

[M). 13 'A I mean,'there is a wholeLgroup of. people who,

~

'14 depending on whether.:they were at that particular instant4

15 part of the. team who-would be consulted with.

16 0 .Do you have some specific people --

~ 17 A :(Witness Cordaro) Could I add --
i

18 O No. I'm following up with Mr. Weismantle. You-

19 will get'your' turn.

,
cnd #7- 30

,

* Joe.f1ws21

n''

.

|^

..

'r'%- 24

lx /) ,

Li
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1 With respect to the specific individuals that

2 you have in mind -- you do have specific individuals in

3 mind, correct?

4 A Yes.

5 0 With respect to these specific individuals, can

6 you name any whose scientific reputation is generally known

7- to the public at large, on Long Island?

8' Now, I am not just talking aboct their

9 affiliation. I am talking about their . reputation.

10 A My responses -- the reputation of scientists

11 as a whole in the industry associated with Brookhaven
.

12 . National Laboratory, and so forth, and the NRC. That

13 is. pertinent.

14 Q Let me ask my question again, Mr. Weismantle.

15 Will the public know the reputations of these specific

16 individuals. Yes or no?

17 A I surpect that most of the public for a given

18 individual would not have a basis to make a judgment as

19 to their particular reputation as an individual as opposed

20 to their making a judgment as to the reputation of the

21 group they belong to.

22 Q Thank you.

23 A TWitness Cordaro) The purpose of mentioning

24 in the message, or referencing scientists is not necessarily

25 to associate any particular name or individual with what*
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|8-2-Wdl 10,502
'

_

1 'isjta' king place. ;It is to alert the public that consultatio ,

'

,

S, ):
~

Lis going on'with qualified individuals who have a high;2
-

- ,

L : 3' Jdegree of -expertise in the fields in question. -

-The -- I can't think of anyone we could include4- 4-

8; on the team with the pppropriate scientific credentials

.e who~would be immediately recognizable to the general public.

17' He would be possibly recognizable to me, to
u

.

.

'

s ~ people 'who 'are members of 'the American Physical Society,'

9, ; American Nuclear Society, .but not the general public at
-

10 large.

11.. I'think we accomplish.this by referring-to the
,

It' affiliations as Mr. Weismantle pointed out, of.these"

.i.

[~'( .13 organizations that they come from professional organizations
XJ

;14 who retain people' with this kind. of expertise.

- -18 Brookhaven Laboratory, Department 1of Energy,
,

is :other institutions or corporations who specialize in the
n

17 fields.in. question.
'

,,

is A- (Witness Mileti) . To a large extent, what is
,

19 'being reported'on here.'in reference to this sample 35

Se _ organizations, .:Ln reference 'to - scientific reputation, was

31 .the degree to which.someone was a scientist. As we chatted
,

at about this morning, one of the variables was go.l.ng from

1m |the degree'to which someone was a scientist. From'a

7 .

'm fortune teller all the way up to a seismologist at-Cal Tech,s

( )
' ' '

' un as the' degree to which someone could be a scientist.

a
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1 And scientific reputation, therefore, would be lower

2 for a fortune teller than it would be for a Cal Tech
3 scientist.

4 In addition to that, in reference to earthquake

5 prediction , if someone had made a prediction, and the

6 carthquake hadn 't happened -- for example, like Witcolm

7 did out of Cal Tech, and then made a mistake again in

8 issuing a prediction, and then again in issuing a prediction ,,

e that would affect the degree to which the public would,

10 perceive that particular scientist as credib1'e.

11 So, to a large extent sci $ntific reputation
,

12 here is not being used as the reputation of an individual

13 pe rson , but rather the reputati6n of the science, or the

14 role of a scientist, or being a scientist.

15 Q Your testimony says here, on page 33, does it

16 not, Dr. Mileti, that the significant determinant of

, 17 credibility was the scientic reputation of the person

' -
18 or organization making the prediction, correct?

_

19 A Yes, the degree to which they were scientists,

20 or the degree to which they botched up their predictions

21 in the past, which would af fect that person's reputation.

22 A (Witness Sorenson) Could I clarify this for

23 you? I think an example tilat might be appropriate here

24 is if you consider what we said here -- science reputation,

25 and an organization -- we think the former is the most

<

y
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'

.1 < important.
.bg 3-;

~

(f L2z For example, if the_ head'of the earthquake

'3 : prediction program for the USGS announced there was- going
T "

"
~4| itoJbeLan? earthquake, and he was a very well known scientific-cy-

. . .

~ ' . 5- :name in California, it would carry more credibility -than,

,

- 6 Tiffa h'igh' school-science teacher, who also may have some

7; ; credibility as a scientist, issued a prediction. That.
_

j'

17 8 .is an assumption. j
-

l_

' 9 .Now, say witat ~if a janitor in the USGS issued
,

10 ; antearthquake prediction ~ on the -basis o'f saying that he

a' 11. found. stuff in wastebasketsJthat said that there was- ')
:: '

.

Q,. .
~

- 12 , ~ going 'to be' an earthquake.
.. . ~

.

.:

c:

'~ ', 13 ' Well,' he ,would not have a . scientific - reputatic. n,
~

:N u .,

I'
. :14; L yeEihe'does'have an-organizational affiliation. If,the

,

15- janitorjin the hign schoolidid the same: thing, he would
-

16) 'likely have no-credibility.
_

!171 So, both factors contiribute. Some of the ' things
'

c-
.

.# _ "16 ~ '.that contribute to scientific ' reputation may . be the name

:[

~

19, f of.'the' scientiist. It may|be the fact thatLthe~ person has-.

~

: academic crede6tials '. such. as Ph. D,- for it: may be that he20. -,

_21. occupies .a~ role 'in 'some type of organization 1that ; has that '|
>

' '

~ zu 5kindjof credibil'ity associated with it,
~

c

'"
y ,

;n- - 'For example, it could be the head of-the.

A [24 - earthquake engineering research center.>

I R.x
"fs

2 If I. hear you correctly, Dr. Sorensen, Jyou are-- N 2' Q f
m

D"
.

, 3

s e

P %
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4

fl 1saying that'both personal scientific reputation and
~

m- . L2 organizational reputation are determinants of credibility?

3 A _And role within an organization.
,

4 Of And role within an organization. Okay, we

5 - are clear. And Dr.'Cordaro, let me just get back to you
!

-6 just-to clarify. You don't have any quantitative data

:7: regarding.i the credibility of Brookhaven Natio' al Laboratory.n

8 _ Personnel, , correct? .

~

~9 -A -(Witness-Cordaro) - I don't know of a social

to ' survey or an opinion poll'that.has been.taken regarding

111- Brookhaven Laboratory and numbers' produced to suggest that, --

,

-12- however. I . believe 'it is pretty common knowledge . from what.1

f~i
- ~ I have ' read in the newspapers, and my -discussions with13

Q.j -
.

-14- - people,H-- I:have 'even worked as a research associate
o

,

at' the Lab, .and ,I;think I enjoyed greater credibility ;and15 -

acceptance from members of:the public.than I do as anis :

' 17 - Executive of LILCO, ,so I have some personal experience

'18 in that regard..

( 19' Q Your finding, Dr. Sorensen, that the most
,

a significant determinant ~o'f credibility was the scientific

J 21 - reputation of the person or organization making the

nn. _ prediction , that was b'ased on your sample of 35 organizations,

u ; correct?

.j s . 24 -A O.'it%ess Sorensen) That is the one reported
:: I [.,

~' ' here. This is also a finding that would come from some ofL 26 .

, -

y w q _. . _ , , . _ , _ . . , - . , - . , - - . y -- .. -. .-.,y.- , -- -
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. ~

1 1 ;thefother parts of the study in question that were described
,.,

s

(_,) 2- -earlierLin;the day.

ag .3 LQ Isn't it true, Dr. Sorensen, that members of a

4: (particular organization who were interviewed might have

5 La much greater knowledge about the reputation of an

L6 organization or a particular scientist than the public

17 ~ at.'large?

- _8: A' It is possible that~that is true.
o

9 ;A (Witness Mileti). This finding also rests on

10 interviews that we did-with public, both in the eastfand
.

'

'11 in the~ west.
.

- c12 --Q And that-is reported in your monograph'.on

i
.Q.

1 13 : ' earth' quake prediction?'

:
,

14'- A. Those; publics are certainly- identified. I-

15 ' don't know if_th'ose.particular' findings are scribed in the-

, ,

16 .. monograph :under quake prediction. They-may be.in another-

~ 17 publication. .They..may not beswrittentup yet, but I do

'18 knowffor examples that when ' we were' studying a1 random-
7

19 L sample off residents in North Carolina, that Jwe measured

- ;m _ credibility - .we_tried to assess why it was that people
*

l'

.21 were taking Clarisa Burnhardt's study seriously. We
_

~

|ML Iwent to study it. because -seven major national 1 insurance

:n companies stopped 1 selling-earthquake insurance in North-
,

[:M. 1 Carolina, which suggested that somebody was taking it7s- <

,

it !

4_/ .
25 zseriously.

a-

4

D

': % '- a~ ' * *

k_



_. _ .
.

- _ _ _ _ - -

: c..

4 -- 10,507
(8N7-Wel,

.

' ~

%. ft; :And the wh' ole af fair became- credible for some
'

J2 : members'of the public.because the seismologist-from th'e

! 3 :; . University .of. North Carol'ina at Chapel Hill, started
7

1 ~ going ar.ound, as I said1 earlier, sponsoring her prediction:4
;,

< a:

1r saying that it.was in line with some of his scientific

lBJ Kst'udies -- andlby the way, he ended up losing his job,

f 7!: - ' even. thoughL - . I don 't know if he had tenure ~or not, :but-.-

.7

.g: he-was fired.from.the' university because of the whole-+

g- | affair, and-his scientific role lent credibility to her.

:

to - " prediction - . which she h'as ~ made dozens be fore that and ~,

l .11 ; dozens after that,. but it' has never been taken -seriously.o

.

- .12 ' That is |an1 example of one of the other publics
~

, |13' ( .that we appriased'this' issue in. There~were others=asc

' ~

:14 -: well, | and I don 't recall 3 who ' wrote that up in .the . monograph,
~

,

-15 or~ if it is'in the papers from Paris, or if it--is in any.'
- ,

of ; the other ~ publicationsIf' om ~ there, but I do know thatr-

16

'17 that was'the. finding. I still have the data to show-that.

18: .I.didn't: write it down on this_page, though. QuantitativeL

:1g data.
'

c, a (3) Q LYou say, Dr. Sorensen,'that the second most

J21' -important factor was confirmation-of the prediction by other

[22 knowledgeable parties.

| 33 -Do'you-see that?
, -

~ ~ 14 -

_
.

'g. A (Witness Sorensen) Yes, I do.

' - 1W

t

..

._ ?l ~V
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1

1. Q. Mr. Weismantle, in.the LILCO Plan, there is'

|

I ,,f it" 'no provision for' confirmation of the accident by any
~

3 source other than the EBS messages, is there?
- ,

~4. < 'A- -(Witness Weismantle) Well, you know, again
'

5 referring;back' to 'the Federal Master Plan. What happens

15 in a-nuclear: power plant emergency --
F {

:7; .Q LI am talking about in the LILCO Plan, is there
'

.

:8 any provision for confirmation of the information provided

- c9 rin-the EBS messages?,

~

10 JA Well, again, there would be a response consistent
'

.

. I'1 with' the Federal Master ' Plan on that level, -and one of the
.

12 . purposes of that response is to ' confirm and provide

:,m -

K[ ') '._ 13 , assistance to both the local government and- the utility
: %.J ;

-
~

" involved .. LocalDagency involved.'

14

'

15' 'In: addition to .that, the: State and County would,

16. - over the REX: line, 'get notified when :everybody _ else L did,'

: 17 - and should they so. chose,- be ableato confirm the information

? 18. ,they'were'given.
t

'ddition.to that, through the emergency-: 19. Ir a

- m news / center, -I think I would say that confirmation - Jbut
~

,

.-.
21. p'erhaps Ms.'Clawson can elaborate:on that.

- 22 1 Q Let- mef just fdllow- up. Your. response relies

- s' 1xi the . Federal Master Plan, and' not - on what is ' in the -'

gy ~ 24 ~ LILCO Plan, correct?

I !

26 A- Th'at'is partIof the LILCO Plan. That is.part

+
..

w
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,

1: :of-~any; local plan.
.'';.

' ,s) 2' -Q The Master Plan is part of the LILCO Plan?

3 A 'It:is -- I call them an adjunct to it. It

4- is given. . If a. nuclear f acility is licensed, then the-

~ 55 . Federal: Government uill respond in the event of. an accident.
,

6 (And the -- provision u - are made for. tihat response in -our

7 Plan and every! other plan.
,

8 And the ' Federal Government has a massive ability

;9- toirespond. ?That was demonstrated most recently in Florida

A 10 ' at St. Lucie Power Plant in March, and the continued to work

- 11 - on refining that respon'se, and supporting' documents, for
.

"
12. ' instance, for. Region I,; the NRC Region I, , has a very thick

hS f13 supporting document ' that outlines there - response, .and
.i j
3 /;

.

: other ' agencies do' as well, Slike DOE and -EPA, . I believe.514 -

~

' 15 - We mention it in=our' testimony later on,

.. 16 : provisions for the NRC ' response, both onsite and f of fsite,-
. , .

17 .in the' ENC, in the EOC-and.other facilities.,

~-18 -Q- And.how lon'g does it take the NRC:to get.u'p.to

19 . the EOC once iti has been notified of an emergency?'

.n A It'would depend on the-time of. day'and the day,

, , 111 of . the week 'and weather conditions, and that sort of thing.
'

'

n: Q .You would agree' then that the --

- ,

- n A ---and --

24. JUDGE'LAURENSON: Allow him to answer the),-4 -
, j -

1 1 25 . cjuestion, Mr. McMurray.' ' " ' '
4

Q_
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,
1 WITNESS WEISMANTLE: -For instance, the NRC"

-.,S...
~ .

e

- (//' '. 2f Resident 1 Inspector is'onsite, so I assume his response would
"

!(3 ibe t.he[ quickest. . I don't know we/have made a particular-,

'4; . time.-estimate, or- the NRC has made -a particular time estimat a

ubderfdifferent assumptions as.to the speed of_their-5
~

.

- :6" . response, .but ~they are' notified. immediately, and depending 4

+

f on .then nature of. the accident - and the severity of it, they
'

-~

?
~

.

, 8 ' . would9 respond with an% appropriate /leve'l- of response -just.

[ 9' rlike any local ~ plan has a phased response,' depending on.

10. - th'e ' level. .

' - 11 A. (Witness Cordaro) I --
.

~12' . MR. McMURRAY: -A follow up question first,-
5.

.

7;,m'i - 13 . Doctor Cordaro.

-

~~

, Qf
14

., . JUDGE LAURENSON: I:think we.'are going'.to have1

U16 - lto' set.'some new rules here. This1just can't go on.

< - .16 -Continually.. interrupting the . witnesses , and:now1 allowing.,

*
-

.
-

-

c17. 'themJtotfinish',fand then.trying~ to' cut-off somebody-who,
-

<
. 08 is trying- to' supplement .the answer.. I mean, we are. going-

,

~ 0; - 'gg Ltoireally either have.to.come,up with-some new ground rules.:;,

~ '

'20 here, or we Lare - going to - have to . have a dif ferent style
' -

~ 211 of cross examination, ~because we- are 'just getting';too much!
.

'

~ ' 22 .. conflict on the : record for ~no' apparent purpose that LI' can -

- 23: :see. .

124 MR.?McMURRAY: -It _ is certainly not: my intention
p' Q~,);

~ - 26 1 L to~~causefany conflict, JudgeLLaurenson. The witnesses,

-

'

.

O

h,''-y

eea. , +

4 k 3 p. < 4- y y<ir~r ..vy , y. V y- +y-,- +w.. ,'g--, f-+-- wy,3-em, ,r. -+m--.--,,w.. .,.y., . , , , . 3.,--..-_ ,,-,-y,.,%,b4 ,W.-
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yv 1 :especially' Doctor Cordaro, was very anxious to jump in

5- 27 ,and _stipplement.
,

:- 3 'On the other hand, I have the right to follow up

'4 with Mr. Weismantle.
,

.5: ~J DGE.LAURENSON: On the other hand, we haven't

6. had situations where supplemental testimony has been striken

~
7' _or anything,else.- I think we are. dealing with this . area

~ 8' . of credibility. - I'think-you have six witnesses'on the

~ "

:g 1 panel. They may have dif ferent information than the person

-- 10 .who is answering the question. In order to complete the

111 c. answer, I think we should give them'the opportunity to-
.

12-' : add this information, unless you can demonstrate that-it

if '[ 13 is unreliable or . subject' to Motions -to Strike. That-
. , V :-'

- 14 - is another matter.

15 _ MR. McMURRAY: I am not trying:to strike anybody' s

16 testimony. 'If you recall,-I~of5ered Dr. Cordaro.the-
~

17 ' opportunity to give~the information that he obviously 4

~

18 - ..was anxious to give, af ter -I had-' finished with Mr.

ggf -Weismantle. And I thought that worked out-quite well. I

;m _have one question I want-to follow up with on Mr. Weismantle
- ,.

' 21 - and I' have no. intention of attempting . to cut off - Dr.

n: Cordaro'. He is. entitled to supplementiMr. Weismantle's -i

|g ' response, assuming that he is giving a relevant answer.

7f-( u. But, ifLwe just let all the witnesses begin

(^'~') .~ g' supplementing the responso, and I have a question -- a

|

,

' ..

' '

I
. _ _ _
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l '

1 follow up question for Mr. Weismantle, then the record

2 is going to be very confusing because I am going to have

3 to be going back through about five or six various state-
,

|
4 ments to get back to the point I was making with Mr.

5 Weismantle.

6_ JUDGE LAURENSON : The problem this morning is

7 that I think you have been cutting off a lot of the answers

8 from the witnesses, and that has caused some problems, too.

9 I am not setting any new rules at this point.

10 I guess it is just a precautionary warning here that I

11 think you should allow them the opportunity to complete
,

12 their answer so long as they are responding to the question

13 that you have asked, and unless it is for some reason a

14 case that requires an immediate follow up by you, we should

15 allow the witnesses to supplement another witness' answer.

16 Let's try that for a while.

17 MR. CHRISTMAN: Mr. Weismantle was in the

18 middle of an answer. Ms. Clawson was in line to supplement.

19 Dr. Cordaro was in line af ter her to supplement.

20 MR. McMURRAY: And here we have the problem.

21 MR. CHRISTMAN: The problem was caused by

22 counsel across the aisle.

23 MR. McMURRAY: I think the best way to handle

24 this, Judge Laurenson, would be to let Mr. Weismantle

O
25 finish his response. I apologize for interrupting him, and

i
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,

il then:I would like:to follow up with him and then let the d

/ /~N l;

|~ \._f.. rest'of-the queue go forward. ;'2:

u

,3 JUDGE LAURENSON: Do you remember what the
,

|

4' fquestion or the answer was.

5- WITNESS WEISMANTLE:!I don't think it is worth

at i. going back to the transcript an'd asking him to re-read it.

'

7 I - think - I was _-~ finished, an'd was : ready to turn it' over to-

"8 : Dr. Cordaro.

9 . WITNESS CORDARO: All I was going to add was

' *
~10 - the fact that there are data links to'the NRC, and'. hope fully

11 to'the State.- We were in-a situation where the . exact
.

-

|.' m e

t
12 extent of theLinformation to automatically on a timely

c;,

I 1 13 ~ basis forward it to the State was being determined before
A/: -

'

14 - this whole Shoreham controversy .and _ disagreement erupted

.- 15 - and the: State' took the : position that they weren 't -
.~

- 16 . participating;Lin the emergency, planning.- ButLthese data~ '

,

17- . links will| transmit real time emergency' data to these

. 18 . agencies, _ so they will actually lx3 able'to see the same
-

19 f type ' of information that we -are seeing ~in the EOF over '.

~
~

~

-20i tthis display.' screens, 'as will be seen at the EOC, I

c- 1211 - believe, and as is. being monitored in the' technical
,

-n| support center at .the plant and in the control room.
.

-End 8-- 23 -

Rebifols-
p 24 5

ds .. ,T
ab

-

d
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N j_ - :11 A. (Witness Clawson) Retrogressing some, when !
,

-\ ..
1.

/ '2 fwe.were' talkingfabout the confirmation'of this information

\>

3: at~the;beginning of your. question, one of the primary means

M 'of confirming the information is the continued repetition of

5, >the EPS' messages.- And in the messages they are designed

16 ito be repeated. initially after.the first message within

7
.

five minut'es.and'then every 15' minutes thereafter.
' '

8~ And this-is. considered a confirmation ef then

8 information. Not to mention.the other' devices-that.have

10 comeJup during the course of1the-testimony,. including

s. ' 11. independentLsources at the news center and the identical .

,

12 : ~information. going over the REX.line to-the county,1if-

.

13 ' they choose to-pick up the_ phone, the state, if they choose-

14 to; pick.up the phone.

15 LAndithis is|our means of confirming.the'
,

161 in fo rmation'. $

c17- Q The -- Mrs.-Clawson, .the statement!made in
i;

18 .the! testimony-on'page 33'is'that the confirmation'of the

~ 18 -
'

| prediction.-- here we are talking about an accident, though
2I --Eshould be by other knowledgeable parties', correct?

.21' A- Yes,fthat'is what it says-on page 33.

_ -Q. So'with'. respect to your response about.the
'' ~ ' ' repetition of the EBS messages, that is not confirmation

2( ~

p ;by other' knowledgeable parties, correct?
QE

.A LThat is not the' primary means. That is correct.
-

$

% W

da 3'
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e :1 - 10- -That.is.nht confirmation by other knowledgeable--: ,:
i o '~,; :. ~ >-_.

e- -I) 2= parties,. correct?
<

'I 3 ' A That'is' correct.
;-:

,

*-

- 4 .A '(Witness Mileti) I'd like --
'

J5- On I still haven't gotten my follow-up question with
, .;

,

. :6 'Mr..Weismantle.'
1

7 'A: L(Witness Mileti) I was going to add something

8. 'to what Mrs.;Clawson:said.

91 ' JUDGE LAURENSON: I thought you were following'up-
"

;
"

_

' 10 _with'Mrs. Clawson.

11' MR. MC MURRAY: Then I' wanted to go back to' follow
^

.

~ 12" : up:with'Mr. Weismantle. .I reaily-liked the old rules
'

,

''
'(, _ \-j f 13; better.y

.

: 14 < 'MR..CHRISTMAN: 'We still.were using the old rules.
-

_
15 ' JUDGE LAURENSON: I didn't think we change'd the-
16

,
. rules.

17J BY'MR.nMC MURRAY:-

~ 18 ; -Q- Mr. Weismantle --
~

1

.

19' MR. CHRISTMAN: ' .ILobject'to having Dr. Mileti
..

W interrupted inJthe middle of supplementing Mrs. Clawson's,

;21- |I.think we ought to get<Dr. Mileti's answer and.- answer. f

?ME :
< - then gosback to pick up where we=were, where we are going.,

23
'

. MR.-MC MURRAY: =This.is getting very confused.

/ 24 ' -I stillL.have follow-up questions for Mr. Weismantle based''

' ;
''bj

'
'

UEI
'

.
on statements he made earlier.

E
i:

'
m__ _ m
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An - - ? Il
~

'Dr.'Cordaro was given!his opportunity to jump j

1:/ Y.
"

y e
.- i2

:.O bl ;2; :in. ~Mrs. Clawson was given her o'portunity to. jump in.
..

~

p
;, ;

[3I MR. CHRISTMAN: 'You know, it is possible --Bf , y <

: n - I"
1,

..!4 L "< .MR.-MC MURRAY: .An'd I'had a. clarifying question'
~

, , . -

:;

-7 y - ' 15 f5r-Mrs. Clawson. Now 'I .want to - go back t.o Mr. Weisma'ntle ,
.

, +.

: 6)' o
_

MR. CHRISTMAN:' It is quite:.possible~that these
,

'7.
~

:fol1ow-up;---.that the follow-up answers may change the

, g (8 Ifollow-upiquestions'that. follow,fand cutting them off and'

,

.s1
~8 ibringing-.them inLlater may beiinefficient.

'
' j~

A
'

310 - / JUDGE LAURENSON: I think maybe that is right.
~

y cll :MaybeL'we will?just change'.the' rules.
'

- .<

.--.m
'

' s 12 ~ jrom now on th'e're'willDbe.no follow-up.until-j- t .

-
, ;

(,h :w - .13 ; everylwitnessiwho wants'to answer the. quest' ion!that.was
..

$14; Casked 1Lhas'given'their supplemental'an'swer,'a'nd then you 5's1 _

,

' ; 16l canf go . on to 'the . follow- up. TThat will.. cut through;this.--

16
'

.Weihave(gotla.new rule now',-Land |everyoneLunderstands
' ~

>;

,? . ..

-- 17 what itiwillibe.] - ,

,. ,
'

:18 c

BY MR..MCEMURRAY:,

c , ;
- '19~ '

, . Q |Mr. Weismantle - :-J
:p <

'

_
~ $ 20 . Tgt (Witness'. Mileti)) <Does that inean I can go ahead? -

21; cJUDGE'LAURENSON': Itsmeans you can ----if you
''

4

22 ?have a ( follow -up'' on nthe question -- ' a follow-up ' answer, IJ. ~w 7.e
V-<

, ..23 ( a supplementalianswer on the question that Mr.-McMurray-lastr,

g}M, g w[
- asked to Mrs. Clawson.concerning the confirmation-by

..
'

,

~ .

.

7~ :26 ~ -repetition of the messages, you.may-do so.,

ib.: ' ',i <

_- 9
~A

.

'
~

} -- '
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~

1 ~ WITNESS MILETI: -Yes, I certainly do. Particularly
/ li ~

' y- -.2 Lbecauseithe-notion that confirmation by repetition of

, ,
- 3:o 3: messages 1s-.important largely stems from my research and

i 4~ .
'^4' 'thatfthe test'imony we.were talking about was-my testimony. ''

- 5
. . And all I wanted to say was simply-thatiin.the-

.

' ' ' .6I ? earthquake-predictionistudy, we were studying the' confirmation
~

.

- -
7

'

- process which-the literature.has pointed out for-decades
'

, - .

8', -as being. central to understanding how it'is-people'come,, _- -

,,
,

.
85 |:to believe and then act'in an emergency warning-setting.

L 10 J.And frequency and repetition is extremely important.

|
)11 Lto that. -

-
'

'

j ~ 12 _
,i

-;But we'-were studying confirmation of.the verys

.-:,., ., =

Q 13' :first{ time in'this' nation's history that.'a damaging.
.

- 14 - jeaithquake was being predicted;! people had net experienced' |
~

' 15; - that before.- Many people in the nation didn't know that

.: 16 - . earthquakes.could'be'. predicted.,.

.
17; -And so the: confirmation process ~, as it-articulated

185 and manif'ested'.itself in reference to this particular

.' 18 hazard, it' was very linportant to hear from other-

E '

- - . seismologists. 'But'that is just a -- the particular

i ti! manifestation'of.the confirmation process that is applicable,

22 in.all emergencies.

23~ At a nuclear power plant it would indeed include
..

.1.h)i
8 ' hearing from other people as well as hearing over and over

N.

,
. 25 f again the sarre information coming from EBS stations of

,

A
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1- .different sorts, et. cetera., , .

~

2 BY'MR. MC MURRAY:
'

a:

3: Q' Mr.~.W'eismantle, you would agree, wouldn't you,

4 that the NRC would not necessarily be present at'the.EOC
i .': - ' .*

'

'6' -when the 'first EBS' message is broadcast?-

6- .A (Witness Weismantle)- 'No, they wouldn't

7' 'necessarily have a representative there. It would -- no.
'

8 .Q And'there is no agreement with the county.or

8- 'with--the state'to undertake the con'firmatory functions that
10 you described 1 earlier, correct? -

11' MR. CHRISTMAN: Objection, I think that is'.-

,

125 obvious.
.n

^/ [ E13 . JUDGE LAURENSON: Overruled.
w/.

14) ~ WITNESS WEISMANTLE: .Obviously there'is.no

'16 written agreement at the current time. But.as we have-

16 ~
~

-- said before in'different contentions, we fully expect them

- ' 17 :to: respond. And part of their response would', to the ''
.

18 ' degree they think necessary, involve confirmation,.I.suppo'se.
'19 1 WITNESS CORDARO: .If the' county would like to

# -enter into such agreement, we would 'be willing to' agree to
- 21 it.

22 BY'MR. MC MURRAY: '

,

23
Q That is your speculation that the state and county

y/
,

'will', in fact,: participate; isn't that correct?'

,]
. 25 A (Witness Weismantle). I wouldn't call it pure

, .

4
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1- ispeculation because I think, as we have. testified -- certains
; ;-
d- . 2 -~ members of'this panel-particularly testified over and over,

'

-c
3 in:a real emergency, the response of a particular agency

'4-k twould-be t--try to protect the health and safety of.those

'
:5: people-that are affected-by or potentially at risk.

'

6 In' fact, I think, as we indicated.in this testimony,

7 - even Governor'Cuomo has indicated he would respond ~in a

'

-8 -real emergency if,-in' fact, the plant was licensed and

'8' that! situation arose, even though he is apparently against

> ' 10: . licensing the plant.-
,

- 11 -Q .. ou would| agree also,.wouldn't you, Mr. Weismantle,
.

.

12 ~

~

6: 'that it is not'necessarily true that upon activation of the'
'

) . 13 EPS ' system that a member: of DOE would- be at. the EOC 'or

14 :a' representative ~of-DOE?
-

15 - A No. It-is not n'ecessarily true-that a member of

16 ILERO:would?be at the EOC'either. The system could be

~ 17 ~ activated prior to activation.of the EOC by procedure.
x

- 18
-Q So you would agree then, wouldn't you,-that it

19 - -could.be a matter of some time before an individual.
8- '

seeking confirmation-from the NRC or-DOE could obtain that

21- -confirmation?. ,

22 A Well, surely!it would take some time. I point

23 out that the DOE,'again, depending on the time of the

3.-n) : accident and~.so forth, the DOE representative at the EOC24 .

'

-(. v
.

might be coming.from Brookhaven National' Laboratory which
--

,

b 5.
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.

I is'irelatively_close to Brentwood. So they might tend to, ,' ,

o }-
,

\
>~' " 2- Jarrive:. faster'!than most LERO members who happen to be<

'3- ,LILCO employees.
-l

'4-
_ .A -(Witness Robinson) In addition to -- it would-

5' not[b'efnecessary for a. representative of the NRC or '

:6 -.any other agency to'be physically locatedlat the DOE.

7~ .As soon as the EBS messages are activated in part of the

8-
. 'public: domain, I would assume that reporters-would-start

8 making telephone calls.- They could call the NRC directly

101 - to;their h~eadquarters,.to.their public affairs office or
I

11 ~ 'whatever other- contacts they have and .begin the confirmatory~

.

'12 process.
f n
k,j | - ,And_since the NRC would be notified"and-there.13 ~

14 'is a resident inspector, I think this confirmatory process-

15 -could start'very quickly and not -- there is no.need for,

16 .it.to1be centered'in;anyJspecific facility.
.

II'
O. .The initiallsource of-the information"to DOE

18 -or the NRC would be LILCO,icorrect?
'

o

19 - A ...That's right. Andithen a reporter could call-

E ~ the NRC and say, We have just heard that there has been--

.

21
~

an accident'at Shoreham; what do you people know about.it.

E
-Q 'And they would know, We have been told by;LILCO,-

E' correct?
-

. ,s
24

- { ') - A Well, that is the beginning of a confirmatory
s,.

>

L;
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4* k 11 process. .Again, Ifam,very carefully using'the word " process"
*

.

.J f I2- .because that is' exactly.what'itsis.

.
3 IA (Witness.Weismantle) It ~ would be the same for-

c

4 any utility, any plant, the utility would always make the

," si 'first"' notification thattan ' accident had' occurred.
6

'

.O -Dr.;Sorensen, youL-- let's refer'to the third

7 factor!that you reference on page 33,. the certainty of
y.c E8 ' the' > threat . The last clause there says, " Scientific
.I

'" ' 8- recognition and ver'ification-~are important determinants
M

1 10
-

of credibility."
,

.11R
_

~It : follows from - that ~ stat'ement , does it=not, .

- 12 thatLconflicting statements about the accident ~from

\y~q F
,

,13 scientists [would,-in fact, detract from tihe' credibility of'

"
14 .the information?

i

15 .A ' (Witness -Sore'nsen): .Yes. I think that would be

16 consistent with'our testimonyjon the-Shadow Phenomenon.-
x I7 Q Turn to pagec37.

18 Dr. Sorensen,'here-we. talk-about the''Ginna

J ' 18 -- . accident,7 correct?

^ ' #L A. That's correct.

21
Q What data do you have on the utility's

E-0 credibility 'at. Ginna just- prior :to the accident?

23 - 'A I don't have any data.

L[~[ Q' Por all you know, the credibility could have been24

Aj
"- 'high,. correct?

__'
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21 ~ A :. I don'; know.
# % *

( L
fl ;2' iQ .-Apparently the utility, Rochester Gas and Electric,

.g .,

3 used two independent experte at their information center?- ..,

S'
1~4. . A' .Yes. That is my testimony.

(5L 'Q .What'do you mean'by independent?

65 A Ind'ependent'in that I believe, to the best ofc

17 my knowledge, they were~at'a l'ocal university and were not
'

8 - necessarily working -- did not have a role in the on-site.

'

8 emergency. response. function.
'

'10- A- (Witness'Clawson)- - If I''could supplement-that,-
.

11 ' I.;b$lieve'the'.independentTscientists were from a local.
-

-

|12 : university,' Rensselaer Polytechnical-Institute. And I have
73

'([ ~ L13'- ;been~ at| a drill: at- Ginnalwhere the university 7 scientists-

' ~

1 14 , did' participate and did.interactJwith the media there-

'. - 15 < 'in terms of's6pplementing or' confirming 1or-commenting-~

.16 : upon the information that-was.given-to..the. media by.the

4:
'

L17T utility.
.

~

'

. 18 .- g So L "independe'nt" - here , : Dr. TSorensen, refers to~ ,

. _ [19 the - f act that . these experts _ didn' t have , any role in. th'e -E

20 - Lon-site: plan'or theLoff-site plan?- That is one determination
'

> - : 21 .of independence?
2

. 22 ' .A (Witness'Sorensen) I am not~sure -- th'y were- e
s-
F 23 - inot'.part of' the'.. utility organization that had roles in the-,

' 24 '
'

:-on-site plan. I don't know ifLthey had a responsibility.in
L.{

f26 : the off-site plan.
'

-

J-

, , ~ - g ,4- , r- e,----e -,>,o- - ,-c w s-,n,en' vn+ ma--e- g- -n-- -- w,w en ow---w-r,-ww-- ye .
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'heif use might be discussed in the emergency plan,T
a t . -

-

M th , ; <5

~Q ] ? , " . LyetILthe$'areno_temployeesJoftheutility.2 ~

: 3' ..
'.

' T
t ,

yn .3 '

4What.was the-importance of the fact that-thesem
. Q

4' - -
'

1i
-

j.. _ , y.. 4, c in'dep'endent. experts were not part of the on-site or:off-site'

- 43 .

{ "[ _ 5!
.s7:y

,
Dorganization?

-

. ', . , -( X ' W e l l', I-believe'the importance is that they-.
''

. m- ..-

;7i (functioned-as'to confirm or-refute information and. acted as
. , ,
"- - '

~

-

w m. ;.. ,m

y- + 8 ;, , Jagents-of;a-qourceithat wasn't associ'ted'-- from an
~

a
.: . -

,S- z- ,, ,

^

; Ay Min 9' : ; organization /differentithan-the utility.
, , . ~

- -
,

,

10L - N It' was -important :als'o - that _ their affiliation ---

' _ ." - -
_.

''

< ' > *

, .x
st 1

' 7 ;11J Sh"eiriorganizational affiliation.was?with an organization..
.

ns . .

-
.,r,

- w. - ,

-gy a.
~a;u yM ' ' 112: -not-litself. affiliated with the utility, corre'ct?-

]]% s[
, s ,

:9 -

$13/
^ i :Yesc It ':is both?important ftha't 3 hey were7

. .

r --- 3;
c s" . . ..m ,,

; 7 7141 scientists'andlfromial ocalvuniv'ersity. 'K
'

l
>

_e - ,.
_

.

, if [ { .. 16f [QI / Mrs . Robinson,;.we -.h' aver establishSd$that;
.

5 .s a
*

v - 4
'

-e'f l h ~ < ''
-

a
fg,, . 16.- JmembersiofcBrookhaven'from1Brookhav'.en' Laboratory are',; going;

. .
.. _ .. . . . . . . . _

.;e .
-

,

,-A e i

# ? '
3- .

l i ' . 1,, , ,.} ..- , ,, _. .

I' tor participate int. the > of f 4 site ; re'sponse'; Jisn' tN th" aticorrect? -ii-,'*f g%
-1

D.".

%g - .

.

3p" 4 , .H. >

. I8 ^ # ,

~ Jgi/M , , LAD i(Witne'ss ?R'obin' son)f- } These are' twosindividuals,, - '

s,
'

, ,,

'#'
} .19 i ;curre'nSly just.the.twi individuals,who.havecagreed\to:be:

- . -

,

uwp s.:.m ,M '

r n.o, a. - e-r -

7,g ~
.. ,

3- -

s -;present<.'injthe'femergdncy newsJcenter-and de available.K ' '

4 .. ,g ,
, ,

i : ~

- -'

21' ' 7.m <

cPe'rsonnel from BrookhavenELaboratories also:
-

- -

f; n@ , ,4
-Q- . - > .

<n-; -

-' n, y
- 225;

'4 % s , gave-roles'in the-Loff sitefpl'an,iisn't'that' correct?i
~

Rw . . o .

e g ,.-m,4 ~
, . ..e

|A iThe. DOE' RAP-teams is'part of..the LERO response;--w - g g ; ,

3

t m ,/ $- 4

q
'g ,p _spy ?!f: : .g -- ' E that- 2.is-' co rrect .

~ 4[0 ~^ i ;?
.

'

* ^c . - . g.-

D . :Q; And they are from Brookhaven' Labs,Lcorrect?'

- r > y.;-p;;
g]

,~

g: .

; y: U
1| h " r ' , .

jN i' g g
_

j i

{.* .g 1' [ O'
1
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'

l' A' ,Some of them are employed at Brookhaven Labs.s

" ' ;.
. .

-

S- '2 .I believe others are DOE employees.

. [3 ~ .Perhaps Mr. Weismant'le'could be.more specific.
-

4- Q Located'at Brookhaven Labs, correct?

. 5J Mr.iWeismantle is shaking his' head'yes.

"6 ~ 2
-

= The DOE Brookhaven area. office is physically3

-7 ilocated on-the property of Brookhaven-National Laboratory

18'- :which_.is operated by Associated-Universities.

8' .They sha're a physica1Elocation; they do not
.

- 10 : share an administration.

11-
. Q= You'would agree als'o that people from.Brookhaven -

12 -
'

.,-.. Labs:have a role in th'e on-site organization, don't they?-

(,,// :- 13 ? ' Maybe thati is better.. directed to Dr. Co'rdaro.

I4 ~ A' - (Witness Cordaro)' -Not.that I am aware.'

_ 15 _ -Q Maybe I am just1 thinking.of'the dos'e assessment

16 -

-

.
. function ~. ...

,

- 2 17
:A' LWell,.the dose. assessment' function'for the.on-site:

-
18~ group.is; carried'out by LILCO employees, LILCO personnel.'

,
19 : 'Q NotIby the'Brookhaven people?

a # E N' . _.- A o
:

21- '

-Q Okay.= ,Thank you., ,

, - . -

. 22 - Dr.fSorensen, do you'h' ave any' data-.regarding the

23
ipublic's_ perception'of the credibility of these various

>~c :

i( )- D . experts.at'Ginna?
~

.y/

E A' -(Witness Sorensen)- No. I don't believe we have

,

t

.- ^
_
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' '

! ! '. .-thatElevel of data.,[4
.: a.-

.~
5-(

. . c..:. '2
7 qq :The two: independent experts provided were to

.

>

--

'
::.d 3" i pro' vide.. verification or refutation of-RG&E information-.-

4! forcthe' media, correct?Y-

[.. _
~

-

;

y;l ;5: =A~ 1Yes,.that is' correct.
.

6 g; -Are you' aware'of any time that they refuted-

,

,

N :RG&E's information?,

'' '
, , . ..

_.;: .8 ; 1A. 4 No, I am not aware of'the details of how they,

- 9 operatediwithin that co'ntext. I know they supplied.this

ENDD9 10 ~ .. service.
~
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Q Let's-go to Page 38 in your testimony. You|#10-1-Suet g
;,
e >

Q' state'.there, Mr..Weismantle, that if we were to rely solely2-

on the Suffolk County and Yankelovitch polls, it would be3,

a-matter'of indifference whether LILCO, Suffolk County or
4

'

the Governor-of New York were in charge of an emergency re-
5-

sponse since according to the polls substantial numbers of
# 6

~

people mistrust each of_the three; correct?7

A (Witness Weismantle)' ies.8

Q We know that Suffolk County and New York Stateg

are not-participating, right?
10

MR. CHRISTMAN: Objection. Clarification. I
11L _

takeLit, you would mean in the plan rather than in the
12

s .
. .

( j. - 13 -
response'at the time of an accident,

v

MR. MC MURRAY:- We know that the statements --.14

15
.well, I'm just going to-ask whether that question is.

correct.
16=

MR. CHRISTMAN: Same objection.. I don't'.know
17 '

whether.he'is talking about today, the planning,.in that
.18 _

case the answer is_ obvious;.or at the time of an accident,
1,

in which' case it has been asked and answered.'

20 -

JUDGE LAURENSON: The objection is overruled.
21

- WITNESS WEISMANTLE: Yeah, we know they are
22

not participating in the development of the plan; that's
23

24 -
correct, if that's the intent of your question.

O)i

BY MR. MC MURRAY: (Continuing)~ ~26

'

{
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#10-2-Suet i 0 Then, I'm wondering what the relevance of this

2 response is, since only LILCO is going to be implementing

3 ~ this plan.

A Well --
4

5 Q Isn't it true that we are focusing here on LILCO's

6 credibility?

MR. CHRISTMAN: I object to counsel continually
7-

asking the witness what the relevance of their testimonya

9 is. Obviously we all think that the -- the witnesses think

to that it is relevant to the issue. If counsel thought it

was irrelevant, he should have moved to strike, or he can
11 .

argue in his findings if it's irrelevant.12

JUDGE LAURENSON: The objection is overruled.
13

WITNESS WEISMANTLE: Could you repeat that
14

question, because there was a premise in it that I don't15

think I agreed with.p5

BY MR. MC MURRAY: (Continuing)
17

93 Q The LILCO plan, as presently written, provides

for implementation of that plan solely by LILCO, correct?
ig

A No.
20

21 Q LILCO is in the position of command and control

of that plan, isn't that correct?
22

g3 A That's right. But the plan also indicates that

should the State and/or County choose to respond there are
24'

provisions to incorporate them into the on-site -- the.-

25
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# -Suet 1, Local Emergency Response Organization.
,

2 Q And assuming they do not choose to respond, then

3 the plan calls for LILCO to implement the plan itself,

4 ,., correct?

5 A No. It calls for LERO to implement the plan

6 which is primarily LILCO employees but also DOE, the Coast

7 Guard, Red Cross, et cetera, all has been discussed many

8 times before.

9 Q Also, on Page 38 in your testimony you state

10 that if the NRC is credible it is reasonable to believe that

11 DOE is also. .

12 What's the basis for that statement, Mr.

) 13 Weismantle?

14 - A Well, I think there are a couple of bases at

15 least. One, DOE is another federal agency that has expertise

16 in the field of nuclear energy, energy in general and nuclear

17 energy. Another is, as has been discussed with Dr. Barnett

18 in terms of the particular expertise he brings to this panel,

19 and I guess to the extent that people associate National

20 Laboratories with Independent Laboratories on Table 4 and 5,

21 that lends support to this statement.

22 Q So that the DOE in Brookhaven, in response to

U that question, you are sort of lumping together, correct?

24 A Yeah. I would say so, in our particular case.
-

2 Q Do you believe that it is reasonable to assume

.,
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. . .

:f' ^b
that' DOE has'high credibility among the public on-Long-4-Suet 4 :1 |

A
M ~

, .2' Island dep it; the fact that the head Ou the DOE hasp,

.

3: taken an'. active role'in attempting to license-the Shoreham
,

4 = 4. - plant?'

~ 5- - -A well, e act s' ~ if he has taken an active.

6; . role.'in attempting to' license the ahoreham plant.
~

7. Q You know.who.Mr. O' Dell.is, right?

8 A: Yes. 'He has' expressed some opinions about-it,

59 'but it might b'e nice if he took a more active role from

10' our; viewpoint.

11 Q ,Well, he has met with~Mr. Catacosinos,- # *

.

.t -12 '' has he-not?
.;/ m

(, 13' A I believe so. The' press has reported that.

14 Q. And offered hisLhelp in attempting'to implement.
,

^

'15 . an' emergency plan,'although-he later sort of backed off on
~

,

.-

' 16 -that, correct?

17 A- =No. I.wouldn';t characterize what~was said-to.
,

'

18 - Mr. Catacosinos . I have no direct knowledge of that.
~

'

,

19 -Q' ler.'O' Dell's contacts with LILCO have been report-

'

E edgin the local press, particularly Newsday, correct?

21 MR. CHRISTMAN: Objection. I don't think these

'M ' questions'about the Secretary of the Department of Energy

; 23 ~ are probative or. helpful to the Board.
~.<

'

24 JUDGE LAURENSON: I believe they have some bear-(
# ing on the question.of.the credibility of DOE, which is
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-

#10-5-Suet 1- raised'in'the testimony.
~

.s(- ~2l The objection is overruled.

1 3 WITNESS WEISMANTLE: There have been reports in

4 -the' press about-meetings and I guess certain statements or

5 positions that were attributed to fir..O' Dell.
~

}

'6 WITNESS CORDARO: I don't think those reports-

7J -in.the newspaper'would seriously affect the general public's
,8. view of~the credibility of the Department of Energy.-

9
, The Department of Energy is a massive. agency.

10 It has'got a lot of responsibility., one of those is in the

- 11r -nuclear' area, but they are also-in charge of weapons and a
,

12 : lot.of' energy' programs. And they are a large agency and
a- s.-

' 13 L they are' entrusted with responsibility for.the energyj ):
.

rf
~14 program or energy 1 policy matters regarding the United States

15- ,inLgeneral, -And as'a large federal agency, I believe they

16 enjoy credibility; nationwide as.well as on Long Island,

17' regardless of what the negative press ~ accounts were.
~

18 ' (Witness Weismantle) Plus, in this context we'

19 are talking about scientists from-these' agencies, not

- 2 .necessarily -- not the management of the agency, to the
~

p 21 extent.they might be perceived differently by the public.

- 22 BY MR. !!C MURRAY: -(Continuing)

_
23 Q. You mean to the extent they might not be

y ~- 24; -perceived as affiliated with DOE?
N,)'

26 A. No. I guess what I'm saying is -- and I have to

,-

c-
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1

-:#10-6-Suet 1; . rely on Dr. Sorensen and.Mileti, as.was indicated in the
y

g.>

<-m 4 2. ' case.of utilities ~there was a difference in the response

|3 in a particular survey as to the believability of utility
s

.

4 ' management versus the believability of scientists or

L5 ~ engineers from that utility.

'

6 It's~not unreasonable to believe a'similar
.

7 perception might occur for other organizations.

8- Q Dr. Cordaro, what. data do you have that DOE har ,

's . nationwide. credibility?'4

10 A (Witness Cordaro) I don't have a formal' social

11. ' survey or opinion survey to suggest that that's the case.
.

12 I read:the national news, I-read the publications of'that

: .g 3 -
-13 - agency. I.do know it is a federal agency. .It's a very,

-

7 ;-
.

.
.

v
14 "very'large federal agency, employs a l'ot of people, has.ab

. 15 . huge budget,'is-involved in a lot of areas other than just

'

16 nuclear. Its relationship to nuclear power plants is a
4

.17 - small fraction of'the function of-that agency.'

18 ' Discussions with staff and members of Congress=

-
.

,

. 19 . ' indicate that that agency has' a considerable amount of

' mportance and' credibility in their mind. Those are theiso

21 _ things that I rely on. I, not being a social scientist,
. .

2r don't believe you need an opinion survey or a formal survey

23 in every case to determine something which can be made

r"T . 24 - on the basis of.a general observation.

k/
2 0 !!r. Weismantle, you say that according to these

..

_sm.-
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2

-# 10-7-Suet-c i . polls --Hand you are referring to the'Suffolk County and
/s

,
, 2 -| the.-Yankelovitch polls -- it is the' NRC that has the highest-

!3 ! levelLof credibility with the public.
4

'4 LDo.you see that?

_

5, 10 (Witness Weismantle)_ Yes.
~

1

-6- 0- Are you aware of any data that show that the

7- scredibility of the NRC has fallen?

.8 A- ~N), I'm not aware of any data that' relates to
- ,

9 that issue. -I assumelyou mean more recent data. No.

10 '(Witness Mileti) It shouldn't be surprising

st1 L that the cred.ibility.of any organization 1or group could
.

12 - -change'over time. If something is going down today it

,2-% '

. ~

.

Jf ) ;13' 'might start going up. tomorrow,'or it.might stay the same.
\_f

- -

'14 That's one of^'the: characteristics of how-the public per-

~

' 15 - ceives' credibility of different people and organizations.

16 .The only wrong * assumption would be to suspect-

17 EthatLanything would stay the same.in terms of how the public

18 . perceives credibility.

! 19 . .Q. Well,.Mr.'We' mantle, you say in your. testimony

jm- on Page.40 that e lj re that as the public becomes1more'

'21 familiar.with the qualtty of the LILCo. planning effort,

22 four credibility will rise.
'

.

t 23 - Do you'see that?
.

fN. 24 A -(Witness Weismantle) That's right.
i l-

L
'/' \,

12 Q Are you aware of any data or testimony from other

_

,

.
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# 0-8-Suet 1 experts on this issue that would lead you to question
-

. 2 that statement?'

3 A No, I don't think I'm familiar with any

4. testimony that specifically goes to the question of the

5 ' quality of LILCO's planning effort, effecting LILCC .

6 credibility.

7 Q Is there any data that you know of which would

8 lead you to change your statement that LILCO's credibility

9 -could rise?

10 A No. Again, it's linked to familiarity with the

11 quality of our planning effort, which we believe,'as we
,

12 . state in the previous question, is exemplary and has no
-

13 match elsewhere.,

14 0 Well, are you aware of any studies done that

L15 have concluded that it would be -- that there is almost

16 nothing LILCO can do to raise its credibility?

17 A No, I'm not aware of studies that address that

18 issue one way or the other.

19 (Witness Mileti) It would be strange if there

20 were a study that concluded that there was nothing an

21 organization could do that might alter its credibility.

22 There are many things organizations might have to do, or do,

n that would alter their credibility.

,'~ 24 (Witness Cordaro) Probably one of the most
,

25 significant factors effecting the credibility of LILCO in
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.

#10-9-Suet . 1 .. itihe public's ; eye. is the cost of electricity and the rates

' - "2 4 that are charged. I'm sure-if we gave the electricity

;3. away for free, it would have a significant impact on our
'

>

14 ~ credibility. In fact, we do have statistics which show

.- 5 that'most customer complaints-.and letters complaining about~

6- issues e'ffecting the' Company in a~ variety of situations

L7 ; ' occur during periods when we have high bills.-

8- For instance, after the Arab oil embargo, we

'91 received)altremendous number of complaints to the Company,'

-

~

not necessarily involving the cost of electricity but-10 :-
~

~111 . general matters effecting utility operations. When that
~

,

12 ' . subsided and the cost of electricity went'down, you' chart ^
~

13 : these, you see that the complaints and the communications

-14 ; from the public~ dropped dramatically.

15i But even in those periods'where the public mis-

' 16 . trusted the' Company principally because'of the' cost of-

117 electricity,,-the public.still' heavily relied on LILCO to-

18 - provide. services.- In an electrical emergency, they came

=19 :tolthe Company and relied on the Company to solve the
.

20 . problems associated'with that emergency. If you chart the

21 . fortunes.of the Company in the newspapers,.looking-and

: 22 ' trying:to glean'a general idea of what the public per-

23. ception was of the-credibility of the Company over. time,

| 24 regardless.of the highs and lows of those observations,

25| in a gas emergency no one ever questioned the LILCO employee

_
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# 10-Suet 1 who went to the door, he knocked on the door, as to whether

2 he was trustworthy or didn't believe that he had an

3 important message to convey. If he went to the door and

4 indicated that there was an emergency regarding the gas

5 service, these people immediately complied.

6 (Witness Mileti) There are also unforeseen

7 events that can alter credibility overnight. For example,

-8 look what happened to Governor Brown's credibility in

9 California because of the Mediterranean Fruit Fly. It

10 changed dramatically, and it changed overnight. I can't

11- imagine that there could be a study producing any kind of ,

12 data that would claim there is nothing that could be done-

13 th'at might change'or alter credibility.

14 Q Would you agree that a study could conclude that

15 it would be very difficult for LILCO to alter its

16 credibility?

17 A I beJieve that it's possible for a study to

18 conclude anything the study wants to conclude, that the

19 author of the study wants to conclude.

20 Q LILCO has been sending out information to the

21 population within the EPZ regarding the emergency planning

' 22 ' efforts that LILCO has been going through; isn't that

23 correct, firs. Clawson?

24 A (Witness Clawson) Yes, that's correct.

25 Q Keeping Current has been sent out since about
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E-(Il0 ll-SueTg; ; January,~1983, correct?

' [pM
y-,

,

/f ' 2 ': A: - : Ye s . - It was a monthly from about January-

v

:3 through probably September of '83. I would say in 1983-

"

%,

"

:4- 'we'sent'out= ten issues.- And1it's now a quarterly-publica--

-'
,

~ '

5' Ltion.--

,

' 6: . Q:- Andiin.various, issues offthat publication,
;

-7L .you'have been describing'LILCO's planning efforts;-correct?-

m' 8 A'- 'Some/ aspects'of LILCO's' emergency. planning
4

;g- efforts havelbeen4 described in.the.. publication.-
4

__ :

10 - .0' Andfyou've.also been sending out.other-informa--
5'

ggt , . tion- to; the people :in the' EPZ regarding- LILCO's' emergency
=

.

'
^

+
'

- -12 planning: efforts; cor ect,-otherithan? Keeping Current?

, ~ /~~ ' L .13 ' A I know:that'lastiAilgusttwe-sent out.a letter-
' '

'a .

:

- .w.x .

-tofallIresidents in the.EPZ that included'a'po_st card.'(gp :

1 15 L seeking registration of? the handicapped :anci indications of.
.

^

r1 16 _ Span'ish-spe'aking population. --~

#_ <:
,

.17j 'O- 1And these hearings ,--
,

'

= 18 - - A? (Witness Robinson). Excuse me.. I just wanted
.

~ 19 : t'o. add something -- I'm sorry, it's'another. publication.if:
'

[y , j 20 - MYou.----
-

. ,

' ' ' '

' 1 21; . Q. Fine.;-
'

. - - - . A' _.We.have: communicated with the public regardingj: <-
, ,

,

L23 .the71nstallation'and the testing of the sirens for the>

_3.- : 24 F Prompt notification system.,

' i :

%- 26 -

; Q And these -hearings have been covered in the press,2

pf'
,

h

"( - - .;_.,__.....-_.
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'#10-12-Suet 1 to some extent, have they not, Mrs. Clawson?
.

2 A (Witness Clawson) Are you referencing these

3 hearings on emergency?

4 Q These emergency planning hearings.

5 A I would say probably to a very limited extent.

6 Q Do you have any data to show that LILCO's

7 credibility has improved since LILCO began informing the

8 public about its emergency planning efforts?

9 I'm talking about quantitative data.

10 A I don't think we ever sought to measure that.

11 Q In fact, wouldn't you agree that despite
.

12 LILCO's attempt to inform the public about its emergency

13 planning efforts that over the last month or year and a

14 half or so, or two years, polls have shown that LILCO's

15 credibility has fallen?

16 - Wouldn't you agree with that?
.

17 A Fallen referencing what other period of time?

18 If you are referencing our credibility today versus our

19 credibility' ten or fifteen years ago --

20 - Q I'm talking about over the last -- since LILCO

21 started sending out its information informing the public

22 about its emergency planning efforts, hasn't LILCO's

%I credibility, in fact, fallen between the tima it started

24 and now?

end #10 25 A I --

Joe flws

.

-
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~

:1 QL .Aren't there polls that-show --
,- g ,

k, ,b 2' AL I.am~really trying to determine, because I am
7

.

3 'not. familiar with any polls that tract what you are
-

14' ispecifically -re ferencing, to see whether any other panel-
'

>

'

p _~5 ? members' have any information about any polls that track

~^

6 specifically.what you are referencing.4

I; - -7 You are referencing, I assume, our newsletter,

d8 ' Keeping. Current.
:

'9E O What I am talking--about is LILCO's credibility,,

J10 and polls-relating to LILCO's credibility.

] 11. .A That'is right,'and'what I think you asked me
..

t

'

f12 - is how our emergency, planning ;information, through the-

. ,--e
.

.

}' )_ . L13 newsleter_ Keeping Current, has-affected our credibility.
- w./

L 14 (F What I am asking you about -- that-is right,

i l5 - that-is the issue,LMs.--Clawson. And since January of

!16 - :1983,cor whenever Keeping'.Currentistarted. going out.and
m

.17 7LILC'O' began its program to inform.the public about it's
.

1st . emergency-planning effort, over that; time isn't it true
~

19- that polls-measuring LILCO's credibility have shown
1

.y
'

|m: 1LILCO's' credibility to be falling? Isn't.that true? -

,

'J211 A- IJam trying to see if' we .have any data that
,

( 22 tracks that as it relates to our educational ef forts 'on,

'

cm emergency. planning.
y1

, f'N .24 Q -- And the. data I am referring to is data regarding-
( )= '

26J ;LILCO's-credibility.
~~'

|

' k
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.1, A! 'Apparently we need to clarify whether you are_q

' ~

2f referring to polls of people-solely in the EPZ, or.~-

.3- whether you are referring to polls of people _throughout
~

4 ..Long Island, because you must keep in mind the information1

15 in Keeping Current, .the newsletter Keeping Current was

6'. . mailed e'xclusively to people in the EPZ.

71 .And I am not aware of any polls of those' people

's . . that have exclusively received that information that would

9' lead me'to' conclude what you have concluded.,

10F Q Do you have any data -- you were not. aware, then,

JT'
11 of any. polls that have broken down the information provided

,

-12, about LILCO's credibility according to whether or not they

n . -
.

-( ) ~13 -lived: inside or-outside the EPZ?,
m j.

14 - A I know tl.at the- Yankelovitch Survey did break
.

15 Edown people that were in the EPZ in one group,'or:had the

'

16 ability to do that,as| opposed to people:throughout -- I

17 ; don't remember'if it1was throughout Suffolk County or
i

18 .throughout'Long Island. ,

19 0- So that particular poll did,.in fact', break down,

U -

is the data according to whether or not people were in the EPZ.

21 or outsideL the EPZ, correct?

' 22 A. I.know it hadLthe. capability of doing that.

:n Yes,LI think that is correct.
,

'

. 24 Q. .Now, do you have any-data to show that sincefN '

)

[ '~ 26 L LILCO ~ began its public information program, telling people

,

_
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y

-1: Jabout its emergency planning process that LILCO' credibility:

.' 2 Ifas risen?

3 0- What I am trying to say-in this regard, Mr.
.

4 McMurray, is that I don't think we ever sought to measure

15' . that,. and I don't think it is a fair judgment to point to the

;s, Yankelovitch results in an .ef fort to _ measure the ' effectivess

7 .of our education program. One reason'for that is that I

a believefthe Yankelovitch poll was done in the Spring of
,

.e 1983.- The.--~I think it-was, perhaps, March or April of
,

10 : 1983.

11 And at that point in time, we probably had only
.

.

'12 'sent out maybe' two issues of - utwo, possibily three issues

'13 of.' Keeping Current. The'initia1 issues did not always go
{ ,

c 14 into great depth about our emergency planning procedures,

15 so 1 think11t?is 'a very unfair comparison to make..-

la . Q. But you would agree - than, wouldn't. you, with

17 my question, which was :that'you- have no quantitative data

f is . to show that since you began . telling 'the people about your-
.

zie . emergency glanning efforts that LILCO's credibility has

Im risen.:

'21 A .That: is correct. We have not done any studies

22- in that regard.

23 0 .Are you aware that the Yankelovitch Survey
,

24 showed'that within the ten mile EPZ LILCO's credibility

O 26 was even lower than for the general population?

j.
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~

1 A. ~I am trying to confirm some of this. I have
; -,

j 12: notiseen the Yankelovitch Study in over a year, the results*

3: Lof'it,|quite frankly.-

~.

4 ~ A :I(Witness ' Weisman tle) If I. could just add '

_5 something. . ~Yes, the Yankelovitch. Study was done before:-

fi JLILCO announced'that it was submitting, and did submit6
-

~

;7 Lin_May,-LILCOfTransition Plan. So, I don't see the

vs. relevance 'of trying to use th'at to prove a point about

L

credibility |of_the.LERO organization'and/or the transition-9:
- ,

110 ; ' plan.

-

11n -Q . Isn't it true,1Mr. Weismantle, that the Yankelovit0h
.

12 ? , Survey: showed that LILCO bdd lower credibility .within the'

!(') 13' - . ten mile EPZ than for the general public.?
~

ks
. 14 A ~- I don't recall the details. . That: was presented -

15 ' in L testimony.' on shadow. e ffect.- I believe at least a-
. 1a

16 summary report: of that surveys _and I believe it.was: reported ,

.17 . to most of _ the ; questions, ithe responses were reporte'd 'in -

18 = terms of where a person lived, inside or outside the EPZ.
~

.

len So, that'could be referenced-in.the record.
~

20 -Q- Since LILCO has conducted its emergency planning 1
_

eff'rts,.though, and_since June -- January.1983, Mr.'21 o

Et Weismantle ,- you would agree , : would you not', that polls have
r

n shown that on Long' Island LILCO's credibility has fallen?

H A LILCO hasn't conducted such polls. There may9-~
( |^
"~' N be other polls. I have a vague recollection of seeing some

'

i.
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'

.,

-1: ? polls in)theTnewsp~ aper,!but I.--Eso I can't comment unless
~

g..
-na b 1

$M6 .j2? ' tanother.' panel: member can. recall these'other_ polls. I:

y&,
.

j:,~
.

Jdon''t think the panel can comment.-3
_

g
-

,

-

.
. . ..

.-4? Q'. .:Youjare 1not; aware - of polls that have shown cag
.s

5 . continual; decline in:LILCO's credibility since January 1983? -

>a -, _

.6' -A 'I'am--not personally aware of those-polls, and'

.

.-, , ,

_7- what they show.:
.

. _
-

1

' 8 '; 'O Are ;you,- Ms ..: Robinson?"

9 :Ai (Witness R$binson) Without seeing:some. records,
'

+
,

.
:.10; - 'I;really could not. track' numbers.

..

w; ;11 -Q: ='Do you read .Newsday? '*
,

#
,. s a

-

[12 A; Yes,--I do.l' *

9%
;+), 113 Q. :Have.you seen polls' relating to LILCO in that-,

,

4
14 | publication?

| d.To be?very honest I try.to'avoii reading.:tho'se.15 % 7A- _
, <%

o

> J' (16 : ' EIt'isinot'. good for.my-digestion,[but'I -- really,.ILjustt,

v.o ,

' 17 ' ido not: rememberJany exact" numbers _, and I' really could not'
_

~

,
'

4

18 track them.

,.
. . . .. . _.

19 . Q' Mrs. Robinson,.other than-the.Yankelovitch

,J 20i iSurvey,~is it.your testimony ~that.LILCO has sponsored,no4

.-

i

- # t! 21 polls.which'might . provide data on LILCO's credibility?
.

b . y f

! 22!. |A- SubsequentLto;the:Yanke'lovitch' Study,_I '

,

Li ts p_ersonally_dofnot1 knew of any poll.that.would-reflect on1

'

. c'N . ~se - that, even : indirectly, 'sponsore'd by the Long -Island Lightina
N..[

26 ' Company.,

.

^\-.

'
.j

|.'s.. , +-e, -n.. m, &,,,..< , ,m +,,,,.v-,, ,,n... ~ , . , . , . , , . - , . - . + ,,-,mN.,,-~n,. .n,,,a--, ,.---|, - ,
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1| Q Dr. Mileti?
.;/ x

^ ! ( ,

p[ 12 AE (Witness Mileti)'

ll: 12 'Let's.go to page 41 of your-testimony.
,

54: - ~ I am the re . --

, < ;

.15 c Q 'You. state there that you have testified in

.6 the.Diablo. Canyon case that notification and instruction

' _7 . work best if they come from credible sources, correct?-

78 A ' Yes, and'I gave that testimony in the context

f9 Lof talking about Diablo Canyon's low credibility.

10 ;Q _ And ' you would agree , then, that where the source
#,

;111 :of the -information is .not credible, the.n notification and
r

3:
iinstruction do not work as well?212 -

b?*e .
__

A That is a pretty broad question,.because you
.

1 13 ;
'

, 1,

; .

' '

s14 1 tjust asked me -if the source of information is ~not - credible,-
-

15 then" things don 't work fas well, and . I . don 't know what
~

'

L16 f ; you mcan - by , ' ' work as well . '

_- 17 ; If you have ~a utility that has low credibility,
m

- 18E for whatever reason,' it-makes emergency planning more
'

, ' Is ~ di f ficult'.- 'It doesn't make emergency planning impossible.

'

lof In reference to implementing the plan, what is relevant
.

"
| 21 is that'you.have believable emergency information for the-

l tt'- public, and that belief is affected by many more things
,

i

23 than credibility, and therefore,-it is more troublesome
#

?~ du- because one needs to take into. account all the factors
J.

.:s . .that you need to take into account when you are assuming-
.

~

,

a-
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1 ~ the utility might have low credibility, which as I have

2 said in my testimony, you should do whether the utility
'

3 has high credibility or not, or a county if they are

.4 participating has low or high credibility, because all

5 that stuff can change over time. And it doesn't make

6 a hill of beans . worth of difference whether you have a

7 poll showing -- going up or going down.

8 Q Notification and instruction will not work

9 best, though, if the source is not credible, correct?

10 A No, that is not necessarily true.

11 0 Are you denying the testimony that you gave
.

12 at Diablo Canyon?

'

13 A No. I think I am denying your characterization

14 of it.

15 0 Well, you say that notification and instructions

16 work best if they come from credible sources, right? Are

17 you now saying it is irrelevant whether information comes

18 from credible sources?

19 A In the best of all possible worlds in implementing

20 emergency plan, or draf ting a plan for it, it would be

21 nice if there were credible sources, because that would

22 help make your life easier.

23 It doesn't make your goal impossible to achieve.

24 0 So, notification and instruction do not work

#
25 best if they come from non-credible sources?
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&
|1: . A. . Low credibility can't help, but you can

'

. ,

s

.j . 12 -take Steps 1to' overcome it.
'

. , .

v
, - 3.. In7 fact, you have to in , reference to emergency -,; .

_

.4 planning, ~and _that is true ' for emergency planning for more :s
,

8: than nuclear power plant emergencies.

6 JIt -is |true for emergency plannings across the
V;

'

. ,

.
7 . board.

,

5

8 .O _It.,is your-opinion, Dr. Mileti,
s

- - that LILCo's
,

9 = credibility could. increaso substantially in 'the near future?,

f

~

'

10 A Given a hypothetical example, like the one:Dr.

W .11' - Cordaro gave, if'they gave away free electricity I suspect.,
.

112 could oincrease' substantially over. night.
,

, c[ - 13 - I.-would suspect, however, if you are ' asking met ,

V.
,14 actually'to predict the future,-that_they are!not.likely

18 ' to do that, and I1would be real surprised if it' increased'
'

,

2s' 'substan'tially' overnight, nor.would I. expect their. credibility1 :
-

,

. .

. 17 Lto increase in a ' time when they are involved in legal- i

m 14 proceedings when the State and the County are opposing them.

By virtue of the' fact, regardless of the issue,.19 '

20 that fact would keer their credibility low.

21 -Q| Wouldn't. you say that their credibility would.

>g 22 - remain low while there are questions going on in. ot'her .

23 . forums about' LILCO mismanagement?.~

-3 24 A It would depend on what those other forums are,
t,

'#
- 26- and what t$ose questions are, and the degree of publicity'

.

- _ . _ _ -__.-_________________m_.._ _.______.._.__._m.____._.__._.____.________-.___._____m _ . .-
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1 associated with them, and I am not familiar with those
~

2 sorts of things.

3 Q You are not familiar with the degree of publicity

4 regarding claims .of LILCO mismanagement?

5 A Not the degree of it, no.

6 Q You are not aware of press accounts regarding

7 LILCO' diesel generators?

8 A I remember hearing something about diesel

9 generators. That there is a problem with them. I don't

10 know much about them, and I haven't paid attention to

11 that.
.

12 Q Are you aware of the preds coverage of that
-

- - _

issue?13

14 A No. The only press I have seen are the newspaper. s

15 I happened to have seen laying around on tables in rooms

16 where I went to have a cup of coffee or something like

-

17 that. I live in Denver.

18 Q Are you aware of the press coverage regarding

19 various polls that have been taken by various sources

20 in Suffolk County?

21 A Well, I have seen some newspaper stories, because

22 they were photocopied and mailed to me, but that was a long

23 time ago, and certainly not on a systematic basis.

24 So, I have seen some . I have been exposed to

25 some of the media stuf f hare , but I would hardly characteriza

L
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;1 - it as Lenough of an exposure to appraise the degree of
n

"Aj)/
- 2- newspaper, coverage.

3 Q So, you1would agree that in general you are
.

:4 'not really familiar with media coverage-of the -- of issues

>

6 relating toIShoreham and-LILCO.-' '

6 A .Not.the particular ones, but. I know that it

.7: 'has'been going on. I also know there :is .a controversy .over

8 Shoreham. .You wouldn't have to ask me to do a study of

,
9 radio' coverage f either to know that it probably is out there

.

10 " on the radio, too, which is why-I wouldn't expect-their

11 credibility to be high in a time when they are involved in _-
.

12; -this' kind of. litigation, with'a public entity like a County
. ;~
.( }. 13 and'a public entity like the. State.
v

14 0 .!!ow do-you define, ' controversy?' Only. legal

16 proceedings?

16 A' Differences of opinion.

_

171 -Q Do you see that 'there is going to be a .significanu
,

. . -p

18 - ~ difference of opinion .regarding the Shoreham in the near -,-

19 future?

"

30 A -I am not3 attempting to predict it. I am simply _.
, ,

21: describing what is' happening right here, and that the public
~

e

22 _knows about it. I think it is safe to say that there 'is
~

,

a difference of opinion' between the County 'and the State,n.
'

fw 24 'and LILCO.-
( l

''
N Q And there is a dif ferent -- a sharp difference

U
.
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1 Lof. opinion among the public, correct?-
, . . -~q

_ ,

) ,2L .A .I would hypothetize that there is. People in
..

c ~3 the public with different opinions, yes. And I wouldn't

' 4' need[to do a poll- to know that public has different opinions

5h Hon controversial = issues.
.

6 0 - Do you have any : reason to believe that the

' 7c Shoreham controversy,. or the Shoreham issue, will not

.8- . remain controversial 1 for a long time?

9: ?. . I' have no way of ' knowing that. - I think that:>

10 is a legal question, and' goes 'into areas that . I don 't even

if ;l ill .know.about.
.

= 12 ~ 'O You state'that a good emergency plan'should<

-x-
.

-/ b 13 take_ steps to ensure that it will work,.even if those with
'% ):

- hidh credibility at the time a plan is written happen. to14

16 have low credibility when, and if, an emergency _ occurs.-

.16 .Do you see that?.g

17 A- Not immediately.;F '

~

18 ' O In the middle'of theLpage --

19' 'A I'see it.
'

,

:3R Q Okay. You would agree,:wouldn't you,'Dr. Mileti,' , '
,

;21- .that that.is.not the case here., That, in fact, the writer-
,

,1W of the. plan has. low credibility?,

,
,

23 - A- I don't know what you mean by the writer. af the.

, -i N plan.. I think there have been many writers of the plan..y. .

-i ' 26 0 The. organization developing the plan; that is,

s

4:
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'1' JLILCO,?has. low credibility?
u ; :;g- ;

) 421 A
, _ I_would agree that LILCO has low credibility.

'3' =Irdon 't know about ' the credibility of LERO. I could guess
-

* f4 fif you would like me to.

5 . Q '' _ hat;you|are saying then:is you would agree --W

, 16: MR..CHRISTMAN: He'is' interrupting the witness,

-7- and'I wish we could stop that.

8 .MR.~McMURRAY: We.' started at the same time.-

.9. 'I1have a! question.

L10 JUDGE LAURENSON: Let me just ask Dr. Mileti.
.

.11 - Have'you. finished'your-answer?
<

~ 12 : ' WITNESS MILETI: ~I was going to add _something.

.f' y '13 JUDGE LAURENSON:-_Please proceed.
n :

%-

.14 -WITNESS MILETI: What I was going to say, the

15 - real danger in all of this concern about credibility _ is~1

7

16 it the County and the State of New York'and Long Island

17 Light. Company really got along real''well, and everybody

18 <on Long Island trusted all of them, and said in opinion

19 polls that Lthey had- high credibilit'y, because' then there-

so may not.be. people devotingLas much attention to ensuring.

21 - that emergency _ information is credible, if and when an-

,

-n' emergency happens, and if that happens two weeks after

n- New York and'Long Island gets is med fly, then there could
.

!N be a problem'of public safety.
: ('s)

- ' ' n In the planning process, it is almost better to

.
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1 .take-' steps |to ensure . that the emergency information the
' |E~ ,

'I }. .

public receives. during .an emergency, that emergency3._./ ' 2: >

~

'3 =information will be believable,'despite the fact that-

J4i 'somefof the participants might or might not have the
,

(5- LdayTofithe emergency low pre-emergency credibility,

Lei Econfigurations as measured on. polls.
<

J7.' MR. McMURRAY: Judge Laurenson, I would like

65 ito move-to strike-Dr. Mileti's statement. My question
T

L9 was whether or not LILCO has low credibility. Dr.-Mileti

110 ' 'wentrinto an explanation that was,no't relevant to that
11 |particularfguestion,'and I think it should be'striken.

.

12 , JUDGE LAURENSON: Motion to strike is denied.
. ,6

L( j'End}l1[ 13 -
~ N ' Reb .fois . .

14,

15

. -16

"17 ,

18'

19

#'20>

'21

22

23

.; 24 ~

N''l
26

.
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1 BY MR. MC MURRAY:

2 Q Also on page 41, Dr. Mileti, you are stating

3 that, "In other words, emergency planners should assume,

4- for the purposes of planning, that information givers have

5 low credibility with the public."

6 Correct?

7 A I certainly believe that, and I have been telling

8 everybody I can to do that.
,

9 Q And the assumption should be that during the

10 planning process the information givers have low credibility?

11 A No. What you should be assuming is that no one -

12 group that will participate in implementing a plan will

13 have high credibility the day the emergency occurs. And

14 what is important to address in the plan is taking steps

is to guarantee, despite what those pre-emergency credibility

16 configurations might be the day the emergency begins, that

17 the public, despite that, will get information that it can

18 come to believe, make good decisions upon, and respond in

19 a way that protects and maximizes their health and safety.

20 We are lucky in this regard that more things

21 beyond credibility affect emergency warning information

22 belief and response because that enables us to take this

23 into account, despite low pre-emergency credibility

24 configurations.

25 0 on page 43 you say, " Assuming low credibility for
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'1' LILCO, a good: emergency response-can still be implemented
' '

.y
)

J
-.

,
:2 i if plans'and preparedness are sound.and take the presumption

'3 -of: low credibility'into account.*.

4-p_ And that is consistent with what you just said,

15- -' correct?

16- A- I am..sorry. Was that.437

L7 0 Top'of page 43.*

! 8- :A Yes.

'. O ~ Now,Iby'taking the. assumption'of - presumption-

> '10 og low cre'dibility into account, I-.take it that you-are-
-

11 : stating thatLgood--emergency-information -- and I want a
'

.

12 yes or no answer to-this question, Dr. Mileti'- that good
y-3
() 18 emergency information will overcome low credibility?

14 A I can't answer that yes or.no.-

15 'O .You can't answer that yes or no. Thank you..

16 You say you' hold this opinion for.two. reasons.

' I7 -First,;the presumed sequence of cause and effect made by

18 - he~Intervenors -- strike that. I'm so'rry.t

I 19 You say in the|last sentence on that paragraph,'
# - The presumed sequence of cause and offect postulated by"

'21- '

Intervenors -- that.is, credibility to belief to response --

22 .can'be' managed in emergency planning."

23 - Correct?

"'
N;jI A~ I'm sorry. I don' t .see that last sentence on

26 ' the paragraph on page 43.,

L +
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1 Q This is in the last paragraph, the first sentence.4
-

,m -

<? i;
'

f 2- .A =I'm sorry. 'I thought you said the last sentence'.-

s3 I see the'first one, of course. Yes.

4 0 .And by the statement'"can be managed" you mean

5 by-goodiemergency information, correct?

6 'A- What I mean by that is, taking steps into account

7- in'an~ emergency plan, which certainly does' address emergency

8i :information, to. help people come to believe the emergency

'8 information and. respond well the dayLthe emergency occurs.

10 (The emergency information'is extremely important

i. -- 11 ' 'to that during the actual emergency..
.

12 'O When you say that the low credibility can'be
_

lj,m,) . 13 ' managed you are. relying primarily on good emergency
. .-

14 information; is that not correct?

- 15 g .I.,think so, but let me say it in my own words.

16' It may be the same thing that you are saying; I'm just ,

i

. 17 ; not sure. That is, emergency information during the
.

18,' ' emergency takes several things into account. It can

19 elicit belief in that emergency information by as many people

# as is possible and can maximize appropriate response to

21 the extent that can be achieved.

22 I think that is what you just said.

23 0 Other than good information, what other factors

24n are you referring here to that can manage low credibility?

V . g.
MR. CilRISTMAN: Objection. We have discussed those
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!

1-'

factors about' emergency planning information in detail in;.
,

. 2' lthe, shadow phenomenon testimony. We~ listed them all and it
3: was discussed for days, I believe. So it has already

'

4' ~'een. explored.b

S' MR..MC MURRAY: My question is, besides good
,

6: .emergencyfinformation.

'7 . JUDGE.LAURENSON: The objection is overruled. !

-S WITNESS MILETI: It would really depend ~on what

8-'

you' consider' emergency.information to be. I think I

10 - -have listed'on page-54 of my testimony factors about

11- in'ternal consistency,. accuracy,. clarity, certainty,.
,

' 12 frequency,'and confirmation, the source, multiplicity of

13 ch'annels.,

"v
14 I would call all of those things emergency

'

16 information, part of the warning system.

16 So if you would agree that they are, then I
,

17
v. 'think we agree.

18 BY MR. MC MURRAY:
'

'19 g. If.all'of those things are emergency information

#- and factors af fecting emergency -information, what other -
~

F

21 facto'rs are you referring to, if:you are referring-to any.

22 .other than good emergency information, which includes all-
~

- 23 those things, that can be used to manage the effects of

"'Fx low credibility?
i !

'"
A- The factors that you would need to splice into

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ - _ - - - _ - _ . -
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'

,

y f11 |a plan that.would then get' implemented to insure that-those--

T- . .

V -2 factors occurred during the emergency.
'

';3 'O. What are they?

^4 AL Well, I am sure I couldn't remember all the,

,.

t

8
-

specifics. But.it is designing the flow of information

8 .within~an emergency response organization, deciding how-

. 7' frequently the emergency broadcast system messages'would
,

t
.

is 'be' issued,. setting up.a place where reporters could come
,

8 to get information,so that there could be confirmatory

|10 :information. going out, making sure that there was going

11 to'be'more than one radio station that broadcast emergency t.

18 information,'getting together with different people'so'

h
.V- 18 ' thht one could, in g'iving information_out, report that

..

~

14 scientists and others' were talked with in terms of: what

18 'is being said on the.EBS station.
'

C .16 Q Dr. Mileti', it seems to me that you are basically

0 17 - going over again the factors that go into good information.

I8 I am trying to get other factors besides those'that you

18
'

have already named and I agree we have gone-into in great I

'#' ' detail.i, ;,
,

., .

21 -A I am sorry.- I don't understand.. I was talking:

''
88 about social organizational. factors that were different

I from .the actual information factors that would . lead to the

X) .3;v (
~

.information factors.(

8 But all the ones I would come up with would be ,

i

%. . ._ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ . _ _ . _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ . . . _ _ _ . _ _ _ . _ _ _
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,

I' ..related to emergency public information.31
<

3

, J -2 :Q Would be related to.public information.

3 So it;is your opinion then that good, -

4 . emergency information and factors related to good emergency

5 information can overcome' low credibility, correct?

6 A Well, it depends on what.you mean by low

7 credibility.

|8 What I mean by oversome low credibility is have

8 the public come-to believe and then respond well in an

, 10 emergency. And if that means overcoming the~ fact that

11 --an. organization ~like LILCO has low credibility, yes. .

.

12 ' Q And is --
e ,m

-

)'
- '13 '

A That<there are factors.that interact with
,

14 . pre-emergency credibility configurations that can help
,

'18 people come to.make good decisions in an emergency.

16 - I am' glad'.we.know them.

17 .O And is.it.your opinion that in'all cases where--

1 18 there is good information, low credibility will be overcome?

18
~

A I would have to agree with that, yes, if the

# plan'is implemented.well ard'if there really is, given

31 the criteria that I would measure information, adequate and
,.

88 - ' good information. I

i

23
Q Just to get this clear, there is no case in-

;m
34

( i, your mind where credibility could be so low that the other
a/

26 factors you have laid out in your testimony could not '

u ,

_ _ . . . . . _ _ _ __ _ . _ . _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ ___ _ __ _ _ __ _ _ _ _
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1- overcome that 1ow credibility?
~

,.

., ,
,

* 2^ .A' Not within the realm of human possibility as I_,

3- -know it,.~no.,
. ,

4 I am'sure we could conjure up a hypothetical
.

8' ' example.

14- Q You state on page 44 of your testimony that

7 ~. Credibility has co-varied with belief.in prior emergencies.""
'

8 '

k Correct?-

'8' A. Oh, yes. There are just reams of studies that, ,
,

.. ,

10
. show that, as well as any' number of things.

' 11
(Q . You sai, "However, it is quite possible'to

,

18 elicit belief even when credibility is' low." '

w ^ 18 'A- Yes. That is what we just finished. talking about.jp -

-v
14 Q 'Now, I would like you to' list, please, those'

.

16 emergencies =in.which good response has been elicited or..

'

14 . where belief-has-been elicited even though credibility of

17 . tho' source Ef information- has ' been low. .

18 A Well, the problem with doing that is that in mostm
,

19 . emergencies that have been studied where there is

'# quantitative | data by social scientists, that looks as if>

. 21 Lpolls were done, the information that people got came
~

.

88
~

And some of-the sources.had orfrom different sources.

jwouldhavehad-lowpre'-emergencycredibility,andsomeof23

~8'; [,,% the sources would have had high pre-emergency credibility,.
V se as would probably be the case.if there were over an

;

.-_._._-_ __- - ___-- _ _______ _ - - - . - .. - _ - . _
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I emergency at Shoreham.q 3,

p.

*> 2- So there is no one study that I can point to

'

3 .that had low pre-emergency credibility that was very, very

4 ' low and things went real well.

18' However, in almost any emergency people got

8 information from sources-that might have had low pre-emergency

7' . credibility as well as sources.that might have had high
,

8 . pre-emergency credibility, and people have sought to see

8''

'how that co-varied with the response of that person.. j
'

~10 0 What -- are you done?

U 11' 'A .No. I was going to say that I.can point to .

12 emergencies that have occurred where'6y and large ini
. ,m .
'

', [ 18
_

just the descriptive sense, not in this analytical sense-~

14 'that would lead us to make conclusions about how variables
~

,

16 relate.to one another'in the social sciences, but in the

'16 descriptive sense-I-can point to studies where informatio~n

17 wasibid, where credibility of that information was low and "
,

18 response was-extremely poor. And I can point to studies

$, 18 where response for almost everybody in a community was

# very'~ good and the information that went out was very good,

21 including being. credible.

22 O' But you cannot point.to any particular emergency,

23 .can you,~where the source of information had low credibility

88
L 'and yet belief was elicited?

26 A I believe I said that's because there has never

c _ - _ _ _ _ ___ . _ _ _ _ - - - _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ - -
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. 1-. . -q been an emergency nor will there ever.be an emergency where
1

/ ;2 -every source of information has had low pre-emergency-

|- 3 . credibility or high pre-emergency credibility.

~4 .There is always a mix, as there would be in an
i

8 - emergency at Shoreham, 1

'

4 0 .Therefore, you don't have any studies that

'7 support your statement here that it is quite possible to-

8- . elicit belief even when the credibility of the source of

'8 'information is low?

10 'A No. I think I have a ream of studies that support

'11 ~ that. -

12' Q. What are the. studies of particular emergencies. ;
>g~. ,

,

! J' 13 that you are referring to?
y

14 -A The literature on which that statement-is based

18 I could-have?given you a long. time ago, had you asked =for it.

16 Q Well, I would like the particular emergencies

17 involved..
y7

''
~18 A Well, I believe that that statement is based on

18 many studies done and performed by social scientists, some

30
g of which have even been cited by'your expert consultants. r

L 21~ Q- I would like the particular emergencies involved.
o

#' l\ Sure. Drabek's 1969 article referencing the
,

, 23
particular emergency that happened in Denver, Colorado

, m.
84( )- in 1965 where the city got flooded in which he studied

NJ .t
s

#
,

evacuation. And one of the signifiednt factors that he
.j n-

,-

.
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;

I looked at was to look at emergency information. And one
, " _ ..

- ; e ..

(j 2,
c of the factors important to emergency information that he

3' 'looke'd atiwas confirmation, et cetera, as that might be,

4 relevant.-

is'

Later on a lot of the work done by Ron Perry and,
,

6" his colleagues, when Ron was at Batelle in Seattle,

17 ; addressed how people, respond. I',believe the work that
._

:.8 4 Perry did on floods -- I-am not particularly sure if it

' LisLhis emergency planning book or his coauthored work

- 10 . __ in fact, Isthink.it'is his-coauthored work with

,' II' Major'io Green and Mike Lindell -- supports;this conclusion. ,

4
+' . 12' g. .You'are not-giving me specific emergencies

sg;,.5
113 - ~though other than the.Drabek ~ article.

,

' I4 ' A :You mean.the disaster agent?

:15 !
.

g. -I am talking abotit what the emergency was..2

16-+
~

In.the1 case of Drabek, the~1969| article --

- !17 A lit ' wa's ' a- flood . -

'
'

-18 g. - -it wasDa; flood.

19 leh's turn-to that for-a second. .Who~or what-
'

~

%
s ..

~

- so ? f in'd'ividuals were the sources of information in that'

Mj[-,w 21 particular.. study that you:are relying on?
.

22
'

'_ A . Oh ,7 I am sure they were' varied. I don't remember
.

p, .-t h e ' d e t'a i l s .

! ,m =y: '

You don't'know who the sources of information were?
'

-OsL( p
:NU ..

.

1;
' %' ~26 -A; I. don't remember-them, but I am sure they were

~

'

,

. ?'

i@.
't : , ..., .

~

-

. . . . . . . . . . , . _
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1 varied,because'it was studied as a variable.

-% 2 .Q With respect to those sources of information, do

3' you. recall how'Drabek measured their credibility before

4 . or during.the emergency?

-5 - A- - .No, I don't remember that.

6 0 How do you know then that those sources of
I

7= ' nformation had. low credibility prior to or du' ring.the-i

-8 .emergen'cy?

8 A- Because I remember that that is one of the pieces

- 10 of research that was the. basis for the statement that I

11 wrote. .

- 12 - Q And you don't know how Drabek came to that=conclu-

|7 s.o

L1 J. 13
e w .sion that-the source of information had low credibility

I4 'fduring the accident?:

15 MR. CHRISTMAN: Objection. If-counsel wants
z

16 dinformation about'a particular study, he.should-show
*

.

17 -
.

.the' witness a copy of it. No one can remember all those

18 ' details about anything.:

19 JUDGE'LAURENSON: Overruled.

-

BY MR. MC MURRAY:

[
'

21: g- .Do you remember the= question?
.

- 22 :
A .. No, but I am'sure my answer was I don't remember.

23 7 don't' remember the question. I am sure I don't remember
1

24' ~

)- what'it is'you wanted me to answer.
'w/

25 E
I don't remember'the particular measures that any

7 .;
--
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.s; ,1 'of my. colleagues have used when they have done research.
/ i

'

~ 'ss 2 I sometimes have a hard time remembering the;

:

3 particular measuring instrument that I used.
,

.,

4 -Q 'It is your understanding though that the Drabek

5 . article concluded and specifically stated that the

; E6- : sources!ofLinformation had low credibility at the time of

I the' accident?

8" A I don't remember that the Drabek article

8- specifically concluded in the section labeled conclusions

~ ~

, ; 10 .in thersords that the county's attorney is using that, no.

11- -I:would suspect that a fair reading of the Drabek 1969
~

,

12 1 article sould lead an--unbiased, prudent scholar to' reach.
~

t'v
, 13

c(})
a. conclusion that there was evidence in there,to support

:

I4 - Lthe sta'tement'I made in my testimony which is how I

15 1remembernit and how I used it.
-

16 Does thef rabek article specifically stateD0

17' anywhere that the. sources oftinformation had ' low credibility',
.

'
18 . fduring the accident?,

,
,

LI8 - MR.1CHRISTMAN: Objection. Asked and answered.-

' E M R '. MC MURRAY:= Judge Laurenson, I don't think

21
. Lwe 'got a- clear answer.:

%

~ '22- JUDGE.LAURENSON: Are you asking for a yes or

'N no a'swer'?n

24
{ N MR. MC MURRAY: Sure. Yes, I would like a yes'

es /;
.

~

or-no answer.,

J: -

. NN{ - ~ A ,'- e r +
-

. . _ , _ _ _ _ . . _ _ . . . _ _ _ . _ 2 .
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- 1 JUDGE LAURENSON: The objection is overruled.

's ~ 2: WITNESS MILETI: How do you say "I don't remember"

.3- in yes or no? I am,sure it didn't because Drabek is a

4- sociologist. He'would have studied it'as a variable.

~5-
,

- And that is, for some people, for some of the information

6 .that they get, credibility was perceived to be low and
,

7
.

for other people it was high.

8 That.is how you can establish'the statistical

'8' . relationship.

10 If it was' low'across;the board, then you couldn't.

' 11 come up with the kind of quantitative data that would be - .

!12 your next question, if I said that th'at is what Drabek.,
,

>
. , - -

,( 13 had.,

'14 Credibility affects belief, if you'take'it in

15 - . isolation all'by itself and do correlations -- and there-

16 - are many, many' studies tha't support.that which is your

'I7
s

- . contention. Credibilit'yfaffects' belief. It does.
,

18 - BY MR. MC'MURRAY:.

19 Q What was th'e response'to the 1965~ flood, *

# was it a' poor response or-a good response?

21 A No. As I_ remember, death wasn't very high in
.

22 . Denver during that flood. So part of it was, I|am sure

23 good, and part of it was, I am sure, bad.
-

. ,rm g4
-l I Q. But you don't really recall?x,/ .f

'

25' A The particulars of that disaster, no. That was
_

e- g- y - -git-V w''- 'w " +- vr w w-yy
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1 -before I-moved'to Denver, and I don't remember the

2~ particulars. -I remember what happened in other floods
'

:3 . here credibility varied in the emergency information.w

4 - MR. MC MURRAY: Judge Laurenson, I think this

:5
_

is a. good time.for the. lunch break. If the Board wants

6j to break --
~

L7 ' -JUD'GE KLINE:~ Before we'do that,rI don't think

8 LI;can wait'_for this till after. lunch.

XXXXXXi 8 BOARD EXAMINATION

10 .BY JUDGE KLINE:

11' ,Q The~ distinction.batween credibility and belief ,

12 .is very murky 1for me'. And_the reason is that credibility
-

13 ;has been spoken-of all-morning as if it were a property

14 : -possessed by'LILCO when, in fact, Icwould haveithought it
15: to be a property attributed. That is-to say, a willingness-

16- to believe.

17 'Sofit soundsflike a-tautology to me,'that-

.

18 -beliefiis belief.or something like that.

19 . .And to continually say' credibility.affects belief

'
- sounds. circular to'me. I wouldElike you to first make the

~

21LENDil2; Idistinction'and-then comment.
:n|

,
,

: 23 -.

24

-C .26

.

!

[ ,~<
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3-1-Suet 1 A I apologize but this isn't the first time

2 social scientists have been accused of speaking in

3 tautologies. But I don't think it is a tautology.

The variable that I believe is important is4

5 whether or not people believe the information that they are

6 getting in an emergency, because that's what is important

7 in determining how and what they do. And that's very, very

8 different from if you ask someone in an opinion poll when

9 no emergency is going on, would you be willing to believe

'10 this particular organization, or do you think they would lie,

11 or whatever and however you wanted to answer the question.
.

12 Now, I think the presumption by some is that if

f 13 today some members of the public said they didn't trust, or

14 weren't willing to believe, in the future a particular or-

15 ganization and whether they actually believe them in an

16 emergency, those things are not the same. And the pre- , .

17 sumption that they are the same is wrong.

_.nd the reason it's wrong is whether you believe'
18

19 the informativn in an emergency is determined, is effected,

3) is caused, in the sense that things cause each other in the

21 social world, by things beyond pre-emergency, perceptions

22 of willingness to believe.

n Q Are you saying that as an analytical matter that

24 the public is making distinctions, then? That is, to say

./

25 that credibility is not a monolithic quantity; that is,

E
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# 3-2-Suet 1 would it be correct to say that a public response might be

2 given in a monolithic form, saying, no, this company lacks

3 credibility, nevertheless cutting out a specific portion

4 of the information they may give? As, for example, in

5 fixing power lines or gas lines or emergency response, that

6 they would be believed in this narrow area as opposed to --

7 A- Well, I have to answer that question two ways.

8 Yes, it is possible to perceive that you are a member of

9 the public, credibility of an organization, on different

to fronts in different ways. In~an emergency, even if people

11 are not willing to believe, let's say, a utility about ,I
|

12 emergency information, other informational factors will |

,

| 13 help them come to believe the best available information
a-

'

t4 about what to do in that emergency beyond credibility.

p 15 Credibility and belief are not the same thing.

16 (Witness Cordaro) Just to add one thing to that.''
r
;-

'

17 From our own experience, in days of very, very high bills,

18 when you put information in with the bills to explain why

19 the bills are high, the tendency is for people not to

20 believe the reasons,-for whatever reason they don't want to

21 believe it.

22 However, if you put in a bill stuffer informa-

23 tion about electrical safety, don't fly kites, don't take a

~

24 bath with electrical equipment nearby, and things like that,
,

25 it's generally highly accepted and believable by the public.
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L#13-3-Suet. 1 At least, that has been our experience. We are viewed as; - _.
i

. .

._j .2 experts in that area of electrical safety, even_though we

'3 - .may be' questioned or not trusted regarding the cost of the

'

~4 bill or the~ cost'of the electricity being consumed.

-5- (Witness Mileti) If I might give an example and

6- speak in English rather than sociology --

_7. ~ Q That would be helpful.,

3 (Laughter.)

g A During.the Iranian crisis, there were I'm.sure

o 10 _many people who came to believe the information they were

11 'getting about what was happening to our prisoners in Iran.
.

12 _ And the' source of information for some was not'a credible-

-: (, j' 13 ' source. Por some people, the federal-government is not a
,

.

3.s

14 credible source-of information, espec'ially from the Presi-2

15 . dent's-Office, for example.

16 - However, that was the only source of information.

17. - It was|given to us. consistently. It was given to us

18 frequently. It was given to us repetitively._ It'was'given

19 ..to:us on ABC,'CBS, et' cetera. And most people came;to

La believe what was happening with~our hostages in Iran,
L

21 because other' factors'beyond the perception of credibility

.u- affects whether you believe information.or not.

.n And it's those-things that an emergency plan

j-51 '24 ineeds.to: jump on and make sure, because people.need to
1 Iu

g believe emergency information.
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JUDGE KLINE: Well, I think I can go to lunch
13-4-Suet 1

2 with less anxiety now.

(Laughter.)3

JUDGE LAURENSON: All right. We will take our
4

5 luncheon recess now.

(Whereupon, the hearing is recessed at 12:50 p.m.,
6

to reconvene at 2:05 p.m.,.this same day.)
7

8

9

10

11 .

12 -

:

| 6 ,
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14

15

16

17

18

13

20

21

22

23

t'~ ', 24

'L]
25
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. #13-5-S0eTi -. 'A_ f T,E R N g O N S E_ S,S I_ O N.
t i

1

97 '2 (2:07 p.m.)'
'

3 JUDGE LAURENSON: Okay. We are back in session.

4 2Mr. McMurray.

:5 1 Whereupon,

6 -CAROL A..CLAWSON,

7 MATTHEW C. CORDARO,

-8- DENNIS S. MILETI,

. g -. ELAINE ~D. ROBINSON,'

10 JOHN H. SORENSEN,

_.

-- 11 - -and- ,

[-; '12 JOHN A. WEISMANTLE
:,m

- !13 were called.as witnesses by and'on behalf of Long Island

14 . -: Lighting Company and,.previously having been duly sworn,
..

15 _ were further examined and testified as follows:
'

CROSS EXAMINATION'

16 ,

17 . . .BY MR.-LMC MURRAY:"

'

0'- Dr. Mileti, let's go to your testimony on Page.18
-

Lt 19 46.

. 20 - .A (Witness Mileti) I see it.

21 .Q :Okay. ..You'.say there~that -- in your response to

22 - Question 22,1 you.say there that the major finding from
-

- .

: 23 ' Previous studies of the role.that perceived credibility
...

F " [~* ~ 24 - ' plays in shaping response to a warning,.et cetera.
c.-

-

3

25 -
Is that when a warning is received from a source

-
...- .- - , . . . - , - . .... - - , - .
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# 3-6-Suet 1 judged to have low credibility, people tend not to take

2 immediate actions.

3 Do you see that?

4 A Yes.

5 Q Okay. The previous studies that you are refer-

ring to are not studies dealing with a radiological emergency;6

7 isn't that correct?

Yes or no.8

g A No. However --

10 Q Well, wait a second. 'Your no was that the

11 question I posed to you was correct; isn't that correct?

12 A Well, they include some studies on TMI.

But the bulk of them come from the natural emergencies that'

13
u-

have been investigated..14

15 0 .What TMI studies are you referring to?

16 A I would look at all of them if I. wanted a judg-

-ment about what happened at TMI.
17

.

is Q Which studies are you referring to specifically

with respect to TMI?19

m A Studies of evacuation.

21 Q What studies are you referring to specifically?

22 A Well, I would look at, if I wanted a good

23 picture of evacuation at TMI, a list of them. The ones

that come to mind today are the Brunni, et al study, the
24

;

'J

25 Bromet study, the Houts study, the Flynn study.

L
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* -7-Suet 't It's always a good idea when there are multiple

2 studies of an emergency to have a look at them all to

3 reach judgment about what occurred in the emergency.

4 Q And which one of those TMI studies concluded

5 .that at the time of the emergency the source of information

6 had low credibility?

7 A I think -- I don't recall which specific one,

8 but it's generic knowledge that the utility lost credibility

9 in the process of giving information out to the people

to during the Three Mile Island accident. I believe, for

11 example, the one piece of -- the one publication you ,

12 cited yesterday reached that conclusion. I've forgotten

13 whose it was, but it was the one in the agua book, from

14- Westview Press in Boulder, Colorado.

15 Q Are you finished with your answer?

16 A Yes.

17 . Q You spoke of generic knowledge, that as a result

18 of the accident the credibility of the utility fell;

19 isn't that correct?

20 A No. What I said was that in the process of

21 giving information out, the credibility of the utility

22 fell. And that's well documented, largely because of all

23 the botching up that the utility did during the Three Mile

~ 't 24 Island accident. Information, as I recall, was presented

as

25 that appeared and was perceived by some as if information
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-8-Suet 1 were being withheld. And that contributed to the utility's

2 losing credibility during the accident.

3 0 You say on Page 47 towards the top that

4 credibility gaps can be a cause of people not immediately

5 responding to a warning rather than actively doing some-

6 thing contrary to what they are told to do.

7 Do you see that?

8 A I sure do. Yes.

9 Q So, you would agree then that lack of -- yes or

10 no, that lack of credibility could result in a delayed

11 response? .

12 A I can't answer that yes or no.

f 13 - O Dr. !!ileti, wouldn't you say that if you are

14 told to evacuate but you go about your normal business,

15 that you would be actively doing something contrary to

16 what you were told to do?

'17 A In answer to that hypothetical question, holding

18 all other factors in the world constant, yes, I would agree

19 with that statement.

20 Q Also, on Page 47 you say: We would expect

21 people who have perceptions- of low credibility for every

22 warning / evacuation notification source to not do anything

2 out of the ordinary except to listen for more information.

24 Do you see that?

25 A Yes, I see that.

l
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3-9-Suet 1 0 The more-information that they would seek would

2' be from the EBS messages, correct?

3 A That's one possibility.

4 Q And in that case, the additional messages would

5 be coming from LERO, correct?

6 A I think they would be coming from the radio

7 station.

8 Q The message would be attributed to the LERO

9 Director, correct?

10 A And others.

11 - Q Who is the person identified.as giving the
.

12 information?
__

13 A The Director of Local Response, who is the
-

14 person named in the message along with others.

15 0 .The others are merely identified as people

16 with whom he has consulted, _ correct?

17 A Yes, and that's the way it'is appropriate to

18 identify those other sorts.

19 Q And we've established already that those other

20 sources are not stated to ascribe to what the LERO Director

21 says, correct?

22 A I don't know that that has been established. I

23 think the LERO Director, in the EBS messages the statement

( 24 is made that after conferring with scientists and people

3 that know about accidents at nuclear power plants, et cetera,
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,

#13-10-Suet 1 Q so,.therefore, maybe we didn't make this clear.
:/ i

[- .2 :There is.no" statement in there that those scientists or
.

~ 3' consultants agree with what the LERO Director is telling

14 the people, correct?
,

5. A No, there is no statement in that. And I think

6' -for the same reasons we talked about when we were talking
-

7 about the. shadow phenomenon, when I described that I didn't
'

.8 use.a particular word that-might have been " infer" or

'

something else-that you were interpreting in a legal senses

10 and-I..was using in a much looser sense.

11 Q I believe in response-to Judge'Kline's question
,

'

12- you would -- strike that.

|p s'

( i -- - 13 : You~would' agree, would you not, that. response.% f(
!

14 does d: pend, or is affected, by how a person perceives the

. 15 believability of a message?

: .16 A Response is'affected by=manyIthings.. Belief in.

:17 the message is one-of them.

'Is' O. And you state,~ in fact, yin your testimony on

.19 - Page 47, do you not', if-further as well as previous in-

_ ~m formation creates'a believable warning people will-likely

'

21' respond regardless of credibility, correct?:

'n A Yes, warning, belief and response is a process,

in and that phrase'is trying to point out the process.

/^$ 24 :Q- So that believability is an'important factor?
1 J'.ss,

~2 A Believability is an important factor, and it is'

.

w D=PN- mp+'-r;- f - y 3"+9yt so. - 9 m - y- ---w - -1 ~



10,575

-ll-Suet 1 something that emerges through a social process. It is

2 not a static variable that does or doesn't exist. It is~

3 something that changes over time which, by the way, is one

4 of the key-findings from Drabek's study on the flood,

5 Denver in '65.

6 Q You say that -- towards the bottom of your

7 respon,o to Question 22, the last sentence of that response:

8 The assumptions behind Contention 15 that low credibility

will lead to disobedience are simply not based on any9

10 previous research findings or evidence of which we are aware.

11 Do you see that?
.

12 A I certainly do, yes.

13 Q Is it your understanding that Contention 15 --
j

14 strike that.

What do you mean by the term " disobedience?"15

-16 A Not following instructions.

17 Q Dr. Sorensen, Page 48, you say, sort of in the,

18 top third of the page there, that probably the chief

reason is that evacuation or other recommendations are19

usually not issued as strict and precise orders.20

21 Do you see that?

22 A (Witness Sorensen) Yes, I do .

23 Q Are you saying then that LERO must attempt to

'

24 be strict with the public?

25 A All I'm saying there is that when warnings are

_ _-
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3-12-Suet 1 typically issued for a large range of different types of

2 -emergency situations, that they are not martial law, force-

3 ful type. orders under some sort of penalty, but rather

4 allow an individual, in sort of keepina with I guess the

15 democratic principle that sort of runs throughout our way

6 of life, allow people some kind of decision-making, whether

7 they -- and going through the process that we have described

8 and discussed over and over about how people come to decide

9 about whether to execute a response in keeping with a

10 warning, evacuation or otherwise.

11 0 What did you mean by the term " strict?"
,

12 A To modify. What was it, modifying a strict

13 order?,

14 0 What did you mean by the term " strict?"

15 A I meant, as I just previously said, a kind of

16 warning message that gave people no other room to think or

17 make decisions in the sense that they could be threatened

18 by some sort of penalty,' forcefully required to act, that

19 would not -- for-example, use the word, we recommend, it

20 says you will do this.

21 0 And is that the kind of order that LILCO or

22 LERO contemplates?

23 MR. CHRISTMAll: Objection. Asked and answered.

24 The kind of message that LERO contemplates is already in~"

_

n the record, in the EBS sample messages.
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; I#13-13-Suet 1' JUDGE LAURENSON:.-Overruled.
f}.s,

j$f s21 WITNE'SS.SORENSEN: Based upon my reading and

f,.
. 3.' ~-recollection of.those messages that:is~not the kind of

,,

us #

mes^ sage |thatLis reflected in the sa'mpl'e message, those1 - -4.

~

us: that:I've looked at'.
'

. _

"
r' . 6 .' 'BY'MR.,MC'MURRAY: -(Continuing): I

' '

L l
L- - 77 Q |. Are :'you trying - to 'say here -'in this passage 'tihat- j
'

'

13 . emergency warnings (should be given in a' strict and precise: ' |

~

- ~

.y .
-

.9- .manne r?.

; }
~

~

10[ A ' No .- -I[believe ' tha't they shoulci . allow 'some,

:. ,

:11? | individual kind of| decision-making'to take place;in most-,_f ,
,

n.
' ,

.

,.

112 . cases. Irmean, there'is obviously going.to-be' cases' where
-

,
-

f [; y' -
'E > 13 ; Js'om'e greater degree.of, strictness would.be required.-

Q,/?
'

.
.-

L ;;14 lQ YouLsay at-thelbottom of Page 48,fgoing over*

c ~

115.' Jto the-top'of PageL49'' thatiin.somelinstances, particularlys
,

"

- J16 when J the ithreat:fis imminent more forcefully' delivered -

fa'dvksementsfarelgivenoftendoor-to-door.h~ - .17. ~

- -

.... . .

-18 -Do;you'see that?
'

'
,

is 1 A! -Yes,cI do'.-x

5
- 20[ 0 '- 'LILCOIdoesn'tLintend2to.go door-to-door to:

* y .3 21' . warn people,ido'they?:
' 'n

,

: N..J ~ .

, * ' -- 22 . .A. |Tof the best of~my knowledge' I.~ don't think
~

,

:23: ithey plan to systematically go door-to-dcor to every: house-"

,

.

,

o q

L 24 i . hold.- -- '

A-.w',

cnd; #13 26;
.

$~I IJoeLflws4
. ~ ,

4

Y Y'SdY' * g- +My,-w -M b -+ [- E *- e.g.,-r gw- w w's- vt M ma =e es regw W-''-/vt w ay9- ty -w h yywww irmy w ww t v y ewi T - +g er yrt * *-g+ og =-g* -pfy y.- 6-w+-Wri- 9 w'-'s.*m'we- y f $- W-+M''wAeY -yI-=-
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.I' -Q
,. ,

Is it your understanding that -- strike that..
/ ! <

(,/' 2 Dr. Mileti?

3L A' (Witness'Mileti) Yes..

,

, .

14- Q What' other emergencies:can you cite for me

5 "which' support your statement that good response without

. .6 ' belief ha's; and will occu~r in all sorts of emergencies.

7_. .Again, I amt asking_for specific emergencies.
-

T8 .A' ' I mn sorry. I don't remember _ talking about,

'9~ that be' fore . .

;10 0 The~ question -- when we were talking'about the

'11 'Drabek article,'it was in response to my question about
_

,

'

:12s . what emergenciesnyouJcould :name that supported this statemen;-
p. n

.

.

q { ,13 - Lat the bottom of page 44, and you cited-for me one example,
r.,

14 the flood that Drabek' studied. .

15 A I- am . happy .tcr talk . about that. It is just that-

I recalli hat our conversation befo're lunch was talking3 _ _16 t

.

~17 about=how itLis that.be' lief |could be elicited when-
'

~

- 18 ' credibility was_ low.
_

: 19 .I-would be mighty happy to talk about:that.
-

,

.
2: -Q. .The _' question is :- WhatDother emergencies.can.you

* ' 21' point | to -that support your statement that good response-

im without belief has, and will occur, in al'l-sorts of emergenc:'

.es '

. n_ -_as you say at the bottom of page'44?'

4w H- 'A Well, there are examples, descriptive as well as
N ]
*~' m- ana17tical; examples where people have responded in

.. . . _ __. ._ _ _ _ - _ _ . . . . _ . . . _ - . . . _ . , .. _ - _,. ,_
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:1
1 .

: emergencies ~in ways that we outside judges might consider
-

I

s.,_./ ~ '2 :.well, when1 they themselves did not believe the warnings.

~3| Jor beli~eveLthat:the emergency was going to happen or
'

,

14 believe what they were being ' told.,

:5' For example, there are many cases of this. Of_m

6 individuals or families'in'many different emergencies, and
7 -I' can list some of themL for you. Ones that come to mind-
8 . right now, - for . example , in. Rapid City I rec'all a family

9- of about ten people who were living in a home , and the

- 10 ! husband and wife -- this was an Indian family -- didn't:

' 11; believe that'the flood was going to happen. .Didn't believe
.

I 12 'that-. floods that big happen in Rapid City. Did not want
>"( .

., j ) - 5 13- to leave, et cetera.
NJ

,

14 And theyfconvin'ced most'of their children that
,

15 floods like that' don't-happen in. Rapid City, don't happen
s

.

to' Indians,Cand a bunch of'other folklore came into affecting-16
u, - .

'

17 how -the interpre'ted 1the information that .they got.-
'

18 . They had one- teenage daughter, however, for

lab whatever reason did believe it, and despite the' fact-that

m' che'r: brothers and' sisters didn't believe that the flood was.

21 going. to . happen,1 she pulled them literally out of the house ,

, : n' one in'each' hand, and those three children are alive today;
~

'M the rest of the family is dead.

IM s 24 There are othe' ' examples where people who don't.r

Ev.
=

.
u _ - -
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-~ . -

E 1~
_ .believe.; emergency warnings come to behave in an appropriatem.,

Q; . ,
ib. y ' T2d tway in an' emergency.,,

,.

5 .3J - For example, in many of the studies..that have
~

~ ;;. >
,.

14~ ;been done?that have analyzed the behavior of ~ older people'
~

4

-
2 ,

,

Si jinLresponse' to amergency warnings', and I believe there:
'

-

,
_

- :6. e was Lalpaper sritten on :this. by- Hutton and Trainor. I,

' 1.7 : fdon't1recallLwhere it' was published, and it looksdTat24

5' (8 'specifically'how it is old people deal with emergency.

[9l Jin formatiod . -
' '

And : the aged are , for some reason that has: 10 '-+

,%'

- 111 ~ catire'lly.been:well defined yet, to the best of . my -a
~

,

"'12i*- -

; knowledge', very = reluctant to get upfout of their. houses
~

,

- .R,

_ j( j}p}
'

| 13 - 1'and do ;something like evacuate.' ' And . there are always"'

_

q,
.

,

'

14 Laccounts;offhow it:is that when they:do: evacuate--itJis,, :
_

-. - _ . . .. . . _ -

.

- * =15 because,fdespite-theLfact they didn't believeithings,4that;
-

,
,

. . . . *

'

.
,/16 their ' children"or: others came? an'd took. them.-

'

t - L .

' ' ~ W ,'!17J-
, ..

There are !many case , examples of where peopleL

_
| 18 ~ tin emergencies havel comed to behave fin < a? way; we -would judge -

~

-

p ', s 3
% 3

1 % 119 : as'well, buteeven|though1they didn't believe things.
,

~

y, TSO. However, j thatlis something we shouldn 't count
,

1 - . 21 ~ E on 'in em' rgenc~y~ planning . - -e -

-

. , - . ,

M :2Si -- 0 'so-farryou-have only cited-one particular
'

.

~

23: emergency, which is what my question called for', and youg; ;

' ;- L 24 J did give.!u's an interesting antedote about the Indian family.

( /-i
_ ' 26 - .so;.in... Rapid City =-- let me ask you this.- What was-the

, , ,
- v

#_ %

f'

u5 I

'm n
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.

' .' _1' source of information that the Indian family found to be
a;c\ s-

tf '

/f .2- '--:to have low credibility?-i
.

. .

31-
_ - JO .The emergency warnings-that they got.

'

.c .:

4 -Q You know that the Indian family did not respond

[j L5 appropriately, correct?

;6 .A :Part of it didn't. Part of it would -- did,.

, 7 -inimy-judgment."

:8 Q And the''part that did. respond appropriately
,

,9L responded because the particular' individual-involved,

_
10 . believed and found credible the source of emergency'

,

11 information,-correct?
.

3

+
1 12 ~ ~A'. 'One of that sub-group did, and the other' two

j^( ~ -13 d idn'' t .
i./

14 0 That is right. Thetother two didn't, and>

,

_

c15 were forcefully' pulled out by the one who did, correct?--

16 , A- Yes.

][ L17 Q- Thank:you. The two that were. pulled-out were'
.

18" Lchildren?'

2.
-

19 . A- They were1 younger than the one who pulled,

. 151 -them out.'

' ' '

|21: O Now, do you have any other . examples of: specific
.

"
- 13 emergen'cies .-- specific emergencies where; good response4

.

Lui was-elicited'withoutibelief. I am talking about specific
.a

' ( 24 .eme rgencie s .. j.-+ '

$
~

. - ''').- 25 A Well, again, ' belief in ' emergency information

'
, _

-;
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, a:

'

.1-- :isra process. So there are other examples where belief
y-y
i ,)]

'

2 . did not exist when the emergency began, . but as the process

- 3' ofi emergency warning progressed, people came to behave

.4 '.in appropriate ways, and came to believe what was abou't

s _to happen 'and, therefore , decided to leave.

- 6_ Q- And what specific emergency are you~ referring

7' to?';+:-

$8 A' Well,_again the 1965 flood in Denver is a nice;.;

'

^ 9 documente'd case by Tom Drabek.
-

z.

-

10 0 We have'gone through that. Any others?

til; A 'Sure. Where-belief initially'was low, and then
.

_ ,12 - . gradually came into being as a process, that process I
''

(13 would; imagine characterizes any emergency that .has been -j g
L,e -

- 14 ' studied by social scientists who investigated how it is
- 15- 1 people came to respond to warnings, - because that 'is the

16 . process 1that . characterizes how people decide :to respond.:
C

, 17 . For example --
i

18 Q .Dr. Mileti, whyL won ' t you give. me a specific

19 emergency that you are referring to other than the' Rapid
;M _ City' flood and the Drabek article. All I am askingfforw-

,

21 is a simple response,- which is name a specific emergency?

n :A- I was;about to. I said, 'for example,' and.

.m. ;you . cut me off before I got to the examples.

,- - M O Pleasefgive me a specific example.,

o ( }FA '26 A Another one that comes to mind is an old

i :'

1
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,

,1. : National.-Academy of. Science Study. It'was done-by
u-,

, f',
-

Danzig,1et al',-and-I believe it was studying how people came~

it- 7

to
H J 3' ftolint'erpret information regarding, !I believe, a rabies

'

,

'
'

r4 - epidemic.
, .

q .

,
,'" '8; ' Another one' that comes to mind. is another

16 . set of flood emergencies | studied. by.. Perry, Lindell Jand -
~

, c

7 ' Green,7and.I remember.s'aying that this-morning,'too.- That

;s .was a 198L or so -- maybe '1980 publication. It was one
.

9L : ofithe : Reports th'at .came out of the Battelle -Memorial
Ch

-10' Research1 Institute in: Seattle before Ron' moved to- Arizona

11.: State.
.

12 : 0 What. emergency did- that deal with? '

,}-
'

F P - I13 - ~A- I[ don ' t remember the -particular flood./

W/:.
14 O ;With respect 'to: the Danzig? article which 'dealte

~

' ~

~

151 'with the rabies epidemic,;what was the? source or sources

(16 ''of ?information that was ' studied?
.-4

- : 17 : .A As -is the case in mostiemergencies, there''were'
'

~ 'Is. ;manyf sources of information.. There were official sources

19 Lof information. There were less .officiali sources of-

C ~ <
.. .'( 20; :information'.

^

J 21 There was -information from the ' media; there
,

n> . was information from peers; . there was information from-s

'
~

' family, et cetera..n
_

,- 34 'O And which sources did Danzig find, specifically'

' .I)s.
.n find'to have low credibility?-

'

-

5

b__.
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.' 1 :A As is the case in most emergencies, as I recall

.
2 [toLthe best of.my knowledge, low credibility and believabili by

3 'was low regardless of source and then changed in the process

4. :of; communication , and as people confirmed information and

. 5' ' formed perceptions'about wh'at was going on, and then made

6. decisions.
,

.'7- Q What. data did Danzig have to confirm that, in-

c 8; ' fact, the Escurces of information had low credibility?'

9 A I don ' t recall the data that- he had. I just

10' remember-'what his conclusions were. *

11 . It really has~ been at least a dozen years since
,

12 . I ' have -- read ' that.
'

,

13 ,Q' 'Dr.' Mileti, do you recall' specifically whether- -

x,,0

14 :Danzig stated in his article'.that=the sources of information
~

15 . uniformally had low credibility prior to t'he rabies epidemic ,

16 , and' increased;duringLthe course of~the rabies epidemic?:'

.

-17x -A Iidon'tfrecall if.he said that explicitly.

~

. 18 .. :I.do recall ~.that that is the conclusion one would reach.

19 if you sat down and read it. That'is what I remember his-

204 findings _were.

21' I don 't remember .what his words were'.

22 | Q~ Rapid City was not an example in your-mind of'
,

. 23 .a good. emergency response ' for the general public was it,

_
c. 24 Dr. Mileti?

L ;-( )-
, ~'''jy

g 26' A That is .very much a value judgment. There was

t;

>

.:
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D-good emergency response for some people, and there was-1s

. %

. ,b 2~ poor. ' emergency respons'e for other people. That is=why
.

r-

3 'somelpeople'got to; safe ground-very early on in the

'4 ' emergency, and -other people are dead today, because they
,

-

.5 didn't.

6 ;QL Haven't you previously characterized the
<

7; Rapid City flood as an example of-a case where there was.+

_

8 inot. good-response for the general public?

-9 A -Because.232, drowned, yes, in-general. But.,

, |10 E that .didn 't mean there ' weren' t good responders there = as -

'.11] |well.,,
.

12 ; -Q There were some, correct?

L f /' T ,13 ;A 'Yes.

$N ! , _
. .

L ;14 :Q . That means some people didn 'tidie, right?_
.

L 15 A _Yes.
., c

16 - -Q -With respect.to.the Perry,.Lindell and Green-
e

~

17 article-that you are referring |to, that was|a flood?
.

18 A -Yes. 1,'

19 - Q? [You don 't recall where the ~ flood was?

7 12: A I' believe I already said that I didn't.

21 'O _ Who wereLthe specific sources of information
>

.

-Perry, -Lindell and . Green were measuring? -n whose credibility:,

-

23 , A- I am sure that-.they would have measured the>

.

,L_s
"

M ' f actors related to- anybody - that contributed emergency
! ;

'

'. 26 information, but' I: don 't remember specifically.

;~:

.+s

~



--

--14 -9-W21
' 10,586

s.

1 Q. Do you know for sure that they, in fact, did
[

.
,

"
,/ L2- : measure; credibility during the accident. That is,

3 Perceptions-of credibility, or are you just speculating-

,

'4 that they would have, you think?

|5 :A I remember' that they documented the con'firmation'~-

6' ' process and how it affects. belief, and that the confirmation

:7 process, by virtue of its existence, begins with low belief
.

8' - and -evolves :into higher belief, and then human action.

,

- g And to document that process, which.I do recall,

- 10' one would have-to look at the kinds ~of-information that
~ ~

ism
~

'11 = PeoP e :getLin an emergency,' and that information comesl
~

.

'-
12 1 always in emergencies from multiple sources ~.

~

..

['h 13 _Q- You are saying that the ' confirmation process
\_/ . --

14 :only occurs .when there is low credibility?
.

c -15 A: No, sir. I saidcit always occurs.

'

' t6 ; O It always occurs. Regardless of whether. there-

.

if is low credibilityjor highf eredibility, _ correct?
~

.

18. .A Well, ; it' can be diffe' rent for different. people.
.

. 19 ; SometimesLif -- the confirmation goes on until someone- c-

fm- . forms a' perception or belief, and then acts ont-it, or,

_

R
21 doesn't comef to act on it.

f,

n Q Ikt you recall what sources of information Perry,.

n. LLindell--and Green found to have low credibility during the

-w : 24 : course of.the emergency?
'l i

oN/
- 26 ' A 'As I.said before, for different members of the

..

Lh_ ,
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public;[for 'dif ferent members of the people they must-1-

'

- .2 shave .been; studying, credibility would -have to have varied,.

t3: and .it would .have to have been diffeent and come from

f multiple sources.

'5 I don't remember any specific agencies that I
,

- 6 -can:name..
!

1 7 Q And do you recall whether with respect to particular

8' : agencies who were perceived as having' low credibility, the
.

~

i g. perception of credibility rose = for those particular

;10 agencies during the course _ of the emergency?
.,

11 'A No, I don 't remember that, ~but I wouldn ' t need .
.

.i

12 to. . What matters is that belief' emerged, _ and you. act - on~

,-r .
.

i: -(~() . :13 the basis of the information and' take protective action. +

C 14 0 .Was- the Perry, Lindell and Green flood an~ example <

15 of a'. good response, 'or a not'so good -response?

'l6 L -A I youldn't know how to judge' it.--.I don't
~

'

- -17 remembe r.

18: Q- .So you don't -- go ahead, I am sorry.

gg - .A As I have said twice already, and maybe I

- 20 . shouldn't say it again, I : remember the analytical. finding'

21- from it.
+

zg[ Q So you don't really recall then whether orinot
'

23 . this was an example of good response. without belief?

- 'N 24 .A I remember that it is illustrative of the./

f
- g. confirmation process. The confirmation process by virtue

,

L. : -
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#'
~

~ is illustrative of how people1, of the fact,that:it'went on,3.s . -
:.

i I 12' come'to believe.thingr and then respond.

(3; ;Q And you have-already said, though, that the-

'

|4~ ' confirmation ~. process - takes place whether there is low

'5 L : credibility:or high credibility, correct?
.

:6 - A' -That'is right. And there are examples of

' 7f ?emergsncies where people have been - - or have come to'

- . -

8- behave , :even' though they have low belief. And .I have,,

W
dhh -9 4 falso~said1.that weishouldn.'t count on that in emergencies,:

f$
ype 110 Liti shouldn 't- be. part of ' emergency ~ planning. -
sA :

~ ? 6,L i
1 11.- Q: - Well, . then, wh'at .are some other examples of

-

.

.

. il2 - , specific.~ emergencies where' people did cometto:believe
,

}'

.! x- n,) ; 1 13 ; 'and have ~a good response despite the initial low credibility,

at 14: f of 'the source of information.

|15; A' :Well, let 's : see . . :I have talked about Perry,'

1 ' Lindell/ and - Green , c andL 'Drabek 's work', and. Rapid City'as-
'

'16

( 17 an example. LDanzigd " Those .are- the only ' ones :that : come
'

'
>

,

-to.-mind right now.18 -:

4

119 ' J2 -ThankLyou. Dr. Mileti,1 emergency information
-

..

~ 20 ' affects the perception of risk, correct? -

'

221- A | Situational. risk ~ perception,-- yes.s

~ J: ,

dm! LQ. An'dLother factors affect situational risk-

23 - -perception,7 correct?

[ 24 TAS ' Other/ factors can- have 'an effect on situational'

L/ :
m; 1 risk perception, yes.-,

,,

-
- '
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-1 : ?Q~ ,On page 52 of your testimony, Dr. . Sorensen,+ , . m
,~;

~ ~ \.
. .

'

N,/j . you'!are-; talking about TMI in response to Question' 24.2 :

.

'

:3 ; ',. Youl s ay : oIt is true that more people evacuated at TMI

94' than;was suggested.by the instructions in the Governor's

- 65 - advisory. This; behavior :is ' understandable based on our
,

i6' ' knowledge of.how people respond to-warnings._

'

4G _ e7 ,
_ |D'o you see th'at passage?

_

, u
L

'8 : 'Ai (Witness .Sorensen)-
'

Yes.--
,

- ,

| 9.f ,
, |Q. The one factor you will agree-at TMI:was

'

.
<

U ~

10 . confuse'd information coming from'various' spokesmen, correct?
'

_

' - - : 11, . . .A- Yes,- I think that was a major contributor.- .^^
End..-:14 3

:o Rebl fols12 L
'

6, % -

13 -
::- -

r -- : ;-
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.
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.
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.' ' {l ' 10 ; And':also part of the problem was the perceived,

, 72 lack.of credibility on the part of certain spokesmen and. ,
.

3-,- fparticularly~one for the utility, correct?
.

14L :A1 ILthink that. credibility issues contributed to.w

the: problem.there. Exactly how, I an less sure of than the

$6T , confusing.information.- But I1would -- my opinion would
' '

-

7[ .befthatiperceptions of' poor credibility of the information-- '

[81 4 source;could have contributed'to the_ behavior of people,
- ,

-.

T8 ~ although'we' don't have.any evidence to'suggest-whether it
~

"7 ..
-

.10) causedi them not: to evacuate or whether to evacuate.

II
-

- ~A, _(Witnes's Mileti)- It is suspected'that the- -
_

o:-

} , 112 L iconfusing,, conflicting information. led to low: perceptionsc
,

.u

- jof. credibility of.the. emergency.information that. people-
'

;.131
-,.

,

([ T |14 wereLgetting.
< +

_ :15J
. , .

Q :- .But- Lthere is~ no way ' forf you. to tell, is.-there, -
. -}

:1' 6-}

'Ds. Mileti, whether:or not the low credibility resulted

J L17; "s61ely from| confusing.and conflicting'informationfor
s- ,

'
'

-:18 5 iwhetiher other : factors may have contributed to the . lack of ?
,

'/ -18 fcredibility, correct?.
.

.

-

' .'E 20~ 7qq - A ;The're-may have-been other factors that contributed -

-

>

, , a-

21' toxit. 'GivenLwhat,is known about how-people come to;believe-
~

,

, , m 122 ' or not'believe emergency}information, that there:was*
'

23iX :isconsistency,.that,it was botched.up. And I could grade-

9 -

_

1 24 i ' it'inIterms of.the; factors that I talked about.

E'
-

-I' would : have to say that' there is no question
h

. f'

f~ - '(,; < -
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- I' ;that conflicting'information contributed to low perceptions_y,

;,,

j !2 of belief in.the-emergency-information. And others have-

132 ?reached.that conclusion, too.
,

4' The extent to which other-factors affected that

'5-

:isLmore unclear.

6( 'g Ig it.is-unclear, Dr. Mileti,-how other factors.L

7: affect' credibility, then on what do;you' base your statement

'

;8'- |and conclusion that. good information alone can overcome
.-

,

-8L : low' credibility and-elicit'aigood response?
.

10 A I beg your pardon, but.I was~ talking about
.

: 11 Three. Mile Island-when:I said it is; unclear what.the
,

;

~ 12;! . relationships were between-any ofLthe variables that we-

, f% .
13

.. . . . . .

> 3w ,c)- -might want to plot, that-we have no data no,;and
- -

i14 ' credibility-perceptions of the~ emergency.information which*

15 - -we know was. low.
~

'

:16 ~

We have agreed.that other factors.could have-had
'

Q .
.

17 ? 'an'effect;on credibiiity.
.

:18 A; |Well, it: depends on what you mean by. credibility.

:19 4
, EI-am: talking aboutiperceptions of.-belief.in the. emergency-

.information. Is.-that,what..you are talking about,;or are
'

. 21' you talking about perceptions.of credibility-as_might
'

-22 .occurfin!the nation when.youftake a poll"and there-is no

23 ' -emergency. going on?J

[f].s 124 Q When you said that other factors affect credibility ,

-k|
26 ;

-what were you referring to ?
|

*
. . .

,J

r 4 ,

.- __ b
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s -
I 'A; I was: referring to perceptions'of belief in the

e ' 2 .- emergency =information.
.

3-
|Q luud with ' respect 'to my last question then,.

) '

jgivenDthat-statement that other factors can affect'

5- : perceptions o'f belief.in emergency information, how can youn ,

.6L
isay that good information alone, if implemented properly,

.will overcome low credibility?
,

'

A 'Because I understand the. characteristics'of2

- 9
:how it is' that people come to believe,something in an

A' '

.10 ' ..
-

- .

. emergency.

' 11'

For example, other: factors-affect perceptions .
+

.

'

12 - ~-

of belief of-the1 emergency.information.that someone is
'

*

~ i3 '',
~

,'
.-'

getting.
.

' '14- TLet tue give- you :an example. Sex,.for. example.

Females.-- and-this.has'been documented in some-studies,Jand

= 16 ~~ - - -

-

2 emember what the. disaster agent was"--
- -

.'

cI'am sure I' don't: r
,

'

171

tend toimore readily believe'the emergencyjinformationi<

~
: 18; . .-.

- - --

- that ti.ssued than1 men. .' That is - another factor.-1

~

_ .

19 ' That'doesn't mean you can't have an emergency
. . ,
'"

.
' ~ ~

'm:-

- in a-community.where there are men because~they believe
*

. 21 ?
~

. :lt less.- 'WhatEit means is that the emergency information:'

.

in' -

- needs"to work' harder to have men come to.believe the
'

_.m m:
emergency information'than it has to work to get women.

'

i
~ 24-

-toLbelieve the emergency.information.
.

.

26:
; flow do you take that 'into account and 'how do you

Y

,
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1 design-'a: system that.can.save1both female lives and male

flives?- Well, youfdo what is necessary to save the men, and-

- c2- ~

.3 in the; process.youfalso'get the women.s

w
~ ~ [4 It"is also much harderJto convince old people.

5 '. ~ that?anie'mergency:isfabout to happen. For some reason ---
'

t6: ?and"I am not a:psycholegist;.I don't know that I understand

|7' .this in termsnof how'a psychologist might -- older people-
'

'8 }probably don't want'to.get up and-leave theircliving-room.
'

. . ' !8 They:are much-less likely'to really believeLthat-something-
10 ' 4 bad _is going t'o; happen-to their home and that they need to-

.

-ill leave |it.z -

~

.

,12: : So: th'ey need!. to - hear the information more. - So

13 -
"

you design a. system thatLgives wha.t we know eventually
~

:14L elicits belisf,.~is' confirmation, a. system that gives, for-
~

: 15 ' : example ~, EBS(messages that come out every!15 minutes, that.

.16 , enhances._ the ' number of times' that 'they believe'it- because

..175 ~

we know the number ~of times' people hear; emergency'information,

18 ' 'the probabil'ity of-belief: increases.
18 - .'Ahd that;happens independent.of:the initial~

.

E credibility of| partsicipants :or nonparticipants in the'
,

^

9 J 21': remergency":information system.-

.22; 'L.And then_we not only get'to save men and women,

.23I we get--to save~old ones, too. .And we could go right down

*

'_ : 24
~

-the list of other kinds of factors that people in studies have

126 L .found that co-vary with how people process emergency
-

.

t

' l
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1

21 - information,-take'those-sorts of factors into account,-

' ~

L2 1 ?
' and design emergency warning systems'that maximize the

.

' ?3 sodds;that3we can save lives when emergencies. occur.
. +

'

. 4f LNow, because I don't have data or statistics

:5 'on a flood,.I can't remember who was the person or did it
~

<
2

6 or1what.have you, doesn't change that process.
c

'

7 Q- The:other factors that affect credibility, they
3

T8 Lareinot limited to just sex or age, correct?

.g-
A' Absolutely . riot .''

-
'

-

_ . .

: 10 - 'O There is a whole list of such factors, correct?
<

' ~ 11 A When we prefiled our shadow phenomenon testimony,.y.
,

-12' :a'nd-when we,were cross-examined.on that,.we had dozens

, 13 1 of pagss that outlined those other factors. -And when we

' 14 L ' filed ourLsurrebuttalJtestimony on the Path''model,;we
^

15 -:

.
referenced. R when we7were accusedLof assuming that.

'

~" . 16 ) huraan beings were -a ' tabula rasa --- that we had outlined

I what'all.those otherifactors were that affect how' people-

18 ~

: process emergency information.

- - > 19
'

,
And-as-I recall, they1were divided into=five or

'
' '-#'

'

"six-categories, and we gave some examples of things within
~

21:
- each category.- And)you cross-examined both me,_-Dr. Sorensen,

.. .

E land 5Dr.. Dynes onflittle, bits and-pieces of all of them.
"'

Would you like me to try to recall what I can

today?-

Q Dr. Mileti, it is your testimony then that

>
<

-
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y.M- it ?information will control every single one of the other
' ~

u. ,

t

'" - '' : 2 -s
.

actors contributing to low credibility?
t, .

-

5 30 ag: j;I--wouldn't use-those words at all.s --

~ 41 ^

tWhatsI'would say isI that information,- if well.+ - ~
;

.

8 [5 [ designed?and well used~and.well' implemented'in.an,

j6 | " emergency,'can be~used to-help overcome.the prevailing-
^

~ ~

z
,

77 constraints that we know exist that. keep' people from making-. # ,
,

.8!
'

_
_

: good? decisions about what to do.-
_ , ,

' -8 ~ Now, if.you'want to call that control, you.can.

- 10. _ - --call-it control.. :I. don't choose to call'it control'.
*

,

,

11 - I-; choose to call'itI' helping. -
.

.

112 1
.. Q . ;In-your list of factors.that help form good

~

ce
[13 emergencyfinformation, wasn't.one.of the-listed factors.

14 theicredibility of the source?J

' ' 15 : ;g7 -!OneLdf'theifactors:that=we:know affects how
'

1 -16 people perceive emergency information'is,'indeed, the-7;
,

.

17f credibilityJof the source. It is obvious. And you d'on't'

,c ,

- 18 - f need statistics to 'know ' this.. That if somebody you don't

I - 19 f believe tells you something, you are less'likely to believe
20 L<

it1than if'it-'comesLfrom5somebody that you love, adore,

7
' ? 21 .and believe. That is absolutely..theicase.

,

22 ' 'But independent of that, that means that we need
,

23i
, 'to' work harder than just assuming that we will be believed

?N ~ 24 -, ~

p' :when we are giving emergency ~information to help people'

. a
26 , comeEto believe the recommendations that are being made'

4

La
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m ,

.

l' are ' heTones: that they should -decide to follow.vt
3''y

.

-

3,/ |2. .Q- [But you are.just assuming,'aren't you, that the

~

< 13; Jother_ factors will help? compensate for low credibility.

.
e4 A No,.I am not just assuming that. -I know that.

15 j)-- You know that,--Dr. Mileti, but it'is based <on what?
'

~

6 "What stu' dies 'have actually -looked at what degree of low

.71 .credibilityLcan be overcome by thecremaining factors that

8' .you-have. listed in your: testimony?

9' A
'

J ell --W

" 40 ' MR. CHRISTMAN: I object to this question. We

.110 testified in the shadow phenomenon phase at length about
,

L

:12 'the va'rious studies. We have talked'about the studies
:A
I . -

13 -again1.today. I think-this is repetitive.
y/

14 - JUDGE LAURENSON: -I think this question has been
-

,

15. asked numerous times.

'16 MR. MC|MURRAY: Judge Laurenson,'what we are

17' itrying toLget at here is that Dr. Miletic is referring 'to
~

.

18- these.various factors whichLdetermine whether or.not-
'

~ ~

,

15 informationf is good. :
,

20 'One of those factors,-it. turns out,'is thef

21
_ credibility of the source. Now let's take'away that factor...-

' 22 ' We have seven.or eight left. LThose are supposed to

'

overcome"the-factor we have taken out.
>

Y"*C " - What'is the evidence? What is the data that show
1 4-
LJ

26'
that those other seven factors can overcome the fact that

_

- -
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~

~1 you1take away-the1 credibility factor which Jr. Mileti~

s .[gb
,f 2 .has-previously'' stated is an important factor in determining

3 f.whether=or not?information is good?

!4 . ' JUDGE LAURENSON: The~ objection is overruled.-

155 ; WITNESS MILETIi I need to preface this with a,
,

?6' small' explanation again.'

-
J7' ThAre are no studies'that have the title Everything

~

8 )Suffolk: County' Wanted'to Know About the Following Contentions.'

The ' social-sciences do research to explore and further9

.

2 10 ' knowledge in the social sciences. The process of how people .

11 - come;to respond to-emergency-warnings has been'. investigated .

: .12 -
,

. for. decades.-
.,m. .

,/) .13 : One of the factors that we know.we need.to'look-
- 14 < .at'in helping;totunderstand,-explain,. and-in your:words,.-

| 15 . '- . control - I would rather call it help'-- people respond-i
..;

,

16 " ~

..
well'in-an'-emergency:is-whether they believe the information

17 thati they are given during the emergency.:

I 18' Credibility, credibility of the source of the

19 information-.is one of the factors.that affects their
- E situational _ perceptions of that information.

- 21 Now,'there usually,'thank God, are not many cases

22 -or examples where credibility started.out very' low and

23 : stayed . low :throughout the whole course of the emergency

' f'') - such;that everybody that was subjected to risk died.24

w/ = i

'26 What usually happens is that people perceive that

,

L
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:1'

,_ _-. .

Lone; source'of information has low credibility, another
-,

3
s

A.y/ 12 source of~information has medium credibility, another

- 3-
. source.of information has high credibility.- And that is how

|4 they enter the emergency. And those pre-emergency-
~

'

5-
,

' perceptions.of credibility have their effect,'in terms

-

.6L of.how th'ey migh't. understand or perceive the first,.

- 7 -warning-message that they get, but-then a' process begins'.-

,8 The'. social process that begins'is not'immediately.

8 evacuating, but as I ' have said over and over again, seeking -
t

.10 - out more 'information1which is people's natural tiendency

31 'in an emergency ~when they get their.first warning message.
"

-

,

- 12 ~
~

That is.not to'say that'there aren't. cases where
'.m

'

j' ~ 18 ' ' people don't respond on the!ba' sis of~their first-warning.
~

-

'

- 3 14 - Sometimes they[do. -.And. belief in the_ emergency information

' 15 :-

ichanges,fandJit changes as:a' result of a process, and it--

.16 --
-

is affected by.a whole slew and raft'of situationally-s ..

n
17 . determined' factors. And:then; people decide what they~are- -

~

,

18 ~ .goingfto'doEand .then they go and do it.
'

19 .So.there aren't' emergencies-that"I can really..-

"# speak $to where everyb6dy in the community died because
.

21|
.

pre-emergency configurations of credibil'ity was low.and it
22 ; fdidn't change..

23 ;O Is everybody dying your definition of bad
, .

. 24 'jN response?
A)

~'

26! A. That certainly would be included in it.
r

a
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' - .1- -Q' ButI'it isinot'your definition of a bad response,-

/ 2' : correct?-
s

8 'A2 fNo. A~ poor response would be one in which--z

!many| people:or aLsignificant number'of people made wrong~4

h-

, ,
~5 deci~si'ons,.and-they made those wrong decisions and as'-

.

1 6: a' consequence experienced some physical'or economic or
-

.
1.7 .some nother sort of psychological, :et. cetera, loss that could--

.

4

8; chave been avoided.

8 Q LYou-mean then that-response is linked to what

10 hhppened to them?. Couldn''.t response--- couldn't.they be

( 11 ' .ba'd. responders but.just'be' lucky and not be--hurt?=
,

~

. 12. -[g .y am sorry. I. don't understand.P

- _

| |: -- 13j
Q 'You? don't understand that?,

5/

14 - Af Bad response,is a value' judgment,-and I was.

15 defining;it as people' deciding-to do something that did

<
- I8 - . not . minimize wh'at 'it' was tihat was J lost in . the' emergency.'
' ~

,

'17 - - Did not' minimize':their risk?g

- 18 A. Did not minimize-:what they lost.

--N ~ Q So in other words, in order for a response to
'

# .'be~ bad, for~you to judge-that'a response is poor, somebody.<

_

m
- 21

~

< has to.be hurt or has to have lost something?

-

22 A Yes. For example, if somebody made the' decision

23' to evacuate a flood plain and the emergency information or

24 ; they didn't think of or whatever happened, they didn't

7]J
: 25

, ,
,

A.
decide to take their car with them. Let's say they walked

|
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O
~U l' out ofithe flood plain and they had two hours'to do it.,

' - ' 2r If_they.could have taken-their car with them, they could
4-

.3 ~h' ave minimized what was lost.
'

'

.4I Q' ~~Well,-let me give you this example.- If.somebody'

-

.

is was warned--that a tornado was coming, an entire trailer

'6! park |was evacuated.except for one person in the middle of

.
7 fthe trailer-park, the tornado didn't happen to hit that.

_

~a' particular' trailer but did'h'it'the trailer park, the person
.

18 - linside-wasn't hurt,>that person, under your definition, it seems

m'
-10'

,
'

to.me, would not have had a poor response.-

'll 'Is'that~ correct? -
.

12 - fA_. .No. - I.think'it' would have been unfortunate if
-

'

-

. T13- that-| person 1 stayed behind because they were maximizing their

-14' -risk to the tornado 'in.that particular example.-

,
. 15 0- 1So their1 response'would have been poor, corre,ct?

}' '16 Q :In some-.~ people's terms and values, yes; in-
_

'17
23 others,~I: assume, no.-

18 I would'have.. preferred seeing'that anybody that

~ 18 ' Lwas'at' risk did'what was appropriate for them to do,*
,

.
~

# . maximizing the' number of people that did that.

' ~

' 21 ~ = And you have used theiterm'" poor response." You.g

22' :woul'd:say that is a poor response, wouldn't you?-M

23 A It was the wrong decision, and there are always

24 exampl'es of people who make wrong decision in emergencies.

'26
Q LLet me refer you to the factors set out on page.54.

a
-

5

hei men l '(rris,ir . i - ii - - ii -
_ . _ . . . . . . . _ _ . . . . . . _ . . . . ...m.m . . . . . _ - _ , . - _ i..i...ir. . . . . .n...is
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_ le 1" This is_ basically-a re-statement of-the factors.that affect-

~r ..

k. ,/= 2'. good 1information|that.was'in-your shadow phenomenon

23 = testimony, correct?
K

14- .A No . - 'What this.is is a partial list of the--

,

"

5: :: factors that:were in.the.shadoe~ phenomenon. testimony, and-
.

' ' ,6: .this list was limited to those and only those factors that-

,

72 Twe'believe,there is evidence to suggest affect belief in-,4

8 -emer.gencyfin forma tion. We excluded some' factors.that
'

9 evidence suggests do not or does not have an effect on

. .

- 110 . belief but,frather, on.other-factors important to the.

'
'

,
other aspects of response.-

,

.12 - Q. One of'the factors.in your; shadow phenomenon

p :(X}j 13 ~ testimony was credibility of the source, correct?
,

%/

14 -

_

A| Yes.

- 15 :. Q And that'has been left out of this list,' correct?

16
, .

'A No, it hasn't.
!

-- 17 (Pause.)

18_- .g- .Which. factor'do you.--

19 ' A No. 6. 'I guess.it is worded a'little differently
y

* # - .here.: It says, "the emergency information'should come

21 from a mix of people -- e.g., officials, scientists,-and.
.

..
3. M so forth'-- because no one. source is credible for all-

|

8 people."

[~'s . M I didn't-try to make the list equivalent to

', )iy.
26 - the list that we used in'the shadow phenomenon because this

,
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7
'

-1 'was'for|a different-reason.
r-4: _ _

u V
~< ( ,/f 2 LQ: Lst'sLlook at the second factor, which is

_ 3: Laccuracy.

'4 ''- A -Yes, I see it.
1.

5 f0 You"say-that-the information should be accurate?

|6 A: Yes.

7 Q. _ When:a person 1 hears the information, how is
. t

|8 that person: going'to'know that'the information is accurate?,

4 -

~

8! A- IWh'aththey need to do is perceive 1that the,

10 - Linformation thatithey are_getting is' accurate. And what

'11- Jmeans isjthat[it should not be presented'in such~a.way.
,

12' stha61would| lead people to_ conclude that something is being.,

~ . _ - ,

jp [. 13: - withheld or : being - covered up, e't L cetera.
,

- :q -

#" - 14 IEvenLif nothing is:being withheld and.nothing,

"' !16 IIs being covered'up, that perception _would be a-poor one-

,

'IO .for elicitingibelief.:

.

17 :AndLso, therefore, carefullattentionineedsuto.be

4- ~18 made toEbeing open about presenting information, being

h 18 ; forthright about1 presenting-information.

8 That-is1one of the:lessonsifrom Three Mile Island.'

21
'

g g go:you could paraphrase this factor by saying.

22'[ Ithe emergency information should be given in a forthright,

;
,

23 manner?.

' j K-
-24 '

. A :- Well,~given in a manner reflected and manifested-
s |

E as it-has in-the example EBS messages.
..

.

g _,
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O 6 -forLexample, one of the first'. things'when.I:
' -

,
cq. 1

f'Y < gL ,
_

;

y 1s f .2~ started'talkingLto.the.' people at LERO in terms.o'fgthe kinds, ~

~ g
'

8'

lof publicDinformation that they should.give out if there.

~

i 4 Eever)were an emergency'was to be quite frank,'open,~

_

; ~

| 5.- Eaboveboa'rd'about|exactl'y whatlwas'goingion.. 'And a few'

,

-6 7 people thought that, wouldn'-tit'he pub 1'ic~ panic.
,

?| I7J Andj I(said, Jno'._ And we started talking-tabout'it..,

_

l8 ;And--this is(one of'the things |you.'need to do. 'It actually-
*

*

N.i .helpsbor':publicresponse;nothurtsit.=,

10 '
'

#: , .2

..g- If people don't be'lieve^that the-source of ~
'- -

~ 111C linformatidn is . credible,3 why .would ' they believe: the,
, .

END|15; . 12 1 infdrmation'was a'ccurate?
~

: -

,, .
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. ,J16-l Suet 1 A -(Witness filleti) Because your presumption thati
8

]
~

'/* 21 people don't perceive that the pre-emergency credibility'

/

3 configuration of, let's say, LILCO, they are not the only

4- -people from whom the emergency information is stemming.
~

,

.

5 LThere is a passage in the EBS messages that Director of
~

16 Emergency Response.has talked to. people that know about

7- accidents at nuclear. power. plants, that-know about radia-

8- tion, the scientific component, ~et cetera. And it's not

.9 just-coming from LERO.

10 ' In addition:to that, the EBS messages were

11 worded in such a'way to present to.the public actual
.

' 12 . assessments or projections - ;and I know I'm using the~
'

fx
i i 13 wrong-word -- in terms of how much' radiation is where. And

,

i x. /
3

-

14- I think that is~about as aboveboard and open as you-can be
~

15 with the public in termstof a nuclear power. plant accident.

16 And, to be honest with you, I don't know of
~

~

-

17 - another utility.that is on the. record for saying they are
~

'

is going to say how much" radiation is where, at what distance
.

19 from;the. plant. And I.think that is about as honest.as you

;

20 .can possibly get.

21 Now --

n' O But -- go ahead. Sorry.

n~ A- Now, how does that affect perceptions of accuracy,

7"'\ . 24 .You'can't force people to believe that you are telling the

T ,l
. truth by wording a message in such a way. But their25

U
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4"*-2-Suet -1 perceptions would be effected by_a whole host of other'

: P
'~'' 2' Lthings . . Frequencies listed down here. And I~think some'

J3 of:the factors'that are here are going to interact as people
~

1
~ ~ I

4 hear a. message over and over and over again from'different
'

/ 5 '- sources,.because there are.other scientists.at the news

6- center, et-cetera. Information will get to other people |

|

7 :who seek information_and-present it to the public. That' !
,

!

8 will' enhance perceptions of accuracy.

:9 It will enhance consistency. And consistency-

' 10 - will affect belief :ss well.

11 _Q- .You say_that the mix of sour.ces will~ help to
,

12 Eincrease the perception of. accuracy. .The mix of people

)' N . . .
.

.

T ,/7 13' includes. scientists, engineers and-certain public officials;
,

m

'4 correct?.1

~16 A' Yeah, and it's also._ going to come from dif-

16 'ferent sourcesuas the process of warning goes on, dif-
.

17 ~ferent EBS stations. If it's a two-day warning, the new-

18 | papers, et cetera.

- 19 . ;Q |With respect to the EBS messages, you would'

:N agree, wouldn't you, that nobody -- or,.you couldn't say
.

21 -that everybody would find each one of the individuals on

:n 'that| panel credible,. correct?

m- A No. One. thing we do know is taat no'one person,

fr si 24 . group, organization, role, however you want -- different

'N-]
26 ways we call people, nobody perceives that one person --

a-
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6-3-Suet 1 there is no one totally credible human being, not even Gods

2 are totally credible. We each have different religions.

3 Q And isn't it true that even when you put all

4 the people together on the panel that you still may not

5 have a panel where people will perceive one person on that

6 ~ panel as being a credible source of information?

7 A You are absolutely right. And we are stuck with

8 that no matter what emergency we are planning for, in what

g state, for what reason. It is absolutely something that

10 happens.

11 And that's why it's important to also addresu
,

12 all the other factors that affect belief. The only reason

13 that perceptions of credibility in scientists of LILCO and

14 nuclear engineers is relevant, the only reason is the extent

15 to which that can detract from belief in the emergency in-

16 formation. And that's why we need to not just give a

17 catalogue of who has conferred or consulted or signed legal

18 agreements with whom, however you want to splice it, or-

19 call it, and say: Well, now we've got a little bit of

20 credibility here for everybody.

21 You also have to address belief by looking at

22 frequency and the other kinds of things that I have listed

23 here, because source alone will not elicit belief in

24 everybody.

25 Q If you do not find the source of information,

1
- 1
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-4-Suet 1 even from a panel, to be from a credible source -- strike

2 that.

3 If you do not find the source of the informa-

tion, even from a panel, to be credible, merely having4

that same source repeat the information over and over will5

6 not increase credibility alone; correct?

7 A The purpose of doing it isn't to increase

8 credibility. The purpose of doing it is to increase

9 believability in the emergency information.

10 0 Will saying it over and over and over from the

same source, which is not perceived to be credible, in-11 .

12 crease believability?

13 A Oh, yes. And there are many other things that

14 are going to increase believability.

15 O So, if I told you something and you found me

not to be a credible source of information, and I told you
16

17 that again and again and again,-you would eventually come

18 to believe what I had told you?

19 A Yeah. Do you want me to tell you why?

20 0 No, I just --

21 A I didn't think so.

22 0 What data or studies do you have which show

that saying something over and over and over again willZ3

increase the believability of what is said?'} 24

25 A Well, there are several studies-- I'm sure I

--
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#16-5-Suet 1 won't be able to remember them all -- that show that the

2 frequency with which people receive information enhances

3 belief.

4 Why not start with Drabek's 1969 article that

5 was talking about the Papid City flood? That was one of,

6 his key' findings -- the Denver flood. I'm sorry. I

7 guess my Rapid City for me is like fifteen is for you.

8 And then a piece of work I did myself, published

9 in the journal of Communication Research, '74 or '75. It

to was by Dennis Mileti and E. M. Beck. Some of your consul-

11 tants have even cited it themselves in their testimony, .

12 although they have left my name off and acted as if Beck was

13 the only author. The key finding of that -- one of the key

14 findings of that was that frequency of receipt of warning

15 information has a dramatic effect on believability.

16 And then in addition to that, one of the founding

17 fathers of -- although he hasn't been doing as much re-

18 search as Quarantelli (phonetic) and Dynes of emergency

19 research -- a sociologist named Ralph Turner. He and some

20 other sociologists, Denise Paus (phonetic) and Barbara

21 Young, and another gal, I've forgotten her name. She is at

22 Arizona State working with Ron Perry right now -- Joanne

23 Nig (phonetic), yes, did a study for several years, a

'

National Science Foundation grant, actually exploring and24

n looking at how a random sample of people from Southern

_
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1

h #1 -6-Suet 1 California came to believe or not believe and do things or

2 not do things in reference to an actual earthquake pre-

|
3 diction that was issued for that megalopolis of ten million

4 people.

5 I'm sure there are others, because that's some-

6 thing that has been documented well. But those three I'm

7 sure will give you the other references on this as well as

8 illustrate the phenomenon.

9 JUDGE SHON: You know, Mr. McMurray, there is

10 a passage somewhere in Lewis Carroll's works that says:

11 What I tell you three times is so.
.

12 (Laughter)

13 MR. MC MURRAY: Yes. I have a feeling sometimes

14 we are in Alice in Wonderland.

15 BY MR. MC MURRAY: (Continuing)
1

16 Q Let's see. Getting back to these studies. In

17 any of these studies that you have cited, were the other

18 factors that you have listed for good emergency information

19 controlled for and just frequency looked at?

20 A That question is inconsistent with itself. I

21 don't think I can answer it.

22 0 Did these particular studies look at the same

23 type of event where everything was similar except for the

24 frequency of the information?

25 A Do you mean, did they try to assess the effect

I
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i
t 16-7-Suet 1 of frequency while eliminating the effect of all the other

2 factors that have an influence in some statistical or
p

3 ' methodological way?

F 4 Q Not eliminating, but controlling force?

5 A That's the same thing. Yes. Some of them did.

6 Now, I don't know if Turner -- in fact, I suspect Turner

7 didn't use Path analysis. They must have done about twenty

8 different studies, and their report looks like the Encyclo-

9 pedia Brittanica. And I don't know the means by which they

to did it, but I believe that they did.

11 I, however, in the publicaticn I referenced did
.

use _ Path analysis, without talking about the Path model --12

13 which is weight of these squares, not indirect, ordinary of'

14 these squares. Through that technique I was able to do

15 that. And those kinds of researches as well as others,

16 eliminating the effect of other things, I think they are

17 sound evidence that frequency, in and of itself, has an

18 effect on belief.

I don't remember the particulars.
19

20 0 Was the unit of analysis in these studies the

21 emergency or the individuals in the emergency?

22 A Emergencies don't behave. People do. This
I

23 unit of analysis was people.

'~^ 24 Q So, the unit of analysis was individuals,

25 correct?
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?

# -8-Suet 1 A Yes, people.

2 Q People in a particular -- people in one'

3 emergency,, correct?

4 A People at risk in an emergency. Yes.

5 What they believed, what they did. There are different

6 kinds of emergencies.

7 Q Then, how can you determine the effect of the

8 differential of repeating information if in one emergency

9 everybody'had the same frequency of information?

to A Because in one emergency, everybody doesn't

11 have the same frequency of information. Some people get
.

12 one message and decide to do something. Some people never

13 get a message until someone comes and wakes them up. Some

14 people hear a message twenty times.

15 So, in any one emergency -- let me just give you

18 an example. I recall in Rapid City, there was a descriptive

17 account of what happened. And what I looked at was the

18 number of warnings that people got. Everybody got a

different number of warnings. And the frequency for somegg

PeoP e was one; the frequency for other people was eight.l20

And I kept studying what was going on until they decided21

22 to do a response.

And this response I was studying, it was very23

~

24 complicated. I won't bother -- I was citing what they did.

25 Q The studies that you have looked at here that

L.
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6-9-Suet 1 we have been discussing did they try to determine the

2 number of times particular individuals in the emergency

3 received information and how that differed from other

4 people in the same emergency?

5 A Yes. That's the way frequency of warning was

6 received, because it was different for different people.

7 Q So, these studies specifically asked people how

8 many times they had received the particular emergency warn-

9 ing?

10 A How many times they had received emergency in-

11 formation, not only looked at the emergency warnings that .

12 came from the radio station, or from police in their cars,

-

but also from telephone calls from rothers or from neighbors13

14 knocking on their doors, how many things they considered

15 information transmittals.

16 And it tried to look at all that. And in that

17 is the frequency of warnings that they received from

18 official sources, the frequency of warr.ings from unofficial

19 sources, who those sources were.

20 Q How do you know that the people who received

21 information frequently had low credibility?

22 A I didn't say people who received information

Z3 frequently have 1 a credibility. We were talking about the
i
,

24 relationship between frequency and belief.

25 Q Well, how do you know that the people who had
1

I_
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- #16-10-Suet 1 low belief initially were effected by the frequency?

~

2 A Do you mean in Rapid City in my study?

3 Q I'm talking about these studies that you stated

4 here.

5 A Well, what I did, and one of them was based on

6 Rapid City, the Mileti and Beck thing -- that's one of the

7 publications from that, but in that general study what I

8 did was go in and say with some interviewers, talking to

9 three different sub-populations of people: When did you

10 first find out about the emergency. They told me.

11 And then I asked them: What did you hear. They
,

12 told me.

13 Then I said: Who did you hear it from. And

14 they told me.

15 And, in addition, I wasn't just asking them open-

16 ended questions like that. I was trying to measure variance

17 on factors like who the source was, their perceptions of

18 credibility, the degree to which they believed, or they

19 thought they believed the warning that they got, what they

2) did after it, and a Pinch of other things, in the way that

21 social scientists try to make stories into numbers, dif-

22 ferent scales and what have you.

23 And I said: Well, that's nice. Now, what was

24 the next thing you heard. And they told me.

25 And then I asked all those same questions over
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'#1 -11-Suet 1 again. And you begin building a data set. And what you

2 have is variance for each warning on factors like per-

3 ceived credibility, believability, et ;etera. And, in

4 addition to that, by counting the number of warnings that.

5 people have, you have a measure of frequency, how many

6 warnings people got and who they were from and what have

7 you.

8 And then the way we sociologists love statistics,

9 you can throw it all into a computer and a control for this

10 and a control for that, and make judgments about how things

11 effect each ot her. And then you try to publish, then you ,

12 :et tired of it, and go on to another piece of research.

13 Q And you didn't find, did you, that frequency

14 guarantees believability?

15 A Frequency -- nothing guarantees anything in

16 sociology. There are no guarantees. There is only the

17 best we can do.

18 O On Page 56, youetate at the top of the page that --

19 I think it's you. Yes. Confirmation is achieved if

M frequency and channel multiplicity are planned for in the

21 public information system.

22 Do you se that?

23 A Yes, I do.

24 0 okay. Would one of the items under the heading,

2 " channel multiplicity" be t.v. and radio reports from

i

L
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' .

# -12-Suet 1 reporters?

Bu!t,not limited to that.A That could be, yes.2 '

};
e > ,

Q Mrs. Clawson, I believe that you are the one3* "

4 that is familiar with the media and how it will be re-

sponding according to LILCO's plan; correct?5 '

6 A (Witness Clawson) That's correct.

7 Q There is no guarantee, is there, that the media

8 will report information the way that LERO wants it to report
.

9 it, is there?

10 A There is never that guarantee. But I think we

* 11 can pretty well guarantee that the media will report on ,

,.

12 an accident at Shoreham and that much of the way that they-

13 report on that accident at Shoreham will be determined by

14 the types of information, the quality and the quantity of

h 15 information, that is given to them by LERO.

16 Q LERO can't control whether or not the media

17 goes to other sources of information besides LILCO, can

18 it?

19 A Absolutely not, nor is LERO attempting to do
i

m that.,

21 Q And LERO can't control whether or not a scientist-

J~

,l * 22 might give information that conflicts with LILCO's own

23 information, can it?

24 A Well, LERO can't control that. But if you take'

25 a look at the types of information that we would be

|

| |
1
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:
#1'6-13-Suet 1 providing in terms of the emergency broadcast messages

G, '

"
i
l

2 and in terms of the information that the LERO public

N'

; 3 information people need to provide into the message 1,,

- , A
1. ; f. 4 what we are talking about, as Dr. Mileti mentioned, is

u.

,/-

5 telling the people out in the ten mile zone exactly what

6 is out there. And those numbers come from our sources which,

-7- in this case, involve the DOE RAP team from Brookhaven.

/

:- t
-

't 8 Those numbers can be confirmed or by other
,

g people who have access to that information. And so that

to I would assume that a reporter who received that informa-

11 tion from the Local Emergency Response Organization and
, ,

,

12 .then would go-out to Albuquerque, New Mexico and ask some-

13 body there, or somebody who has not had access to that
m

j 14 information, whether that information is right, if that is

15 a responsible person -- I think many reporters can assess

16 a responsible person and his access to information -- he

17 would not comment on whether tr.at information is correct

18 - or not.

19
And if he does so comment, I think a responsible

20 reporter '- I think I can say we are blessed in this area

21 with a lot of relatively responsible reporters -- would be

able to assess that he has no business commenting on that.22

n And that his information that he is providing is not

24 accurate.
.

cnd-#16 s -

Joe flws
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4 1 17-1-Wal .

,

| .' - 1: Q Why do you1 assume that LILCO has the monopoly
:( 't

'

\/ 2 -on what info'rmation is-' accurate,-and what information-is

3' ' not?1-
,

54 A . I am not assuming .that LILCO has a monopoly

. 25' - on:what information is accurate and what information is

'not, , nor d'o -I' think we are trying toi set' ourselves up6'
L-

7: -Jas . the : only ones. that do have that information.

L8' As.I-mentioned, that basic information is.

9' coming _ in terms of the amount of radiation that is out
4e

j 10 : there, and generally, as-I understand it, that is one of.,

,

; 11 . the (major f actors ' that will lead our ' local emergency .,

.

'
e

~

~12 response organization to make'a. protective action-
( yR

Mi 5- '13 ' - recomme'ndation '. .
'

%f. . -
w. ~14 ThoseEnumbers come-from.the DOE,na, Federal.

< -

16 f Government RAP [te'am, radiological' assessement program'
,

.

-16 ~ - teata.

'

. .

17 c
~ Now,' concurrently, our people -- the Brookhaven

?, '

~

s . 18 ; people -- excuseL me - :the Brookhaven people at the. news -7

?!9 . center -would have , access 'to' that information too, 'as' would
'

fn

,,; . --(if'they make sources available to' news people in the--SOL -

1;
. 21 .- news fcenter' Kany reporter in the news center could -

_.
,

9' 'pote tially hav 1 direct access to that same'information,mt, n e

.
15 .and .I have no reason to beli' eve that that would not ioccur.-

p , ,

! -g 124- Q| Is.it your testimony that:a responsiblefscientist
'kJ!

15- .could 'not draw ~ conclusions from the information1 that LILCO-
-

.2.

..&. C

,

'
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17-2-Wal
u

U 1 provides that are ' different and conflict with the conclusions
:

-t ;
y_/ |2 that LILCOtwould draw?-

.3~ A No, I am not saying that at all.
~

4' 0-- So that could-happen?

5 A- I.could hardly suggest th'at two scientists, given
,

6 'the same set'of information, would always come tofthe same

. [7 - conclusions, which.does not mean that the conclusions which

8 we draw. from the information that we have -would not be'

9- _' credible,' if explained well enough, and if we explain
.

10 J ourselves well enough' in terms of what .we are doing, and
'

v .,

;j 11 why,we are doing'it.
,

"

, _
112 ' Q Do1you'--

' '

y:y
_

-

j,-(s s - Cl3 4 .A. Excuse me. That'is.part.of the public informatici
,

.

-14 program .that we are' enideavoring- to ' set 'up. for: the LERO -

,-

15 . ' organization.
_

.
216 - :Q Y'ou agree that the co'nflicting i~nformation-

_

:would'not constitute confirmation of LILCO's emergency17a<

18 information, correc't?
,

N: . '19 A Not necessarily. . And let me-give you'an
'

20 , example. -If based on the numbers in~ terms.of-the radiation
.

4 21: fthat is measured at tho' various levels, at two' miles, five

_ 4.' -miles and' ten miles ~,.as1we-~take a look'at the emergency..
_

.

_ M' broadcast message, we - give a place. for our LERO publ'ic'

j~V ' ' 24 7 information people to fill--in.those numbers, sand then we
+.-e);

~

(
- .

'wouldLtell the.public what the Environmental ProtectioniN-

s

- 1
* '
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a~

i Agency guidelines are for sheltering and for evacuation.lp-q .

a 8
\~~/' 2- Now, I think'it is definitely conceivable

, 3- that our LERO organization may, indeed, adopt a more

4' conservative protective action recommendation than the
,

5 Environmental Protection Agency may recommend, or that

6 . another ~ scientist may.. recommend.-
.

17- And, there is not reason to believe that one

8- is-right and one is wrong. If explained well enough in-

9 terms of' why we have adopted that protective ~ action

101 . recommendation , I see no. reason to think . that the' public

? -11 |would question the credibility of it., .

,
,Well, if LILCO said, or released information '12 Q'

.
.

4 i~ -13 that 'X' amount ~of radiation had~been released, forA_,/

!14. instance.- LILCO's protective! action 1 recommendation was
~

-

.

15 thatepeople shelter. Are you saying that is' out of the

- 16 - ' question'that.a responsible scientist could take the

'

.

position thatE'X' amount'of radiation is sufficiently17

I18 ' dangerous that everybody should evacuate?
1

-19 A 'I:think~you'had better repeat that.- I'am
,

is not sure'I understand what you are driving at.-

, 21 Q- IIf LILCO released-information that 'X' amount

22 - of' radiation ~had come out of its-plant, and people should
:

-

23 all shelter --

: /''Y - 'H A Well, it is a poor premise to begin with, 'because
L

.

^, ;L

2) _ LILCO doesn't make that kind of recommendation to the<

;

_
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, , ._ :11 public. It is-the LERO; organization that does,
a, t

\"'' 2' Q And assuming that -- are you saying that no,
,

3 1 responsible scientist-could say: Well, 'X' amount of

:4 tradiation is sufficiently dangerous for me that I.would

5' recommend' evacuation?

6 A No, I am not sayi.ng that that is not going to

7^ happen. But what I am saying is we are telling them whatr

.8 is'out there. We are telling them what the Federal

.g. - protective Action Guidelines are in that regard, and 'I am

.

.10 sure that . tpere .are scientists across -the nation' that-'

11 | don't' agree.with the EPA protective action guidelines, ,

'

i . .

.. - 12 -- the | same 'way. I am sure that thereEare scientists :across
-g.

I
. [: : 13 Ithe nation' that ' don't: agree with every Nuclear Regulatory 1'

.

14' - Commission.. regulation..
.

15_ And I am.sure that in any-instance of any

.16 | -emergency across the'nat_ ion, you will get somebody'to come

17_ . fup and say'that.what responsible officials areLtelling you

, isi iis a crock. Itohappens all the time. .It happens when..

~

^ credibilitytis.high, and it-happens when credibility is:ig_

13: low,-and journalists definitely tend to go after that.

21- I am=not disputing that.~ '

-
- -n_ Q~ Well,c.then, how can you say that people 1will1

23 .believe you, LERO, which is affiliated with an organization
.

':/ 'i
'

24- with low-credibility, rather than the scientist? '

'Q:
; m 'A- Well, I-mm saying that because we are giving'' -

_

4

'I 6 m '+M - - - 94
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' . .1. them'the information that'they need to make their own
(

'd 2 .independentijudgment,'and that'is exactly what is out |

'

3 there, coupled-with -- for.what it.is worth -- what the

:4 government > regulations are and protective action guidelines
.

5 .are, . in- relation to what -is out there.
,

6- 'Q So you' are, giving people the information that

'7' you' feel they need. They are also getting. conflicting.
'

8 information from other sources. I>ask you again, why

.9- do you : feel -- what assurances can you give that people

- 10 - will choose'LERO's information over the information of
~

L - 11 other: sources, which might be more credible? .

12 .MR . CHRISTMAN:- Objection. The-witness-is
.n

4j 13 - . here to testify- about facts, not to give iassurances to

Mr.'cMurray.' 14 M-

15 - ~ JUDGE LAURENSON: Objection sustained as to the'-

16 . form of' the question.

-17 BY MR.MC MURRAY : (Continuing) :
, ,

c

~8 Q Ms..Clawson, let's assume that there are the .1

19- two conflicting sources of information that we have justi

20 been discussing. In your opinion,s why will a person

- 21' confronted-with those conflicting sources-of information

22. believe that-LILCO is right, or LERO.is right, and that
.

23' :the'other source of information is wrong?
.

f['i M- A. I. suspect that it depends upon whether you are
' : %)'.

':5 1 talking to me as a member.of the public, or whether you
.

r.
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,

,- .
are'.- talking to me as a reporter who must initially weigh1-

6-

N l'. 2~ that information and then present it to the public.

3. So, if you can tell me how you want me to
,

-~ haracterize-it, I might be _ able to answer it a little bit4 c

_.5' -better.

6 'O In my hypothesis', the media has reported that-
,

7 :another scientist has saidithat 'X' amount of radiation
s ,

h ' ~

8 L is ' dangerous ~, and'IJthink peopic should evacuate.
,

'

9 .. :A- Once again, I'think it is somewhat important,

310 to determine ~ exactly.how thatLis characterized. Whether

'11 it t is the last paragraph in a hundre'd paragraph story.
,

-- 12 - Whether' it is: the lead in the newspaper, and how-that

j
i 13 information is pre'sented_by-the mediaibefore one.can

kf
14 determine:what one:might_think the public response-might

>15. Hbe in terms of credibility '.of it, and-believability ~of-.

,
16- - it.

10 'And ' under some circumstances you' would . agree17'
-

,18 ;that people would1choosecto1believe the~information1of.
~

. . 19 the' source - that. con flicts with LILCO 's' -- LERO 's , J correct?''

'

~ m- A .I- am sure - that ini a population of 144,000Lth'at

L21' 'there will~be some~ people.that'would' choose to believe
.

, _ r Linformation that would conflict with LERO. --

,

~

23 - .I am sure that 'is the _ case in any sampling of-

#' ~

g 24 J popula' tion ."

t 4

' ' ~ ' :s - Q- What if the person giving the conflicting
> <

,

1

'
m_.

_ __
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g.-

|x.% - >

a-; _
-

~
. ,.

~.,

v.
'

t.

I ] ; h .4 I1; 'Jinformatibn'is an eminent. scientist who is interviewed ons
gq] 4.

$ 2l : .TV, so the} public is getting |the information firsthand.
a: - . . c

) '3; Wouldn 't that have an effect on whether or.'
>

-.
,

,

' m - ~

.

i'E 14L /not ithey, chose the. Information that 'LERO wanted them to,
,

., . ,

a
'~. chooseirather than the other conflicting information?5e' '' ,

3
e. .

^:A Once -.again, IJwould have to determine -- I think'

,

- J6=
,

'-, m
+ n,

(7, - : one..wouldthave'to: determine' exactly the context:that it is
~

D. 1~
-

c

4.p
'

^

' 8 J-
< , ,

! presented in', ;would havel to ' determine -what1the situatio'n.o
-

-

,, , ,

'

x- (9 >[was at theitime,.whaththe:: protective ~ac6 ion r'ecommendation,
.- , ,,

, ,

-i

10- :was, . and a/whole mess of other circumstances that you just--

I

11'' can 't: pull' out of. thei air. , i;

w
y _,s -. .;_ . , . , , ,

J 12: ~A. c(Witness lMileti)" 'I can add?a211ttle something:&

,s:,
. -y

I d ,b, - CIS : ;to clarifyJthis~a5 bit' further; and thatlis in any emergency.c
,u x

' -

n.7 '. '' _I - h |4, ,

i1 - . ?141 evenswhere the 'best plans are ~ in_ place ,- there:-is always-

.O ,

, ,

-

, -, ,

'h ' '~ conflicting'information1.| !DuringIthe' shadow .: pheno'me' on~-W..
'

15
~ '

% / - n
.

;- n, ,

* ' ~

1-16f Ihreferrddl tioIthis - as the' information : suit-- thht you -allK~

-

%y ''
,-

T, f17E s'didn'tslike.'

4 , 4:: ,
, ,

,- ,.
,

; 'E -

K18 ? iAt:any: rate,'-- an exampleTof|.this'islwhat-,
-

. . . .

'

. . ; - -- -
'

. s
_ .

-- _ '191, iCalifornialis [dding/ bebause~::partfof.whAtiwe found out-
g _ .

* '

nf201 JwhSn we/werefinvestigating earthquake prediction was-that
+ , *

4 r - +

-

p. w. ,_ _

-

'. .a
.

9g.,: x q.213.
.

, ..
. : '

c
.

(the media ,would willfully < seek" out : scientists'|that had'
.,
e. ,

- e
,_ -

- ' Q * [, 22 ' .?dif fer'entr o inions1 from the EU. S. (Geological Survey,: or

7
"

: 23 -' - Cal Techlabouto an: impendin'g . earthquake, and willfully'put.

-
. ,

me q-; _N n. r "_. - '' '5 e

ifg7 E "24 lthemiin': front of theipublic., . Becaus'e f they: are : supposed tof
^;gf , y ,.1

f -E h. . _ .
,' ;2

,

s, ,- n
*e

,. ,,

}*,~ W
H:~ < , ,j- -

,

'y $ ^^ ' --| I '' ~
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.1. present news on both sides 'o'f -the coin.
y

, x-

s_) 2 That shouldn 't lx! alarmful. That is a character-,

.

3 'istic of. living .in America where you get to hear all sides,

4~ ' and }the net benefit to the American society it is better

5 .to_have that go-on.--

g But in an emergency, what needs to happen is6

~7 people 'need the best chance to come to believe .the best
,_

8. -availablelinforma$ ion on the assumption that the. people,

9. who1know, or in,: or- have looked at- the n~uclear power plant

10 - 'would have that :information Ilpresume better than someone

11 who hadn't been~there, or measured-things;-one of the wants
.

,

12: Jt'o enhance the believability of that'information is to

-[ | -: -13; ' add res s . factors like consistency, frequency, et cetera.:s,.s ,

'

,' 14 _ , oneLcould take ir an emergency- situation and
-

15 . hypothesize ~that,th'ere~are'a'hundred little messages
y- .-

:16L floating around at-any one point in: time, and:the message

17; - that' - come s _ out everyL-- fif teen minutes , through.: multiple
~

18 sources, through formalized an'd normalized cha'nnels'of

;19 1 ~ communication,' news conferences, news centers, et- cetera,

Jm; will1 represent .the majority of the voices 'that are speaking.,

'

21 ;Be the onesL-- the messages that are reinforced and confirmed

7
jn: ' for people as theylturnf to different places,- and ' including:-

23 ' -their' neighbors, and that .will be the information that

j-~4 - . 24 1 most . people tend to believe than th'e information from!one
k,&

2 ' source versus-another source versus somebody else saying

- , .
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,

- , c
..

.
. ..

j.ff , _ - " 'If :somebodyJelse'saying something else, versus(their 'neighb6r;
, e-,\ .;; ,

-

|b;.y ? , g .

fwho.: may' tknow inothing._ and say something - totall'y idif ferent.
~

:- 2; i
. <

,

[
. _

;

. .

:Thatuhappens in all emergenEies'.A
3 .L

' '-

. I _g' ' , k.

E~ A (Witness;Cordaro) There_is also aLque'stion<of4;
,

:
' ithe responsibility of ' the organizations involved., 4 55 -; . LILCO

,,

w :
, ;6 - imay|have' credibility problems, but I'think itiis generally

-
_

-

- + g: /,

y-
'

(7) ' perceived 5as a resonsible' organization.-,

g y

. (a ' !:If someone was pre ~sented conflicting'informationW3 :- g
.:.

y> [.

| , f:a fe; ' :or viewe' d :a scientist on TV from J aha, California they'
M,-

~ ' - '~ never? heard about before, _ regardless o'f .what. his" scientifictoi ,,

'; - r:
gy i ;11: icredentials are, as contrasted to a LERO message or J|

~

> ::
. - I

''jpfyy -12 5
- '

, , ,
.. .

I think they would'think --:instructionsito- the? public, .

| $ ]% '
.. ..

. ..
.

@ .13' idoubt;quite seriously-whether-taking the-instruc'tionsiof:g;h,
^ ~ ,

-

n;.

U' Y
.4:,-

-
147 Esome remote or unfamiliar scientist <over that-.of ;LERO.

.

1,, [15 : . i n view of Jrhel , fact Etihat tlie LLERO\organizatio' disohereiI l n
4y,

' l 36! ~LonLonglIslandl|and(has!afdegreefoforesponsibilityfassociated
: , - .

'_-with?the decommendations itiis.: making;Jit' is going to:have-"
4qc , ~ . j7, .

7 R., .7
,

-
>

' [1s[1 lu tof defend those trecommeridati6ns. [It;is not goingitoi,
,

- '

. .. +

['f J b '

is tevaporate 'a f te'r thel accident'. : -i

t s . - - _ s
.

2 , [20( ' Q- "Doctior(Cordaro,' what ' data do~ you' haveithat,

y
,

'

. . m , f 21;.- ;LILCO is .. viewed ras?a responsibleLorganization on nuclear -
~ ~

,, -

3 +
,

~;g .,
.23f imatters?'g_, ;. J:4

Ty: , -

% y !2Si -A 'My experience on a day-to-day basis 1 representing-
#

n-5 ..

;:e *y 24 ? ' Jthe CompanyL |Ildon?t think anyone has .ever challenged,-g
_

-
- - -

', ?. 25 i , J our;7sideritycin the public view. Our expertise in nuclears

- 99 3:
.

..g,:.t s

_. ,

n. n
-_!O- ' . , _ n ,n .
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[' D1L related. matters,-'and although they have disagreed with,,
yy

.u \-
'hj [2- !some of. the decisions we have made.

.

> o. ,

{ ?3- Q, cNoLone has ever.. challenged LILCO's expertise-.

,

4. ' Jon.: nuclear matters? -
~

-

o

~

'5 A~' I think.---if I saidiit that way, I didn't mean1

f '+ ~ " |6 eto exactly'use;those:words. I-am not sure I said that.
^

! ~ 7L .'I::said no one has ever: challenged cur-~ sincerity is how
1

,

!Sc I' introduced'~ it , andL regardless of people dif fering
~ ~

1,7 - -9 ,- on . opinions,- we do have y a ^ conside rable. expertise in nuclear
'

jl0 : : matte rs ,: and that. is e' valuated- by the Nuclear Regulatory,

,.

' 11 L Commis'sion in their granting of. a license ' for. the f a'cility. .~

,

,

- 12' We |wouldn ' t.' receive a lice'nse. to operate tha't

' :< : [C;.M L13 facility if we.1didn.'t'have,the necessary? expertise to operatr e.r- Q 3
.

- - 14 . fthat facility. .

(15 :Q- tin fact,rthe NRC found that LILCO didn'tihave'
,

.

- 16 -eNough_ experience'to operate its plant,.isn't.thstJcorrect?' ' ~ ~

_

17 iA L The-- NRC madei some - comments. about . operating,
, .

ga '

, L18_ experience. for the~ facility, and-in respons'e?to'those:

xy ,
, : 19._ -comments'we did~ seek'to_ correct:those problems, and ind'eed?-

~

201 -have done so. And<we - wouldn'' t receive -- the bottom line.

i[? :y

~

. : 214 is:we.'woul'dn't5 receive'a' license unlessiwe had tht-

.

Tp' 22j expe rience '.
~

,.

' 23 ! iMR..McMURRAY:- Judge Laurenson,'this looks3

my Y J 24 like a good time'for the first break.of theJafternoon'.

1 )'
26 JUDGE LAURENSON: We will take a ten minute,

frecess.-. '~
~

.
"

|End 17h . -
~

'

' Reb sfols '.:
'

=E _

- -
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1 BY MR.' MC HURRAY:
? ,.

'( h
- Dr.-Mileti, you.say on page 57 that contentionN/~ ,2 g

).C 15~ alleges that presumed heightened fears and anxiety
]

' 'y

-M '4 .would make'the credibility problem worse.

: 5' Do you see that?
,

16 . g. (Witness Mileti) ILdon't believe that.I-say that.
'

7- |.I think that is a part of. a quest! ion.
.

' ' 8- Q: Well, you say,: "It is ' alleged that presumed

' 8- - heightened fears'and anxiety would make the credibility
'

~

- '10 !-

problem' worse."

ai I 11) g .Yes, I;see that. .

-- 12 :- . g' _- LetL:meLrefer you to contention 15'and ask you-
-

.p
- 'If, ,yj; 13 where;that allegation is made?

-

,.

_-

'14' |A: 'It will take me-a minute to' find it. Hold on.:

-

e 15~ -

Q >Maybe':I cantmake-it easier by saying the
'

-

,-

,
-16 ; .part th~at refers to.: traffic. guides is' contention:15.D which-

~

.

17 '

4starts-at the.-bottom of..page 8 and goes-to 9.:.

: 18 -
~

7.believe that-is'the_section you were referring-

- 19 Jt'o .
-

2E 1(Pause.).,

*
_ 21 i A- |A quick. reading-right now of the entire contention-

22 doesn't reveal to me where~the-contention.says anythin'g'
.--

23 about fears:and. anxiety.--

y , [- I-will have to look at it in more detail.
+,

25; .MR.-.MC MURRAY: Judge Laurenson, I would like to

'

..

<e -
r 'e . & r e ,s yr -- r 'ere-yv w ,-,a- wy e - - - , - , . - ~ e * - , $qy --v,, % ir-+- - * - - - -
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s move to strike- Dr.: Mileti's response to question 28.
.

' #;y\ .2 - He-cannot find..and, in fact, I don't think he will-be able
x -

- 13. fo find'the-allegation that the question presumes.

=4 - AndzIJthinkE hat leaving this in will just' clutter.thet

5'3 record, -the response to question 28.
'

m _

6' MR. CHRISTMAN: I oppose the motion for the
-

t
. ;

<7- following reasons: A, it is. untimely, he could have moved-

8 to. strike before and he didn't; B, in the county's
~

'-

8 witnesses' testimony there is reference to panicked or

~16 panicky -- I don't-remember which. word exactly -- people.
.

' --11' And so wh'etherLor not the precise words~are- .

' 12 ini:this' contention,uit'would appear to me that the county
ja :

~ ,

.q .

j J_ 13 ~ has; raised it inL:one form or another.'
. y >

4 For whatJit is worth',-I. wrote the question, ands

.

[
- 15 I sure 'thbught: it was in the contention- at the : time.

,

: a .

HI'

+
- I would have to read it more1 carefully _to reconstruct

- 17 why!Iithought so._-

H JUDGE LAURENSON: -Procedurally,JI just. don .,

18 - think?it is goingjto be profitable-to continuallyjbe
# ftaki'ngHup motions to ' strike. I mean, we set a deadline.

~

-
' 21 ' -We considered all the writtencmotions to strike. If'we

- 22- .have-to review with each qu'estion that we-go through--

_

"
- - U- on cross-examination the possibility.that it might be-

- 24 " ,sub'ect to-a motion to strike, I just don' t think that- thatj
%;;

26 :is going to be prof'itable._

x:

1

'Q.,_
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II' 'MR.' MC.MURRAY: -Judge-Laurenson,-I'believe this
. .; y

.

. f f' f
'

' %/ : ' f2; -is(the'first[ time Ifhave made a motion to strike _in the
. -

[. . 3 :. middle'of my cross-examination ~,. but it is well' founded
.

1f'e ' I4 1 based on the witness' sit'estimony'that the allegation~

;

'

J 5l doesn'tia'ppearfin th~e > contention ~..,

'

.. 1 6' JUDGE'LAURENSON: Why;didn't you know that at

s -

74
~

.z J thedtime you filed your. motion.to strike?' It says;m ,

8: ;right'hererin1the question ~that "The contention'also
~

, , jjc
-

,

[. - [9' alleges L hat - heightened fears'- and - anxieties would maket
,

. 10 ':;- ~the problem wor'se.'"
s

ill{ 7g If 'it - was . your: belief. that' the- cantention' dids' t'- .

.- , .

J12 .say that, d don!tiunderstand.whylthe c.ounty did:not
o . , %.c .

{}[{ 13 then assert that. .You' filed other motions:to: strike ~

114 .thisitestimony.
' '

"
15i'

:MR. MC MURRAY: Judge _Laurenson,.it was ouri,

.

in - :? 16 ' b'eliefEthat'if the statement was made in~the testimony;
~ ~

-

<;
'

17[ -t.,$t!there'must!have been.some' sort of basisLfor it,~

,

,

(18 .ani'. the cross-examinatidn.. that I was going. to conduct,

,

"19 5-- w'as.goingitolapply;toLwhatever words Dr.fMileti, pointed4 -:

_

, _

Ji #: [ top which:I,asssmed he..woul'd-beiable' to find,Ethat. alleged
, ,

e
._

>

21: :that there would be heightened fears andianxiety.L

'
< - 22 '

-

I thoughtithat'he was. going to say,.well,.this
'

,

_

1

,
c 23-

'

.particular sent'ence' occurred to me|to'mean that, but he.-

,

,A .

: / y -24; jas'n't. -

~ (,N -

26
< - -MR.=CHRISTMANi I will have to say, if the county,

w,. .

4

,..l?, 'q,
,

.) ,

b_ _ . .-

~

--
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/ 11: fis taking-the~ position that heightened fears and anxieties,fy .a
-

?f. n., 2 dbn't have any effect or any impact and don't make things-
'

>

'

3'
7 .

worse,sweMare going to have to go back through their,
,

.y ,

- - 4 (t'estimony and make some motions to strike ourselves, I
'

' - :51 :believe.t 'And'I don't-recommend that process..

.-

6 J. think'we ought to just go ah'ead with theI

''
~~ 7 (testimony'as it is.

~

K . -

,

[8
'

MR. MC MURRAY: Well, then I will conductg

r
'.

8 !cro'ss-examination |on something that the witness cannot
. . .

*
l ..

|1 - 10 - rfind- a~ basis fornin the - contention, but I am willing -to<

,: ,

|11'- . cross-examine on tihhse two pages. That's fine.
"

,, -

} -

~

,

J~2' <12 L(Pause . ) ~

.' s iW , -y.

+,

- L// ' ' 13 - I:will withdraw my-motion':to strike, Judge'. f
-

1' >

, ,

~.14 : < :Laurenson.p - -

'9.,. _

15 -
_

: WITNESSJMILETI:. I'--have read-more.of the':
B i

~

~

. f L16 -~ . contention-3now, and7I think I-haveffound a'few wo'r'ds;that-
v.+ r

17
. , fse'rve(th'etbasis forfthis., ,

11
' " I8 - -MR.'[MC MURRAY: I am sure you have,;but the.z;

Y [19 E : motion'toistrike.is' withdrawn.
y n

, ,

-'E MR. J. C'HRISTMAN : But'do you want the: answer?
s .

~

- - -
'

Et :t 'i
'

o . [ 21 LHe isftrping tofanswer the? question.:. His originalfanswer, +g ,

w . ' . --
3 2

y 22* was' based'on.anery! quick. reading. And the; contention is
~

- '
23 i excessively long,~if you counttthe subparts.

.

r; ) ?" E' He. just" offered ~ to answer the question.
t ..

%,G
~

' , . 25 : Do.you withdraw the' question'as well as the motion.

:
' '

' '
.,

$
'..-\

* {
' * 4s i

i +, .]
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i :1 ito strike?:
.

\ f~
g 2: BY MR. MC MURRAY:

3 , g :, ~ Dr. Mileti, what'are'the words.that you are pointing
? -

...

to? '.
14: D

-|-
. .'

5 'A igell, I found~on'page 9.of the4prefiled testimony,g
~

16- near.the top, middle to top of the first big paragraph,
.

,, . .7/ 'the words, "which'will cause LILCO employees to be. viewed with
~

.'8 4 ~ hostility.andisuspicion and'will. increase:the likelihood

' - 8 that'; orders from.LILCO employees'will be ignored or disobeyed.| "

' 10
.

And in your mind;that-translates into presumedJ . .Q -
.

111 ' heightened'-fears and anxiety?- -

- : 12 . fg. It'could-be_related', yes.; ,

7 hs (131 .Q Cou'ld?be:related'.
~

14 1
^

(Pause.).
,

15 ~ -y
_

LYou' state"that'the county'sEconcern rests on the'-'

'

16 ;'

ipresumptionithat-low pre-emergency;1evelslof| credibility.

N. '

L17) would,[by[ definition,flead:tolow?levelsofbelief.in., ;

18
'

Jemergency?information.

.18 ' iDolyou see that'?
P '

E
A. Yes..,

+.

21 ;Q Now,' isn't it^true'that'on page 4'4 of your-,

\

" ~

: testimony you. state, " Credibility and belief.have'co-varied"?
a-

10 iA- ~Absolutel'y, but those two statements are not

- y~y
it E - y..

- ' inconsistent.
A2 ,

'"
, .I have s' aid before that credibility co-varies with

s

t

.'

'
,
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~ 1'
.

belief:in, emergencies. It is one'of the factors that1one
I[;.-qY
1 -O 2 needs toltakd-into account. And I triedito explain how

n

, ,31 Lone go'es about1doing that.

4: . (f 'So_you would agree that when credibility goes

,

5^ down,ibelief goes down?

6 A Not by definition, as I think is implied in the

7 ; county's contention. 'That is,.because pre-emergency

.
.

8
'

credibility;is low,-therefore, it is a foregone conclusion

81 that belief in emergency.information will be low and=that

'10 - response would befpoor.,

IIJ Q' You say also on page.57 that, "If belief of -
,

12'

' emergency information1wereclow, whichLI take as hypothetical '
.

{(L_7~s _

-;13 [because how to make it-believable isobeing a'ddressed'in

'14 theiplan,'the notionLthat fear ~and~ anxiety.would make it

' 15 worse is-an interesting hypothesis.",

L16 - Now,3when you say that that'is being addressed

17 'in$the plan,'again you are: referring to emergency information,~

a ' 18 " correct,.and.' factors' associated with emergency information?

- 19 .- Cg Yes', the emergency 'information 'in- thei plan .when

8 :.it becomescimplemented and the organizational factors

21 ~

.

:that one wouldLinstall in LERO~to -- in the plan to. guarantee--

E ~

that the emergency 1information would be of a certain

E'

quality and sort.

:i. "[ ). |(F But not~to guarantee that it would be believed?.'^b/
- -

. g.

,

. ~

:I beg your pardon?.A-

.. .-

M C:
-:e4;

-C"' 's*
,

a

.i
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'l' i-Q EBut not-to guarantee that it1would be believed,;
< ,

' ' 2 ccorrect?-

, .
-3 A I wouldn't'use the word " guarantee." I would

- 4:
'

:say L o maximize the odds that it is ' believed by mostt

5 people.-J

6' ,Q' On the bottom of.page 57, you'say, "In fact,,
_ ,

17 :there are some.who believe that states of fear, anxiety,

.8 stress, or whatever other concepts-are used to' describe'

80 motivation are_necessary to1 elicit good warning response."

.
10 Do you see that?

i
~

]Il A Yes. .

12 gn - Are you one'of-.the people adhering to that.-

:7 4
Q]; ~ 13 opinion?

I = I4 ;A Yes, I am. There also are others.-

' 15 .
'

,

For example, Janis'Twork --fand he has been
-

'

16 ?
~

writing things on-this for quite a.long, time -- suggests'

.

* -

:17' -that' this-isEnecessary to get people to respond to

18 warnings-in; emergencies.,

II ~

through emergencyQL And you are assuming that

' "~ information you will: be able' toLmanage or control that
'

21 '.there--isfjust.the right amount of fear and anxiety on:the,
-

O
,

-partlof the public, correct?
-

..

'
' A No. I. don'tibelieve that social scientists

,

v vr N . :M '
:( F can control' anything. ~If we could, we would control
nyj _

26 '- the stock market for a' couple of years and retire after we
~

s

~

T e r e_
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,

1: ' learned:the skills.p
..! v
4 ! - ~

%/: :2- Q You do.believe that emergency information can be
.

;3- u'sedi-to.. develop or elicit just the right amount of fear
-

-

~

-4 andJanxiety>though, correct?
. .. .

>

'

5: A' Yes. Bu't' let me point out that the notion of

6_: "just.the right amount" isn't as precise as that phrase

I- timplies.
,

:8 - Q ?Let's1go to page 59 of your testimony.
,

I 8' 'Let me'ask you first, Dr. Mileti, isn't-it

lof true --''and I;would-like a yes or no answer to1this'- -

J 11 ~

.that a source of'information can be perceived-credible on,

-

'

12. - :some issues'but'n'ot credible on'other issues?-

gq s

{,/ .- '13 - A~ .First[let.me say thati page.59.is.not'my testimony.-

r

14? -g :ThisDis.a preliminary question. lit'is not
.

'15; necess'arily. directed t'o page'59.-

8: A' .In th'eLgeneral sense, if I had to answer a
'

y

' II ' genera 1' question covering a'll things -- may I ple'ase:ask-
-

. 18 ~

I:am.sorry. 'IEwas! hinking-. you to repeat :the' question. t

.0

L- 19 - that that wasn't:my te'stimony.
3

E
Q -| LIsn'_tLit true'that someone can be credible on

215 some issues #andinot credible on other issues?
22 tA" ;Iniafgeneral sense and-in answering that generally,-

'

23 fyes.

i~ % - ~M
~

[ p Q :Now,";here on page459 of your testimony,
-U-

, , _ ' 25 '

"LILCO regularly warns people-Mr'. Weismantle, you say that
.

w
''

,
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~

_
1 'during~ gas leaks and electrical line failures with no

:
. 1

,

!?
K J%/.J m 2.- !. evidence of lack of public credibility."

3 '- Do-_you see that?

4 'A .(Witness Weismantle) Yes.'

. - 5- LQ Are you aware of'any controversy over LILCO's

~6 ' ability,to deliver gas and fix gas leaks? ~

'

E' '7 A. Our ability to deliver gas --

'

;8= . g ,Bo - -let's--just say to fix gas leaks.

9 - A You know,-gas' leaks are a common occurrence-
~

10 . which we handle routinely as does any company with a-large
.

~ i ll . Egas distribution system. .
-

0 12' 1,am not --
. :,4

,13L
-

.

Q .And you are not aware of any --
V .

Ik =A- -I am not-aware of any particular controversy

r: - : 15 - ."in our ability.to fix gas leaks-.
.

.116 ' - ;g So reAlly'.LILCd's credibility-with respect to
17_

'

.gixing gas. leaks _is not an issu'e at all,:is it?

- 18 '
.

I -don' t think .so,: in Lthe context of ' gas : leaksg.

I that are ?large enough1to requ' ire -some sort of public. warning..

A' . Q'- Dr. Cordaro, with respect to the-reference"to.

21 . ~

.-electrical-line failures,.are you aware of any controversy..

E foyer LILCO's ability'to, transmit power'over its lines ~

__ q 23:_ safely?

'

-{~}:
"

'. 24 - MR. CHRISTMAN: Objection. Excessively vague.;

- -

%/ -1

.26~ MJUDGE LAURENSON: Overruled.
~ ,

- -

-

* p' y- --e e - - -- - r.-w .- ,-ys-- -- -+ e -tm--= y-.g , rap- r 3 9*
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~

I ~

f g .4 WITNESS:CORDARO: I am not aware of any large
y-, ,

< > ' ' -2
~

' controversy; associated with that. There~are liability

3 cases.which come up'in1the courts, and we from time to time

'. i4 ^ _-get| sued as a result of.conta'ct situations or safety-_-

15; problems. associated with electric lines. But I don't

16 think'_it.is a~ controversial situation,.as'far as ou'r

;7 ability to. transmit ~ power over electric-lines and do so
'

''8: safely. .
,

I i8- 'BY'MR. MC MURRAY:-

c 10 - Q .Th'ere haven't1really been any'-- there hasn't

11 .been any . controversy ;in? the. public, has there, - whether :or
'

z .

12 inotLLILCO~has mismanaged its-gas distribution ~orLits*

;- L.
~! V;j(j _ : 13' Lele$trical distribution system, has there?

_

' I4 'MR. CHRISTMAN: Objection. .ThatLis not;

et . 115 L relevant to(the testimony here..

J 16,
, :MR.'MC MURRAY: I-don't understand Mr. Christman's:

~

- - -I7-- . ob^jection.

y,[ EMR.'CHRISTMAN:; It is a relevancy _ objection. I
18 '

,

<
~ II don't see the relevance'.

-

1
#'

, - JUDGE LAURENSON: Overruled.
r

21' WITNESS CORDARO: Well, if you would come to some
,

/.

22 '
,

of.our ratefcases, there'are those that think we'do
=t -

23; . mismanage routine' aspects ofz our operations and present'
-

~

r^: ; 24
gg gg g

'w,i

.,
- 25 - :BY MR'..MC MURRAY:

,

.

w

o n-
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,

fy J1 'O ' Would you say that'is a general feeling among the
Y;{ ; ..

V.:4 :public in Long Island?'2
.

%'.

3~ A-' I|think when they get a high bill''it becomes>

.

4- !a general feeling.
->

15s .Q So; you-do 'think then. that there is a ' general
'

,
-

.u

6. ' feeling that0LILCO bas mismanaged its gas' distribution, c

"
E71 and electrical' distribution systems?

,-Y :A- It! depends on.the time period you are talking.,

- A .-

. [8' -about... I'think;.intperiods of very, very-high rates that
,i ;

_._

-10- becomes'a' general-held proposition,-or if.there is
:c

II -i publicity surrounding a rate: increase | proposal. .

- :i12(;
.

Other' periods, other points in; time,1it
.

_; ,

(,F ' <13 i ;isn't1an issue and peopleiaccept our. ability:to manage-

- 114 [ .our' gas and| electric < systems operations.-

~16 :q.. .You.say,."In: addition,uLILCO road crews must
~

,

16I
~

g . df ten detour ~ traffic ' from , people's desired routies."

17 ; - - ere, Mr. Weismantle, are you referring:to an- _

* '

^ '

'

:18 evacuation?,
~

r

.
:: 19 " >(A .(Witness'Weismantle) No. We . arei re ferring .' to -_

#~- 7; - . here' when we':have a,: say an electrical'line down, across,
,

m-
21-'

7 .
jandiit-is: laying across!the streetLand our crew shows up,

M 22f and determines, for the benefit of the safety of-those-

23- :who were. traveling'down-that road,.that detour is' appropriate.

A

L)
_ _ . 24 ' So .they set .up cones or.. somebody goes out and waves . people-- ( -

26LEND [18 L tarbund the area and so forth.
^

, .

y.,-

+ h
c'

.
,

' 4

.
'
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-(19-1-Suet 1- (Witness Cordaro) In gas emergency, it can mean-

x_- 2 that in a limited extent. If you are evacuating a block or

:3 two blocks,'it may involve directing traffic, keeping'

4 ~ ' traffic out of the area for a limited type of evacuation --

li . Q: Well, would --

15 - A -- assuming that the LILCO crew is-the first.on

7: the' site.
,

$8; Q_ What would:be the largest evacuation you are

9, - aware of that the -- a LILCO crew was involved in detouring

10I 'the traffic?

11 A I don't recall. Mr. Kessler would have'been an
,

;:.
12 excellent individual to ask that, too. He is not here,

g3
|} j- 13 of. course,
s_ /-

,

.14 But I' don't recall. There have been a number of

15 ' -- instances. But I' don't recall the-magnitudes..

16 Q Do you recall the' magnitude of how many LILCO.
,

17 personnel were. involved in detouring the traffic?

18 MR. CHRISTMAN: Objection. I don't think this

19 goes_toEcredibility.

10 . MR. MC MURRAY: The statement is made here:

.21 ' LILCO road crews must often: detour traffic from people's-

,

22 -desired routes.

23 - Now, if Mr. Christman doesn't think that

:I <
.particular statement is relevant, it should be striken.' r''x _ - 24

-\j .
25 MR. CHRISTMAN: It isn't the statement that isn't

r, yr 4 w w ps -7 -- .yy ,- p- -+y-m-3 -~w c w -w* - - -er- y wr ,e
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?#19-2-Suet' 1- ' relevant. JIt's your' questions. I

3 ,

'

UD :2 JUDGE LAURENSON: The objection is overruled.

'

|3 ;
~

WITNESS CORDARO: I don't recall the exact

, '4 numbers.

-V
5 BY MR. MC MURRAY: (Continuing).

6 Q Do you think~th'e. order of magnitude is in the
.

-
, -7' hundreds,_or would it be'on the order of five or. ten?

_

, 8. _: A I don ' t know.- I don't recall.

.g- _' Q ~ Mr. Weismantle, would.you know that?~

~

10 - .A- (Witness-Weismantle)' You know,fincidents, small

11 . incidents, obviously happen'more frequently than larger
,

y
12 ' incidents,--.and-I just_ don't'have the background in the

m.
4 '13 operating end of the business-to know.that information'.

14 Q. ~ The~LILCO educational program on gas..and

15 - _ electrical = safety that you_ refer to on Page 59 does:not
~

.n
116'~ deal'with questions about emergency planning for radiologi-

17 - : cal emergency; isn't:that correct, Mr. Weismantle?

18 'A. That's right.

L19 Q- You say.that1 LILCO is. regarded as.a knowledgeable-

20 arid therefore credible on -- strike that, I've misread it.

h 21 You state.at the bottom of that' paragraph on

22 Page.59.that'LILCO is regarded'as knowledgeable and therefore

23 credible on safety. And that is based on-your testimony

'24 -here about-the program on gas and electricity safety; correct?^

.h)s .
~ ''

- 25 A Yes, and the.other factors that despite the

,
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- .fa,ct,thep might view us as a causative agent and somebody
'

*:#19-3-SueTJ 1-
, - - - -

' l'-b~/ 2 perceives;a dangerous gas or electrical situation, they

.3 - ' call'-us. They-don't call the County; they don't call the

's

4 ._ State;lthey call LILCO.

'

51 0 For gas and electric failures?

:6: A- Right, which are systems that we are responsible

:for installing and maintaining and operatisg.71

8 -Q And you would agree, wouldn't you, that LILCO*

handles gas and electric failures on a pretty routine basis;g

g) : correct?

11 A 1Sure.'''

..

12 - 0 As a matter of fact, here on Page 60, suspected

._>~v .

' gas leaks are over twenty-seven thousand in 1983, correct?;( / -j' 13
- s_

,

That's right.,-That's the number of calls we

<

if A

' 15 got.

16 0~ All right._ -Do you expect that. responding ~to a

radiological emergency would be a pretty routine event -'for17'

pg LERO? ..

A No . -pp

(Witness Cordaro) _It will be a routinely drilled'm-
,

'

21: event,-though. We would have routine drills and practice.

n-- sessions and' refresher training each-and every year.

Fortunately,. radiological = events are.quite rare,
23

and we wouldn't have to-exercise it in the real sense in_~ . 24

3.3
3 allEprobability for-the life of the plant.

^
a -. _
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-4-Suet I Q Dr. Mileti, let's go to your testimony on Page
2 64. At the bottom, where it goes over to,Page 65.

3 The question is, or your testimony is: Perhaps

-4 one of the most familiar examples of where people follow

5 the instructions of those with low credibility occurs in

6 the work place.

7 And you talk about the credibility of bosses.

8 Do you see that?

9 A (Witness Mileti) Yes, I do.

10 Q What statistical evidence do you have on what

11 percentage of people find their bosses credible? .

12 A I have none. It's all case study evidence.

13j Q And in-this example, you would agree, wouldn't

14 you, that bosses are generally people who can influence

15 ones career?

16 A Yes. I think that's why they are called the

17 boss.

18 Q Therefore, it's possible, isn't it, that bosses

19 are obeyed because they have authority and the ability to

20 fire or punish one for disobedience, correct?

21 A' That could be one of the ' masons.

22 Q Does LILCO have that sort of control over the

23 public?

24 A I don't suspect that LILCO could fire the'' '

v
25 public. No.
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#19-5'-Suet 1 Q Or punish the public?
'

2 A I don't suspect that they could punish the

3 public. No.

4 Q You say: Another familiar example occurs when

5 adults go to a theatre or a concert and follow instructions

6 of ushers.

7 A Yes, I said that.

8 Q What evidence do you have that adults do not

-9 feel that teenagers can guide them to their seats in a

10 theatre?

11 A I've never done a poll or study on how people
,

12 perceive things as they are being ushered down the aisle

13 in a theatre.
~_s

,

i

14 Q Are you aware of studies about that?
~

15 A No, I'm not. It's again case study evidence.

16 Q What case study are ycu referring to where the

17 credibility of teenagers taking people to their seats was

18 at issue?
.

'

19 A My personal experience in going to the. theatre,

N where I was a participant observer in this very process.

21 Q Is it your opinion that teenagers who guide ,y
,

22 you to their seats lack credibility to perform'that

2 function?

, ' ' 24 A I tend not to think of teenagers as credibles

-

25 people. I remember when I was a teenager I didn't think
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. #19- 6-Suet ' 1- . adults [werecrediblepeople.
1.- m

1Withrespecttothefuhetiono'ftakingpeople(> I -2 0 -

:p

.3 ' to their seats, do you feel that teenagers have low
g #,

4 . credibility?

They typic'lly do for me.. I usually.end upK 5 A a
, ,

6 ' sitting in'a seat I would rather not be in.

7 r-

7- 'Q1 Other than'your own personal experience, Dr.
-{

8: Mileti,~what stu' dies or5. evidence do you have to support

h- ' 9, this testimony? h
'

- 10L A I've la ked to people about this. In fact, one-
,

: 11' . of|thezpersons that I've talked to about this phenomenon
^

,

12 ~is-. Tim.Christman, the attorney for LILCO', about how-he
~

:p;-

,

'! 13 perceives --Af
14 MR.YCHRISTMAN* And I agree with you.

' e .
,

,

15 W -(LE Ie
'

-

MC MURRAY: (Continuing)16-

17 : Q ...d your discussions.with.Mr. Christman'alsoj

-18 formed part.of'the factual basis for this testimony; is
~

_

19 that' correct?
E

;F r g :4 " His accounts'of his pbrceptions when he goes,to~

<<

.21 .the theatre and is. ushered by teenagers,.yes.
;!.i G

22 .MR. CHRISTMAN: It was Disney World in particular.' '
t

.-

. .r

: 23 BY MR. MC MURRAY: (Continuing)
.,

/'') ,;: 24 Q~ And other than your discu,ssions with Mr. Christman
'\m): .

c.

#' 25 '.- 'and your'own personal opinion, do you have any other evidence
,

-

m t :

O' |<
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'

;;fl.9-7-suet - 1 to back this up?
.-

_

[ ',.ke( '2 ~ A No. But, again, I'would like to say my personal

9 :
-

\ opinion stems from observing my own perceptions as a3

4 | professional. sociologist.

'5 'Q2 Have you recorded'those perceptions anywhere?

6: A - Only in my mind.-

.. :
'7- :Q You say that there:are many adults who generically

1p do not view teenagers as credible. What statistical evidence -

.

- 'sp i do you'have for that?
'

" 10 - 1E No: statistical evidence, just. interacting and
'

11- talking with. adults on occasion.

12 ,Q The third example that you: refer-to regarding-' .

:/ 3
.. following instructionslis aLCounty fair. - Now, you state.

.

~_,f x4 .13,

-

141 that?when> people' drive'to a large~ event like-a County fair.

:and are?. instructed to--follow the directions of parkingf is --

.

-

guides-about.wherentolpark1their cars,1most people can
. .

. . .

.16 :
,

trecalliwopdering why they followed instructions.17 .
,

~Do-you'see'that?.18

,

: 19 =A Yes.
. . .

20 'Q: Dofyou h'avefany statistical data regarding-
c.

'how people perceive ' park'ing Lguides who . are showing people21:,

- .

:22 -whereLto park their cars?;

MR. CHRISTMAN: Objection. Relevanco. A
3. .g ;

J

J

'fe - 24 .~ ; question:about,the' statistical basis of what is not a-

.

3 i
' study but merely an example is simply not probative, not; 25

\

7 e

+7

~

e , . , , , ,.y _p , . . - . _-.m-, 7~,,,y -<
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~

'# 19-8-Suet 1;-- helpful-to the decision-making process here.
. < -

,

j '

~21 MR; MC MURRAY: Judge Laurenson,'Dr. Mileti

f3| 'has' chosen to put an example in his testimony to support
1

4 his-statements about people following instructions, even

_ L5[ Lthough' :those -instr' ctions come 'from non-credible sources.u

'
' '

.I'm entitled to_ probe into how much weight.this6-

I7; .particular' example.should be given.

'8 JUDGE LAURENSON: The objection is overruled.

-

I9. WITNESS MILETI: I have no statistical. data to

10L . support _this example. However, haven't you eve'r parked

Ill : somewhere tha't was further.away from the entrance to a place
.

7 , 12 ~ .like a fair than you wanted to becauseithat's where.they

/ . ~13 told'you to?
~

%.):
14 : --BY MR..MC MURRAY: (Continuing)

.15 Q Dr. Mileti,;is that what you are referring to,c

16) your own personal' experience here?

.

17 LA Yes.. And just to give an-example.
.

118 x .Q 'Would you say,;Dr. Mileti, that theEissue of.

.19 -- where~to park one's car at'a County fair presents one.with

- 20 ; ,. questions?of how following those instructions will affect
.

21- .one's health?
,

,' :n .A No. And-I don't think I meant to make that
t

: 23 - . implication.

;(
- L24 - Q You say: In-general, the sorts of people who

'

'-' '2: ~ take jobs guiding cars in parking lots are not a credible
,
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\hP%9-Suet;(11 tgroup.
i

- I ): .

-

+

.dv'[' 2
~ '

'

Whatisorts of people are you talking about?
l,

' '
:p R

~ The people who have those jobs'that I've seen -f32 A-'

-

. 1

f_
~ 44 ' (in my' personal | experience.

' ~ 15" 60j - What-sorts of people are they?.
,,

4 s
_ . . .

"
- 6' - A- Generally young people.-

-

,

*
, ,

7J '_ )QL DoLyou[have.a thing about_ young people, Dr.J

i8 . Mileti?I
~

"* i9L (Laughter)
. g

''10f ,

;MR.:CHRISTMAN: Objection.. Argumentative.
-

>

-

, . 11 : V : JUDGE LAURENSON: Sustained.'

-

_. [ $ 1

.

MR. CHRISTMAN: -I think they are' Mouses'at-
. . p , f12

,

"' '

, gy~ 1 m
.

Disney World. . I _ don' t..findI them> credible !either. ' But'k = ~ ,_ [135'
-

; .
--

t.

_ 14) fIfdo:.what they tell?me.-2
.

; ,

/ ' 154 ; BY MR.3MC'MURRAY: f(Continuing):
n , +

4'~ ' [167 JQl cSo',Tgener 11ygthe.basisEfor~your statement ~is~

..
1 -

*; .,

''
., ,. ~ g

- * ^ ' '., . > ,.,. , ,
.,

w :17 ; . that~|you:: have 'a' feeling;thatiyoung; people : are.. generically ;
-

.r
4; -

m. . .n . .
. --.

,

+
;

18f fnoticredible,fcorrect?
}

t

.c ,
.

c' ,
: 19 - ;A- No. "Ildidn ' ti | sayi that.'

.

'

- ~
. -Well,9thefsorts.of people that you are referring,

'D.-201 jQ-%
.n

# ;J'. 21: to,Lt!1ough,:are generally young. people?c;

~: -: >

!22: ~ A? 2At'Countyffairs?-
;, ,

_

2

. .

, E 23 L Q. The: sorts,of people who park cars,. parking
>

; F ,

-guides,.at County dairs?.
<

,
,

[f -h 24L
'

;

A_
:-26- cAH :No. :They.needn't-be young people. Sometimes, - -

.

.

'

a;.
-

s

+

}

> L
*

n.* ,.
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-10-Suet 1 they are.

2 O What other sorts of people are there that you

3 are referring to in this testimony?

4 A People who might not have a college education.

5 JUDGE LAURENSON: I'm constrained to observe

6 at this point, Mr-. McMurray, I think we have stretched this

7 about as far as you can legitimately take up everybody's

8 time-in this room concerning this testimony. It's obvious

9 that there are some examples, illustrations, chosen by

10 Dr. Mileti.

11 But there are a lot more important things I
,

12 think to get on with than to pursue these individual 11-

i 13 lustrations to the most minute detail.
,

14 MR. MC MURRAY: Judge Laurenson, as I said

15 before, I think I'm entitled to probe the weight that these-

16 particular examples have.

17 I will just state that I think it's clear that

18- I've shown that they have very little weight.

19 BY MR. MC MURRAY: (Continuing)

20 Q- Now, with respect to emergencies themselves,

21 Dr. Mileti, on Page 66 you say that there are many

22 Americans who simply do not think of government. as

2 trustworthy or politicians as credible; correct?

(~' 24 A Yes.

_

M Q You say history is full of examples where

!
L
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, .x ?

(#19-ll~-Suet > ' emergency instructions'from government and politiciansis

,: -

,, 2' ;have beenffollowed despite~ credibility configurations.

13- A ;Yes.

4 .0' As exampleslof those emergencies, would'you cite

5] {the' emergencies that-we have previously discussed?- For
~

- -6 instan'ce, the Drabek article and the Harry Mundel, Danzel,

(7- ' or ~ Danzig; (phonetic) study?.
'

-

A For the people who came to behave in an8+

._

;9 - emergency, sure.

O Well, other.than'those studies that we have
. 10 ;

11- already discussed,-what other' examples can you give -- and
.

:12 II'm; talking about specific emergencies '-- where -instructions

j''}- 13 'from gover'nment Land . politicians have been fol' lowed despite
-

w
.

434 - credibility configurations?-
-

15 _A Well, the-point--I was making,here is that we

'16 ' .know that not every American trusts government.- And you-

,
_

;g7; -have.a political scientist as'afconsultantithat I'm sure-

18 could'tell'you that,;too.

|
19' .And initerms of specific studies to document

'

g that, I'm.sure there are'some. I don't know of any off-
,

hand. Ilaccept that as' general knowledge.21

~

22 Yet, in emergencies, most' emergencies, politicians

;g_ fof one sort'.orLanother can get involved in giving emergency

L ;r s? inf rmation. 'And sometimes those' directives areJfollowed.7 24

A !
~

25 Now, an example would be -- in fact, a good one

,

-
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# 9-12-Suet 1 is the 1972 Tropical Storm Agnes, because the Tropical

L 2 Storm Agnes impacted not just the community but several

3 states in the northeast, most of New England, in fE7t.
'4 And I would suspect that in 1972 in the New

5 England states there had to have been -- public response,
6- by the way, was vert good. There were very, very few

7 injuries or loss of life in that monstrous storm. I

8 would suspect that somewhere in New England there were a

9 few people who don't' trust government, but yet came and

to made good decisions on the basis.of the warning informa-

11 tion that was being issued through the normative channels -

12 there, local community leaders, the politicians who gave
,. ,

'

( 13 out information.

14 That's one example.

15 Q Have you done any studies of Agnes?

16 A No. I didn't go to Agnes and collect any data.

17 No.

18 Q And what studies can you point to where the

19 conclusion was drawn that people in New England who saw

20 their sources of information as having low credibility
21- nevertheless responded appropriately?

22 A I can't point to any studies. However, I can

23 point to something that I think is better, and that is the

(~^ 24 record recorded by NOAA, the National Weather Service's
- '

25 account of the warnings that were issued, who issued them,

e
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#19-13-Suet 1 when they were issued, and how the public responded, and

2 the track record in terms of low losses in that particular

3 storm.

4 Q But you aren't able to. point to any particular

5 individuals or group of people who responded appropriately

6. despite their -- the low believability of politicians,

7 correct?

j#
8 A Nothing more than my supposition that somewhere

9 in the New England states there must have been -- given

10 how we Americans are -- peoplp who don't trust politicians.

11 Q Page 60 and going over to 61 of your testimony,
.

12 . Dr. Mileti, you talk about emergency preparedness in Japan
_.

13 for earthquakes.

14 Do you see that?

15 A Oh, yes.

16 Q What evidence do you have regarding the

17 credibility of the private sector entities that you are

18 referring to in Japan?

19 A I.have no data or evidence about the credibility

20 of the private sector entities I'm describing in Japan.

21

l' End #19 22

Jo?.flws 23

' ~'s 24
;

25

L
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w.

A i -Qc :When you:. refer t'o the department stores, the-.c
Y*

+

f> 42 : 2~ responsibility |of-those department stores is restricted

s ) :: _ .3. LtoL:an emergency response within ' their building, correct? -
,

m.4 A .(Nitness Mileti) Of the department store.7, yes.
.

4 - 5j .Q: :Do tiie. have ! the equivalent of PBS messages in-
,

6 Japan?-|Something along that line?
'

r
t'k- s

t
'

7 |A ~Yes.
.

8 ~ Q. :Those Lare generally issued by the Government?
~

'

:9 .A Yes..
'

,

110 ' O The example of a. bank in Brazil and a hotel in
i

. 11': Las Vegasi- ' strike that. . The requirement Lthat owners of :
, .

'

:12i |high rise (buildings develop fire plans -is, 'in all the
.) $ _
i )- ' examples?you: cite, imposed |by law, isn't:that correct?

'

13
v

. 14 ' cA- ; Ye s . -
,.

| 15 : 'Q- And;in..the State-of California, .that is true,
, ,

- 116 ' correct?

= 17~ A: Yes.- In' fact, ILparticipated in Paving-that

18' law' passed.t
, ,

, :19- Q Do: you' h_ ave any data regarding the credibility-

.m: of hotel owners?
'

-

_ . . . _ .

' 21 .A- :All hotel owners?

^

. ell,;you have not been reluctant to give data.n Q. W

. n .regarding the credibility of other groups, like scientists.

.h~4L ~21 Do you have any data for the credibility of hotel owners,
-\_ i -

26 : 'whether'in the State of California or anywhere?
,

';
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~

yy. ,_ 1: 'A' No statistical-' data, no...

-

1 ,

A-h_,4 .2-
'

10 .Now, with respect to emergency planning for the

, JL ' I Egreat--Southern; California-earthquake, you say that the
.:

4. Government would notfbe able to help in any appreciable
. _

-
~

:5 . way ._.for--three days .-

.
% > ?6; At least,-that is one of the assumptions the-

,

k 7~ plan ~is built on, correct?2

Si .A It is.much more than an assumption, si r .

1 9 Q: :What is it based' on?-.

.

110" 'A :It is based on-an extensive study by the Federal

' 11 -EEmergency Management Agency.-

1 ; .:

c12 ; O. |And the Federal Emergency Management Agency said
-

.

L /*M "

] ) 13; that the| planning'should beLbased on an assumption..that
. \_.

~

314 the1 Government would. not' be able to -help in any appreciable.

f -

: 15 ~. way for three; days, , correct?-

16 .A -No,~ that.is) incorrect.^

t; '

-17 |Q . How Jis~ that ~ incorrect?.-.

-

18- A . President Jimmy. Carter'when he--was| flying over

19 - .Mt.)St. . Helen?s, said:" . Boy, isn't this some disaster;-

L - and he.said it to a fellow'who.knows things.about20,

L

|21 !se'ismology,;and said: If.you think.this'is something,-

n t waitiuntil ~ you' see Southern California af ter the next great
'

,

,

; i3 Southern California' earthquake.

'

c,^sf . 24 - . Carter was surprised, and he started a
l ) "
' ' ' ' '

s presidential effort ' to find out exactly what was = going to
~

'

.

'll
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'. - -I happen-in Southern California.
;3.

(, / - 2| Governor Brown got jealous that the-Federal l

' ,

~3 LGovernment was -doing something about what' was going to

4 Ehappen in his'. State, so he started anJeffort in~ California
.

"-
5 --- the ' Governor.'s Task Force , -- and pulling into the

~

I6.- task' for'ce people like the state geologist, et cetera,

: 7. ' cooperation evolved and an elaborate series -of. specific
~

| 81- estimates about the known, hundred percent probability

g! of -a great' Southern California earthquake occurring in,

- .10 ' the lifetime 'of any human being forty years of age or
~

;11 younger, if they live, according to life tables, 'was
. .

'

i12 --:became known, and there is a-' fifty' percent chance that:
. -

(,.
,a. ,,j) .- 13 ;. earthquake 'will happen before the: turn of the century.

14L The' task: force, the Seismic'Safet'y Commission-

-

; 15 .' .and other' organizations and people in California laboredx

~

16 ; -long and :hard for several years - to. try to prophesize
.

'

.;17 exactly 1what, damage would occur.

18 _ Seismologists estimated what portions of,the

'

' 19 f fault were going to~ slide. 'That inforraation was then

f- 20 taken - and - the. st' ate ' geologist spliced .on top of thatc

> 21 ; . knowledge about local geology throughout Southern

i'

22| California, and' was able to estimate, .given knowledge about

~

local geological structures, exactly what kind of shaking.23 ,

"

: 24 intensities would occur throughout the five county- region.
i! 1.

'''

25 Knowing about what kind of shaking intensities

e
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- .- l -; wouldLoccur1where, one could overlay on top of that maps..

g.
: L ~x

. $td ' 2L offroads,. maps of' airports, maps of pipelines, critical

.3' : facilities, et cetera, and know and expect with reasonable

4 =. assurance,.although not' perfect assurance, exactly what
t

)5 : kind. of ~ damage woul'd occur where .
,

6' ..The conclusion of that entire effort is that

i7 - Southern Californi'a -area , - ' parts of. -it, will be secluded
.

-81 and not able to'get help from Government'for up to seventy-

9| two hours'.

, ..

10 . . COURT REPORTER: .Would you please slow'down

'111 fjust a' bit'.
,

,

e
,

*

12 WITNESS MILETI: I;will be happy to',.I beg;your-

:f-N1;.

:13L pardon.(y).

:- 14 " . My' role in that planning feffort, I might add,
,

'
15 .- was'to prophesize what human' beings would'be doing, to-

~

. help'spliceJinto that planning effort.16

~

17' BY MR. . McMURRAY :. (Continuing)'

:18: Q So you were 'the prophet that. they used?

. = 19'- AL _ (Witness - Mile ti) I'wouldn't call-'myselfothe

;
'

_20'- -prophet: IJwould call myself sociologist on an inter-

;21 -disciplinary team.'

,

22: 0 I think we.have gotten,off the track here.
4

h Dr. Mileti, . the statement' is made that Government will not23

.

''

n. s 24 be~able to help in any appreciable way for three days.
.! :. .
J ,

n A Yes.

.

. . -, . . - . . . .,. -._-.- - - - . - . - . . . - . , - - . -.
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g_, ,.1 _ Q Are 'you- referring to the Federal Government?
'

-

3:

n [: 2? JA~ ' Federal Government, State Government,.and

. -3- Local)Gove rnment .~

~

.
-4 .Qf That is the local government in the area that:

5 is hit'?-.

.

16. A In some-areas, yes.
,

g"
~

-7~ ;Q. JAnd that no government would be able to respond

i8 -in"any-waycin-three days?
'

'

,

Lg A- There would largely be no government response.
~

t
10 - Q Now, with respect to the private entitios that

(11? are expected to- respond, do _you have any data regarding:
,4

: , , , .. .
.

12L their cred.ibility>with-thejpublic?

fr"'T
F l' ?13 'A 'Not-statistical data, no. Howe ve r, all
J

, _

components -of the' private sector are being sought;to bring ., 14

15 'into'the planning effort.

'u= '16 There fore , if'there are any low credibility-s -

.

'

private sector organizations'in Southern California, they- 17

*

ig zare trying to_be brought-into'the. effort.f
'

,

~

p Lig Q. Are any of these particular private entities

~m' expected to disseminate emergency information to the public?

21 A- Some of them are, some of them aren 't.

22 : Cf With respect to those.particular entities, do-

g; nf you have data regarding their credibility?-

f~N ' 24 ,A. Well, maybe I do and maybe I don't. I am not
> ; .

\\ _.2 l
~

'26 sure. I know Southern California Gas and Electric is one

. |
~

'

=
- - - . - .
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-

i >

,'a; J1: 'of-the~ planning; entities, and I know that Pacific Gas ands

o '! !- - ..

-

'

i ~b - :2 JElectric(is.one of the planning entities, because the

'

1
-3; ~ counterpart of this .is going. on . in Northern California,_

L
,.3 ; !41 .and ;asi: I1 recall . from ~ hearing those who were talking ebout-

5 ?pollsgand. surveys and~ impressions up and around_Diablo-

( 6) (Canyon,'1I-suspect PG&E has low credibility.

L7 I don't-know7about. Southern California Gas and

}8( . Electric.;

, - g. Q: -Is'PG&E.the only entity--- let me ask.you this.

10'
'

W
~

. hen you'say that PG&E would disseminate emerg'ency.,

c' - 11 .information to the public,. are;you talking about withg ,

'

512 4 ' respect to,rupplying energy, or with respect to;the overall'
z

,,

il } 13 : emergency 1 response?! '

v - -

'

' EA | Respect to what? People ~- some of thef things;14c
<

J15 : that people should and shouldn't do. For example,Lto not'
'

L shut'off'their gas lines,
'

.16
b

17' 12 .'Are'other~ private. entities-expected to disseminatt.-

- ,
. 18 , . emergency:information directly,to the public?,

19 ' A' 'Yes.-
'

:m~ ; Q' And' PG&E's information would be going directly '7

i 21; toithe.public 'from PG&E?

w -- .~ n - !A I assume through some electronic medium.

;g( 'O .But.givenLthat -- in.other words, it would not
*w

go.through a public agency first?/~'i, 24 :
,

,i
fs

-m- 1A' I don't know'if it will or not.

.
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' . . . . 1? .Q. Is; the private sector expected, or . any entity
~

.y

.,
. 12' 11ni the. private 1 sector expected to take over the overall-

,I '

' command} and' control of the emergency response during. the
'

3~

f 4 Ethree days..thatEthe government is expected not to be
' 5; |avaliable?'

'

h:^ ~ 6. A. ~ There won 't be anyone in overall' control --
"

, /T ' command'.~ and control . That-is the problem.
~

-

'"

,8 Q: On page 64 of your testimony, in" response to

9. - Question -30, second sentence, you state that 'several
m

to examples ~of this follow.- These examples illustrate l

' ~ '
~

L11 'that other factors beyond crealbility operate to determine
.

!. .
L-

12 .if instructions 'are followed, et cetera.

.' ]W): -

-13 1 The| other factors, .again, that. you are referring -
.

-

s.- .

.

~

314 - to are related to emergency information -- good 1 emergency,

-15 information-correct?^
'

'

,

:16 :A 'You'mean the examples I wasJgiving about the
.

i

171 .. teenagers in the theater --
-

18 | . . - I am talking.'about the other. factors. .When youQ
,

.

.ig 'say other ' factors beyond credibility; operate to determi'ne
Y

'

La if instructions ~are followed; when you say, 'other factors,'
~

'
:

21 - you : are referring to 'information, correct?.
f

zp A Some of them could be information, some of them
.

. gr could be Lother sorts of factors. But for example, if a
~

g~) .u' : person were led down an aisle in a theater by a teenager

X '') ~'

g) they'didn't view as credible, obviously something other
'

,

..

i..
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} it- 1than credibility was influencing their willingness to be
s.

k 'y .M,i _
,

.2 _ led by the ' teenager, 'which may well. be that that was the

"3' - source of information -about where the seat was.c.

U
s

4 Q Do" you draw a: distinction between whether a

51 teenager is ~ credible generally, and' whether a teenager
,

'6' is Jcredible' for the purpose of showing one to one 's seat?

17 _ .A -I am.sure-that would depend on who was being
,

'

8 ' led-down the aise.

g .Q_ ~Mr.LWeismantle, let's go to your testimony
.

. .
. ..

10 which starts on pageH66. Going over to the top of- page 67,.
.

o

11- you state that"if' people evacuated when asked to shelter,.
,

P 12 it would not-affe'ct those who did shelter.
:, ~y'
( ) 13 Do you see that?-
3../ -

:14 ; 'A. (Witness Weismantle) That is right, yes. 1

'

16 Q- .You would agree, wouldn't you,.that it would

16 ' affect those who evacuated? '

17 A Sure.
,

~

: gg - Q. ' You isay, in , response to Question 32, that if-

. gg some: people decided'to evacuate or to shelter instead, no

~ 20 harm.would be done. Would you explain what you mean by

. 21 no-harm would be done?

'n' A Well, we ' are talking. about a situation which -

n by the = premise in the;-- in that sentence, the beginning

7''E - 24 of-the sentence, rather, the appropriate response would be

''

26 - '.that they go about their ordinary business..

.

m
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1 .So,-in|other words, that the consequences -ofv, 3 p f -< .
.

,-; e
a !. * , ',U s -2 ' whatever incident ' occurred at the plant were -not such

.

:3 that/any protective ~ action would be-required. So, it'

4 '- 1 really' wouldn * t' make 'any ' dif ference if 'some people ;who>

,

' [5' fwerei toldf about' an-incidenti and told that there was no'^ ,

>:6; .-need to take;'any protective action decided on their.'own.

' to shelter. or evacuate.27? ~-

,

.--

-8 It!is.not going to hurt ~them,-'and it is not-

:9- -_ going .to ! hurt anybody else.
'

:10 Q You' state.that if~LERO.were to advise' evacuation,

(- 11 -and p'eople instead. were to shelter, .or go about .their . -

.
- ,

T L12. normalibusiness, then those peope who declined to follow-

. ,.

.p7 -

Qj 13 LERO 's. recommendation might' receive ~ higher radiation - doses
~.

14 ' than- if they : complied.'
f,t ,

,

,

'Do!you'see that?-115 -

'

16 A. That';is right, yes..
.

u ~17 --Q: That failure - to follow instructions might1
..I.

18 ~ Lharm them, correct?-
<-,

,

19 - MR. CHRISTMAN: Objection'. These questions

. 20 ' aretobvious.- It is stated in the testimony. The'y.are
'>

.'

21 pointless and repetitive.1. >

22 MR.;McMdRRAY :-.The question is whether or
.

, 23 =not'he agrees that would harm them.-

-

-] 24 JUDGE LAURENSON: Overruled.
| \%,/

~ 26 WITNESS WEISMANTLE: Well, as the sentence says,.

.

f'-

L.'- b_1 e.
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h c,$i[ 51;' 'they:might1. receive higher radiation doses.'

k. ph ~ -

3 ' BY : MR. -McMURRAY : - (Continuing);r w
-

.3- 'Qi Andzthat could.be harmful, correct?<

.

'
-

- s 4,, A- -(Witness .Weismantle)^ :It could - be harmful. You
-

,
.

-

s -

"
-

is; ;are italking about ta matter of degree. The objective is

|64 .to minimize the radiation dose.-

g ij -7 MRi;CHRISTMAN: We-will' concede that the object'.
'

'

. <: 8i 'of ~ emergency' planning is to. keep doses.,as low as you.

,y a9' reasonably.;can .- JI-don't see the point 4in these questions.*

- *+

.v m... .

f *. 10 2 There.is_no question, so.I'have no objection.
'

..

'11 ,BY MR..McMURRAY: Page_68, you~ state'that-
~

v
,

.

1
'

[12 ! ifcLEROLrecommended.that_ people shelter,'and they evacuated: - c.

:: h ..
13 .. finstead , :then : they Jwo|uld receive - higher doses onlyH in those :, ;

L14: cases where i shelteringlwas reco~mmended, because 11t would -'

'

s

F ~

r ' 15 produce : lower doses. than if.: people were~ in their cars
. -

.

,
..

,
16 : evacuating.. - -.

17e JA '(Witness- Weismantle) Yes.
-

,
18 .Q Doyou'seetha}t?:

.

to .:-
'

-A, Yes;.

-Isn't lt true hat in every case where sheltering-20 ~Q' i

121] is. recommended, it. is because sheltering would produce r

- -- 22 : ? lower doses than 'if the people evacuated?

23 - A' NJ, that is not necessarily true.
'

:f'~h . 24 O' .That is not true? In some cases people might
YY

c 25 - be';. advised to shelter,- even though evacuation wou'ld produce'

,

,

-
>

a#- i- .m-
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o

.: ., .
,

[hk7
~

cl{ \jlower' doses?-

,

E '

,

i. _ _A sThatris:right.. An_ example ~would be if you had:t -

_

~- ~

e
"

(31 # plant conditions that: triggered a recommendation ~ of'
, _ ,

--.+ +
~

14- jsheltering, evenithoughithereiwas no release, andfsome

PeoP e" disobeyed that. They:evacuatedn .And it' turned outlS5'x

' '
'

thatithe1 accident.wasLbrought'undericontrol~ There would: Lei
~

.
<

n
~

' '

7 ::bekno difference in dose,f beca6se ithere .would be no : dose

> 3 .

Lin the first place.:s ~
.

~'
-

- , ,

- gj QJ You are not ntalking about dose projection then,.

clo cyou are talking about -what, actually happens?-
~

' ,

'

L ill ' A' Yeah.
;sv - .,

= 12 - Q okay.
'"

|mg
q -)?, . 13- A: We are, talking about actually_ producing lower-

.

1. w. .;

14 - doses.

~7

} q 15 Q. But'you'would agree, then,1 where theirelease?

16 Jactually_ occurred, -then .that |the people evacuating .coul'd ?
2

17: bejharmed?'

13 A; Well,f they.could receive ' a higher; dose. I''
.

.

'

'

1, j guess' I' could imagine another case j where 'you have "a release
i

f: + 30- ' projected yorian actual. release that you calculate wouldJ

..

_. 21 i have ':-. an iimpac t , or' maximum: impact of-less than a rem,-you-

,

: n' . I have Lthe = latitude : to make some recommendations there to
.

.

- 23 shelter.even though it is not necessary.

24 I:think this was all gone into in the protective.f]
:Q,) ,

' action recommendation testimony. And you might weigh factor s
t

.

3-

t

.

%:n
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_ ,

[
'

71

;gp);
-

(that would-lead * iou to recommend sheltering rather than
' -

h: .2' -evacuation,'and you might have a case where actually
s

'

: 3' evacuation in . theory might have produced the lower dose,,

4: --! but- --' because -the low level of thesdoses-to begin with,.

_

-

..

'

5s . ;you might have decided to shelter. But'that'is another
^

- 6;. _ example. . e actually have a release.W

.

2End '20 :,:7:-

..i TReNfols ..
. . .

~
~8

_

f

'

_

*
, 1

.a: . 10
.m -

- li . >
c

,

, .
g,,

.12 i- s

Ar ' .

'. . j
..

.

;

'

|14 : '

,

. .

'

'15;
. > .

.
,

16 ;
<

s

17 :.
'

< '

~ .
'

: 18g

F
. 19

'

,

'
..

-
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.. .
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ili _ .Q dit page 69 of your testimony, Mrs. Clawson,g
T.
;

;5.,f [2 you.. refer to Keeping Current and the fact that it'has*

.
.

'

3 ;beenisent out.since-January of.1983..g

4T ;Do you_see'that?.-,

'5- A '(WitnessLClawson) Yes, _ I ~do .-,

'

,
|6;

.Q 'You may;have said this.before, but how many
.

7 ' mailings have gone.out since 1983?
,

:8 a ;g. I.'would say during 1983 we probably sent out

'8- ten or eleven issues of Keeping Current, and we have
,

10 -sent out onelissue-in 1984 and should be sending-out-

11 T'another. issue during'the month of July 1984.
,

12 .So it would'be a total of probably.12 or 13.
'

h
! ;- .13 : -Q:

-

.v : -

And~eachitime a mailing goes out, how many-

114 Jhouseholds are.provided with, Keeping Current?=

15 i
A. Well,xit varies,-but I can give you a figure

.

16 of approximately-42,000.
'

Ir 17 g: .Which roughly covers the number of households

18 in'the EPZ?
^

19 3 Roughly, yes. And, of course,11t varies. As

' 20 " electric service is turned on, it will be a little-bit

21 - higher in the summertime and a little bit lower in the-

22'
. wintertime.

F . 23
Q Each time Keeping Current has been sent out,

24 - has there'been a postcard included in it?// Q '

l) /
26 ' A No. I think we just did that for about the first,

E

-k-'
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' I- six or seven. months of the publication.,,
~3

j 2' :Q 'And'it went.'out on'a monthly basis?
.-

3 .A -During'that period it went out -- as'a matter of
._

,

4: fact,'it wentiout-on a monthly basis and there.was an-
'

~

s

;5: additional; issue that was sent out.without a postcard

.
6- swhen we announced the formation of the. local emergency

'7- response organization.- And that was, in effect, a:one-page

8
^

special edition that went out describing our. reasons-''

8"

ifor forming the local' emergency' response organization, what

.10 citsLpurpose was, and some'of the' functions that we' anti-
,

Ili -cipated would be performed.
.

12 Q You~say that yea received approximately 2,000
,

. 7 q.

( } 13 postcards?.
. LJ

' 14 .A That's correct.
~

15 ?g. That is not each~ time you sent.out the mailing;

116 .thatfis the total, correct?
'

,

17 [A' :That's right. That's'the total.
'

''

I8
N -Q Are you aware offhow many of those postcards
6
C'
'

~ 18 merel'y expressed: people's displeasure with the Shoreham

# ' plant?

21 A II sure am. 'I read'every single one of those

H'

postcards, and I'can say that'certainly percentagewise,

1" 96 percent of'them had bonafide questions.

24
( ;

- Of' course, there were postcards-where people
\f

26 ~ expressed their' displeasure with the Shoreham plant,
<

a

h
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L'.

s ~

. .. ,

1 iexpressed their displeasure with'LILCO,. expressed their
'

.,
, . .m

y' . . ,
'

.2
'

(displeasure.with nuclear' power,:as well as being a ,

f - $3 lsignificant' number of postcards.with people.sayi'ng they

[-. 4l ; thought the~Shoreham plant should belopened, they thought

8' ~

; nuclear power was safe. Why were we. fooling around with-

6i allJthis-dispute with the: county. Why didn't we'just
~

(7- -openDit.-
_

8 'go we had'a broa'd range of postcards.
' ~ 48'

Q~ And~in what percentage of these 2,000 received;

10 ; ;were people seeking information'about what they should:

'll-
,

'do infan emergency?.
.,

12
-

, y - A' 'I ' ll.itell ~ you ,. it was-a very interesting. thing.
di

13 , .
, . .

| [ to'tirack,:and I don't have-all:the_information in front
,-

14 :- 'Tof me,3ut we began this' project-in January of 1983. And

15 that'.was!just prior to/the Suffolk1Co'unty hearings on~-

2
,

- 16 : emergency planning an'd.|just prior to theISuf folk County -'

,

.17c . Executive: announcing.that heswas no longer-participating4

- 18 ' '

--in j emergency ' planning.

19 | 'It? happened to'be during-.a; period of time where,

.

*
^ 20 - there was. extensive, extensive. coverage of.-the suffolk. ,

,

-21- County ~ legislature's hearings.on emergency; planning, of.
. ,

. 22 - .their suggestion that.there be a 20-mile EPZ in lieu of

23 -a ten-mile EPZ.
.

24a . j]. . .And.as each week progressed, with different

). , 26
and varied headlines relating to different. issues -- it also,

1

LJ
,
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^

Eli h'appened to be--a time, as a matter of fact, where Indian '

, ..,

h/-W '%:

3 j, , 2 . Point,.was in:the news. 'And.we had a lot of questions about

3 Indian Point.. ,. 2

4- So if you go back and track the headlines each- - -'
5

5 :Qeek or'each' month and what was prevalent.in the news,
~ ~

;;
.

'
.

262 |-th'at-is what we found-to be' prevalent on our. postcards.
,

, . _

^ '

7- |And;so asLemergency planning grew into an- - -

;8' issue, and -it was not an-issue of any great size when this
'

s r
' 18- project was. begun, as it-received additional media

,

- 10'
~

.coveragelas a result;of the Suffolk County legislature's

~

11- . hearings and as'a result of.the Suffolk County Executive's'
,

,

'

,12 ' | pronouncements ' relating to emergency planning, we got-

p;
13 ,p more and'more and more' questions about emergency' planning.

!

L14 '

So a: lot-of them were;|probably more than.50

- 15 - ; percent., ,

:16- -O So you-would"say probably;more than~50 percent
-

.a ,

17
~

ask'ed for'information about shat they should do in an. .

- ' 18
'

emergency?
.

19 -AJ IThat's right. What they should do, what they.
'

# ,shouldido with:their pets, what-they should do about a

,<
" .21 . relative;who may-be hearing-impaired, what they,should do

k, ' 22'

with|their tomato garden, what they.should do if they are
~

~23 ;out on.the sound fishing, what the wife should do'if the

- 24 ::-, |budband is'out on-the sound fishing.
!$(

,' 26 'You name is; we got it. And to tell you the

Y

\ I

..
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1 truth, it really_ helped us, it helped me, in emergency

2 planning to receive this input from the public.

3 Q Do you know what proportion -- strike that.

4 You say that there are 42,000, approximately,

5-. roughly 42,000 households in the EPZ, correct?

6 A That is an approximate figure. I can get an

7 exact mailing label figure, if that is necessary. That

8 is approximate -- 42, 43, in that range.

8 Q ' So these, of about approximately 50 percent

10 of the 2,000 postcards you received asked about emergency
~

11 planning, in fact, th.e postcards you received would show
.

12 that about 1,000 out of 42,000 households had expressed

13 an interest in what they should do in the event of an

14 emergency, correct?

15 A Well, it is probably more than that. I think

16 -I said it-was in excess of 50 percent. And of course

17 we had multiple questions. If you are asking me --

IO
! on each postcard there wasn't just one question. There

19 could have been one question on a postcard.

20 In some instances, instead of the postcards

21 coming back, we got letters. We got ten-page letters

22 with ten pages of questions on a variety of subjects.

23 So if you are asking me, in terms of the

24 - number of questions that were asked, what percent related,

25 had any relationship to emergency planning, I would say
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,

II
.

we 1:in excess:of'50 percent did.' g.. .

e ~ L-

c2.J ,,
. Q .By..wellTin excess,'what do you mean?

m. -

. r v

c 3L A LWell, maybe 75 percent, 80 percent.'

.

-

e.
- .

( 4- Q= Even if it:was 100 percent, wouldn'tLyou agreem

-- 5 : :Ethat in' fact you received comments from only about 5: percent
~

T

o
'

'

e ~67 ofJthe househol'dscin the EPZ?4
,

,

-C :- 7' MR. CHRISTMAN: Objection. That'is a mathematical

'

. . .

;8- operation that you don't.have to ask the witness about.
>

. . . -
.9 - -It.can.'be done in-findings.'

-

,

10, JUDGE LAURENSON: Sustained.,
,.

m'
'

'11 BY MR.:MC MURRAY: . ,

.
,

. ,

.
.12 -- Q: Did'any!of the postcards-come.from the same

g
ff /13. Thousehold?a, y.g ,

14
~

- ; 'A- |Are.you asking whether the'same-household.sent-

1 15 ;;a postcard'in January and another one.lin February and
.

16 ( -another one~in' March?.

. , . -

. 17- :g. Whether'in.theLfigure ofi:2,000_ postcards some'of
-

'

18 '"
Jf those came from t he same household. ,

' "

19 ' |A' In-some instances people kept-writing in to us,

- . .

#'
s

with additional questions after,we had answered their-

- 20 original questions. ' Many of the questions Lrelated to what-

22 - ~
>

, was written in a.particular issue of-Keeping-Current, when

23 ~

people sought additional information from us relating.to

f~ -
~

'24; gogg..of?the information we had already given them.

26 7
, And, yes, in that regard we did have multiple

>. _ m.
s .y

=3 ;
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,

m
. (-. postcar's4from theisame' household.d

~

-
~

,. ,. j -2i 0 :What percentege'of those-households from.whom.w
* '

(4
- ,w

'g 3: fyou? received; postcards;do you believe found LILCO to bet -

_

.-

14 -a credible sourcetof-information?Q
,

' ;A? JI just have to presume that they would not=have5

~ ~6- ?-writtenit'ofus.: seeking'|the answers'to questions if.theyD

7* '

. weren't going.-to.believe what'we told them. 'So.my own'

,

,
8- . assumptio'n L has Lgot. to! be~about.100' percent.found us to be

- 8~~

a; credible: source.

'.107 ;QL So;you:have~no; evidence or data on which you
~

3
.

ill!
, , ,

can conclude'thatianygof the' postcards you were.sent were. ,

sentb[.peoplewh'ofoundLILCO:nottobea;crediblesource12 ;
.-

..A,

[ ', 3 i sfiLidformat' ion?^1

>. %_.

14 | Ai Can|you repeat that, please?'

0. Youhave-noLdata:orevidenceto[showthatthe-16

J
- 2 16 ' ~ households from~whom you received.-those postcards, in-- fact ,

' 17 did. noti ~believe.LILCO'was-a credible' source of information?-
'

. ,

,

18 ' A No. .As I say,|I.think|-- it is my assumption
,

..

' 19 : that those'that;took the time to write out these.-letters
~

and these postcards wrote' to us believing that we were a:-
,

. 21: credib'le: source,-otherwise they wouldn't-have asked us a'
'

:22' . question.'

,

T

,23-
.O So the fact that these postcards were received

~

,

7[ -does'not support the proposition that people who don'tf
Vf

25 c 4believe LILCO is credible will instead turn to LILCO, will

,

b.
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, .
,

. . . . ~
^

14 -in any:. event (turn [to LILCO for information?-.g;
.. s.

E <

cx.f -2 . A~: 'I-have no way of knowing that one way or the
v

2
"

?3 other.because!J I didn't do any in-depth research on-the.

4? (people'thatiwrote us and asked us questions from the

P7/5- postcards.' ,

-

-6- | g- .How.many households approximately did you received

', - 7- - - umultiple postcards from?.
~ '

'

8 -- - MR. CHRISTMAN:' Objection. Furth'er questioning
.

_

8' . a't ;tihis ' level of ' minutiae si's'- not going to produce' anything. -

: 10.- | probative 1of a. material-issue in this proceeding.. So;it is
~ ~

'

~

,

ill j .a relevance argument.-
.

, p; JUDGE LAURENSON: Let me just inquire'of
-

- Q; 9- - 13_. Mrs.?Clawson, if;you re'ceived more thanTone ' postcard or:
'

. 1

14 !' letter from a family,.would that be reflected'i'n the 2,000-

16 i41 --numbern or did you'only countilt'once?
'

116 : LWITNESS/CLAWSON:" No,_'; hat wouldibeireflected
*

117 ' in'the 2,000 number.
' '

18 - ' JUDGE LAURENSON: The objection is overruled.m

U 18 ' WITNES'S.CLAWSON: I'am trying to recollect ,

=M :.because-itthas been over: a.-year since I have done-this.
'

E21'

|.You'are asking what percent or what number --
#

je ' 22 - JBY MR. MC---MURRAY:t

Wt
7 23 -

Q I am-asking --

[ g .24 '
" h .'

-

-- did we get multiple postcards-from;-is that
,

. 26 ~ - right?.



.w . _

m -
-x .

W. J21/;9': - 10,'671-w^
' ' '

.. ,
- -~

_

.

~1-
~

, ..
-

Q 'That's.right.
m; . ,.

i .

_ x/, i2 "A I.- would.,say that :it could be 'somewhere between
1

r; .
.

#
t ,,

;3 '100eand 200. )Again, if I c9uld - again,:there were
--

,

, ,

-

~ .
,

,

' '

' T4 some: people that wrote, Lout of the six months of the
.

.

'5h .projecU, there were some-people that wrote--four or five-
~ '

-

-T 6:
..

times.- 'There-are some people that wrote every month.
.

. 7| :But those that I would call repeaters, I

I8-

{ Jwould say between=100 and-200.

~8 MR...MC MURRAY: ' Judge L'aurenson, I think.this'

,

' 10 ' -is.ajgood. time for the s'econd break.,

a
II GE LAURENSON: All right. Ne will.take

- rsa -

- ,

3 . ;
'

;;
.

1

- 12 another ten-mihute recess,
*w:

l', ,')
.

.."(Recess.) 4
.

13 -

;
- v

_

.-'14 - JUDGELAURENSON:h'.Beforeweresumethequestioning
-

.t

< -

16 . ,g:the panel,?I:just. wanted.to indicate that we will
+;. ., , . , .. ,

7y,;16 -discontinue the cross-examination about ten'minutesLto
i :W .

~

..

> # 4- > .m - - 17.: 6:0'0 torallow:a.few moments.for the scheduling discussion;
.

,

V_gg b
-9 y n W} -- 18 ,-

that~.we talked about earlier.

.h"[ , ,: j,
' ' LMr. McMurray?-

. .

LBY MR. MURRAY:., a,
3

'21
.j, O Let's go.to'page 105 of your testimony,.please.--

Y -[[ - That part of:your testimony concerns rumorv

'

23M. control,.isn't that eight, Mrs. Clawson?
.

\

24-

{') . g -. A Yes, that is correct'.

v ,,

O In response to the question, How is rumor control

g,.

.y J ji i' '
s ,. y ,:

'

..

*
s [.

94pr _ i*
_
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'
-

. .g: e

. 4 .- . -

jf.,f ' c L1. jhandidd'u'nder'theELILCO transition plan, you respond that
iN

? I {1
.

,' A ',
~;..*

,

2 :' : people; call in'to the LILCO district offices.,

, ~ ~

, , _ / ., ?

p-p cc . 3 , '- - SYouLare-assuming,.' correct, that people will
, . 'n . ,-

'

[ . . 14 |ca b in'to therLILCO district'4ffices1because.th'ey believe-

, - ..

,,
-

,

m_ :6 L ILCOLwill' of fer; credible information, correct?'Lm

,
. ; .

'*

- , ~ , . -
,

;- ' WellEI.believe thst they will call in to the;c '6:.t A.
,

.. , ,

. f.f'd .s

'

, .- C .

$ '
.n. ..

47' .LILCO' district offices'as.well:a's.to ouricall. boards,+

3
s :
. ,- ' {m |8 :- -whichiis another. aspect (of:our-rumor control operation,

'

>

' ; v ._

>
,

8
,: _.

-

because'the' accident or emergency involves LILCO and1J
*

W M ;10L 'th'ey.will believe:that they'could get the. kind of
'

' m .,

.-

i ll '. .(informationithey'may need-from;these: sources.. ..-<
, , ,

' ~

w.; ' ' .

...l2Ph 1 -

z g: 'And the' people!whoDdon't believe'~they'can;
-

jij p &
m

18 ~
'

.;getG theE kind ar information they need . from LILCO won' t -S ;
.g? ;v , . _

. y -3-

[114 - ic'a'l'1 yo' r ? rumor. control: numbers,; correct? -u 4:7',.
-

,. r. ,. ,

~
-

'''
16 ''

-n - .
A LI- don' t --know wh' ether'1. they will for they - won' t. '

.

'

-

,, ,
,

'., ,
,

CA f - V18;; ?Ilthinkwethavepresentedotheritestimony.(int herefindicating' ~d
#

g{ {, -

.
,

. ;
,

|< w
17 ~ ~ the1numbeF Sf Sphone calls' that 'osr district offices 'andi'yj y

p -

, , ,
.

-

d

] m,h @;,'g3%5
*. .s

' 18 :
. .. .

+

<calliboards gets:during:bothfemergencies'and just duringz
. .

> y; y

hOf N M jib I'
v m ,

the normalicourse:of-bu'siness, and it hAppe'ns[to'be-.a' flood'i J

A y,(..* a' . - " , . ,
1*[ ,, ' ; j3' - y ,

, . < , .' .. .

,

y7 ; ;.-5c" coficalls7oniall'differentiareas,~in al1~different areas.
.y

-

o
;,wa >

_

4 Ch' A
'

So weiare goingyaiong'anithe as'sumption.that, .yes, people.5 21J
.

'

.

rg-
~

' 's .

,m.e.-n: ,, -

y , 777 : 2t , Xwill callcus and seek-information aboutDthe.acciden'tDat- i *!i

c ., .,w

F.o . ' .j ;Shoreham p, ' 23 ' ^ --g:
' '

-

-

+;,
.

, "%; :'
e

o on. .. ,;, .-

h ;-; '
'

O.' My[ question.thoughLwas that. people who don't-Sj$ ]n +
, . $.

..

think LILCO.could;give-them believable information will not

-

,
-

: er . . . . ..

' a fy , " * ' ,L ~ -
-
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' '
g
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we u' #,
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= 1 2 call;you.r rumor control points, correct?'e
b

.

'

y x ,.,/ ' . '2. -[ .I have no~way of knowin~g that.- I don't knowA.

~

h 13 71fi.lthatiis correct or.not.<,a

4 [Qj .You~ assumed earlier:that people who sent you
1.- . ,

..
..

,-

:5< postcards /did so because they found LILCO to be a
.

~

'.

' 16 J ?cr' dible source -|of information, correct? ~~

e

. i 7', ;.n Yes. ~I would assumeLthat'a large number.of1
.

a:.

^

18(: [thoseethat'sent us' postcards sought information from us

'J9- :as--a crediblefsource; But I'have--no. evidence of. amcag the
- . . . <'

:1.*

. i lo . ~ :2,000 postcards'' thatlevery one of the 2,000 postcards ~'

[ ,

came';.from somebody that. thought we:were'a credible source..11-
,

'

12' 2Q 'You-'say on page 106, "We must anticipate' ',
~~

e (j-:y-
; ); _ 13 > ,that whenja' person' hears;a rumor'that involves.LILCO,.hee. ;v: .

^

14'
- may reach for:his phone and call.whatever.LILCO phone

~ ~

. 15, --number.isiavailable"to'him."
J

. [

| 16;: - Do you seeJthat?
'

-

t - ,

( e'
_

> . 17 :' -A '.Yes,-I seefthat.
'

g.

718- Q'- JWhy;is- this necessarily true,: Mrs. Clawson?~
.. i

_,

' I8 -
'

~

. - TA :Well, f roni .a planning' point .of ~ ' view," we want
.

.
,

y ,

c
-

J 20 : *tio.' work";on that' assumption and prepared:and train our--

'. . 21 ; people-to'be.ab1'e to deal'with the phone calls that may
22-^

. ; . :come,in.-,

d. [ :23 'And from a' planning point of view, we.have'used
+;

_

.gw - 24 : ._ this/ bas'ic assumption'.
a; . - - -

26\ $_ |g: , Well,.'wouldn't it-be fair to say-that a person
o.

< s
.

- ?

.
k

Q ^.+y .y < s w.- .-
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#22-1-Suet-|1_ A. (Witness Clawson) -Yes. I think that's also
y,.; .
a 1 .

2 true.. And as a part of our rumor control operation, wea;(_j,

+ -

3 have _ people 'that will be providing information to local

4 governments and to any other government entity that re -
'

5. . quires the information.

6 Q No other government: entity has agreed-to parti-
-

,

7- cipate in rumor control,.though, have they?
,

'8 .A. (Witness-Cordaro) I just wanted to add very

-g quickly to_the previous question that Mrs. Clawson answered,
.

:10 'LILCO. receives a lot of phone calls 'in 'anything that

11 -remotely, on a routine basis, that remotely might involve-

112 . or : noti even involve the --Company. We~even get odor-com -
' '

..

[)'\ ' ~
plaints'..13

'

3
,

, 14 And I think the reason for that is.our numbers
.

15 are accessible. We have a number of district. offices.

- 16 It's easy:fcr the public'to get in, touch with us.. And-we.
,

b ~17| .are a ready source of.-information..

- 181 And'I think the'same sort,of' thing might carry:

L

.

.1g |
~

over into-a nuclear _ emergency.

si .Q LMrs. Clawson, do you recall my question to you?~

, -21, A- (Witness Clawson) No. I think you had bettery
,

'

22 ' repeat it.
4

g6 -Q No governmental entities have agreed to participata1 -

24 - in your rumor control; function; correct?E,,-ses-
VA -

'A: We haven't sought any kind of agreements with; 3-
-

:
'

.+,

,-

M= 3% + b g

-

< -
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a

,'#22-2-Suet; 1- local governments related to this. But as the planning
,g
( I-
\, /: 2 process is ongoing.and as we have done this kind of plan-

' '

3 ning, we have a similar kind of. liaison with local govern-

.4 |ments during storms, for example, and are quite used to
~

15- dealing with local governments in storm restoration. And

.6 'much of the rumor control' operation comes out of, and-has

7s . evolved from, our storm restoration program.

[ 8- (Witness Robinson) .There are:a couple of things

9; that I would like-to add. One is that while we.have not-
-

.

10| sought any of:the agreements which you've mentioned, we

~

11 have installed tone-alert radios in both the homes and
.

12" offices. of.the' supervisors of the. Towns of-Brookhaven and

'

[:a)
c

-
-

13' Riverhead, who would be the most immediately effected.
xf ,

- 14 13o, they will be immediately notified of an
.

15 emergency and will.be-getting at least the'EBS message

la .information.

'17: But, in additibn, in setting up'the rumor control
-

18; procedure,Lon'e of-the' things'that we did was-investigate
_

^ '

.how other. utilities ~ handled this-function,fwhether in other19:

,

im , plants it'was handled either by the utility alone,-jointly.

"D 21 - with . local government, or by- government agencies. And what,

.

.16 we found wasJthat by far the most~ common method of handling-
.

i n. -rumor control was that-it:was handled by the utility, using

24 - utility' personnel and supervised by utility persons and using
'

17-Ag
,

''N-) -because you need-a large number of|m- utility- telephon es ,.

,

r

N w" f I er T 4 wr 'T* N v' =- wr Wew- 'T1qw' w-' F-M*-y--r,r ir- 7 -1t 4 -
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i
i

3

1 phones with'well known telephone numbers that are available !
422-3-Suet .1- i

. ; {'K: _ <

r- A 2- ,very1guickly.. And if you've ever tried to set one up,1-
'

s ,- >

'it's'hard.to get a phone bank any place else.3

So that it's a natural thing to'use district
- 4-

'5 offices or-call boards'of the utility. -And it's.the most"

' common way.of doing it.6-' '

7: O Mrs. 'obinson, I will ask you this~because I
,

E La ;didn't get a1 clear answer from'Mrs. Clawson.'

.No-' government' organization has agreed to parti-^ -9

cipate in'LILCO's rumor control functions, correct?i
10 ;

? - 11 - .MR. CHRISTMAN: Objection. Asked and answered.
.

- {12 JUDGE LAURENSON: Sustained..

BY MR. MC MURRAY: (Continuing)

L [I V / . . .-

With: respect to the survey that you were just
Y .13.

14 c0

referring to,-is'.this the WTM Management Corporation'-1

15
- >

<

: survey which_you refer'to'onLPagefl09 of your testimony?
'

0: ' -16

.
-17 J A' (Witness' Robinson) That's correct.-

'
- :13' Q You say there that WTM reports that thirty-y

-
- five utilities report:that they handle rumor control-~

~

119-

s :themselves.' '

'
- s

Is it.Lyour statement thatithere is no govern-- ,

21 -> ;

mental participation in that rumor control' function?-n1
,

the
13 A. .It is my.' statement that in.those cases,

rumor. control procedures are staffed by utility personnel,
' /'$ - DN

.Q.- . utility offices or facilities, and the supervision25: using

-

4

u

- %

.I- '

IJ _ . , , , ,....,,,&,,s ,,, , , . . , , , , . , . , , _ _ , _ , , _ , , , . . , , . , , , , ,y r , - + #-'
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9' -

, . -

?, -

,,g .,,%

' s#22 .4- Suet' y 3isffrom'the utility.
;ux

- ) ' 27 :Q. It" sounds like you were reading from something.,

,

- J' 1[3i EWasithere'>a sp'ecific question asked:of'the utilities?
*

.A- Yes.- The question was'-- Question Number One',

c4.

c. :

W -

8" Jwas : cWho' staf fsithe rumor control operation; -Question
, -

T[ yg; Number Two:/:Doithey use, utility district office telephones
,

2 -

" 7y or Lany.' other. utility telephones. - And-Question Number Three:'

:. ' 4
s

I
-

:Who provides' supervision of operation.,
.

W <s
' '

" -[' - - - , Was that.the direct supervision o'r --~

;g PQ
'

' '
> ,

~
.

..

: +

. :10:
;A - That1:is the question'., .I.just read it to you

,

p- -
,.

<
t\

- +
..

. - . - . . .

,. -

- from.the-questio.nnaire.that'wastused..: , :. gg . ,

_
, .

.

~ ~ -
-

Y1 h L12; -{ .Q So the'surveyidid notiattempt to determine

% g. 1 -'
,

131
- shether or;not government. personnel were involved in the1

g7'' p. Lrumor controlefunctions for those thirty-five utilities,; _

~

* .

m.. x. ,
.

) _

M'
_,

'

(correct? _
^

;k '

." 15 c ,

. .c .

-' f . 9- f'

I'minot.surelItunderstand'the;que'stion.
Mj-.''j

2

J

^

J-. LA ,-

-

, .

(bk

% '%suney[did not attemptStoldete'rminef whether{[j ;g7 ' ',
-fg

''

_

*T
-

[''
'

L gg}} -'or(notfgovernment personnellwere involved in.the rumor
a,.-

z3
,

xq .
,, '

- ' '" t control?functionidf those'; thirty -five utilities, correct?''e m-
-

19 - .-

.

,>ca .

,.

... ~

p, 21 ' A t. :Arelyou1asking'me'whether-there were-anyf,
,

, s
.

-

2

|u m -
> -

. . .
. . . .

.

f,
.

9 JV - ;gg ; governmentipeople :ever: present~or. overseeing -'a total ,
.

. . g :_ fb - ' ; -

m,..
m. ,

gM y
22D 6

. operation?- ;
,

-

,. -

l -Q . Involved. kin theTrumor. control procedure-.: * 23;
,

2 G '^

tthatlyou.:were,asking each utility about.
pt. 124 ( ,

.

.
,

f7)'4 =!~ a -

That.was'not a question. It was'who staffs ~~,
M 26 L RA

.

,

w
s

, , $
. .

4
,

w.s, r,< , ..,

g _t .e

4 E o

"k a ?

; , ,u ; 1. o: '' - ~ ~ - - - -
-

' - ' ..,u,_..., .._,,..;.._,_, . c . . .. _: ;. . .. . , . ., - - ,4 .
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c% - c >:-
, .

.
,

, , . , .

o,@ .
,.

, ,
_ }

~

0.7 _
o

_.< ,

m. .
-

/ d2215-Suet V 'what. equipment'and1who supervises..
4

D,'.{ . , . . - .

.-k,//,e. /2 ;QE ~ So , - ,it s..did not-ask', for-instance, whether or,

.

,

g d

. not' C.certainHrumor control related services might be pro-
e

cm, '

,
-

37-
-

,

h
"

-vNid by gov'ernments?.Jh TL. , 4;
'

# ,
'

, . ,

j53 i _. Well,-obviously:if people are calling government
' ' ^ '

:-
,

a ., . - . .
. ~

"J ' T U.6; ioffic'es', mas *I'. firmly believe that"they,will',<at the same.
, , -

- 65 t'iSe:thatTpeople=areJealling,LILCO district offices or7;,

ibb
, s. : call boards'and-newspapers and radio stations -- and this

~

,

,-
~

n: g; is;~I willotell'you right now,1not based on'any statistical' .
. . . . .

L. . _ ',
*4

us
'< s z ,

. . . _ ilot . evidence ~but1 based;onlexperience of working with the-public.~ '

n;g -

, ,

;]3 - ' 1'1? [forJyears, theyfwill?. call anybody'they can think of who'
.

' ;.- -

P . (12~ mightL conceivably ' have .iinformation.'

?_
~

.u

{~ L131
~ JAnd peoplh(generall[ --LIEbelieve that-they've-

,

'

.14 ' . " called before,fand'tha'tLincludes' Town Halls. 'And that is-

. ,

< - . ..
. ,

.

, ,

-C15 : Twhynwe''have?seteup the procedures' Dr. Cordaro mentioned-,- . *
4

- -

3 -

yy eg - c16-' before7 analogous-toiour| procedure in storm restoration,
~

e*m.,~
. s . x, .to 'mSkefinformation :ava~ilable Itol Town ! Halls,; Village Halls,. -q; 47T

y
'

.. . , , . . ., ,
.,

1g - s : 18 - and the?various; entities.-

*
.

:.y . u,

[,'+- & :.13 i [WeEmaintainiwithin1_the. Company on a' regular-
' * x <

(;
-

b' . 'so : obasis,4notijustiShoreham-related, an up-to-date governmental
[.my:

'

,
, , .

'

X i ~ 1 21 : -directory'in order'toj perform just this function whenever'
,

m .w
'

e .

|therelis anything thatibrings.out-telephone. callers.$ J" -22; -

, - w - .
-

m : '. ~

'

|=/
'

$23 T0!_ dirs. Clawson,|.on Page 111 of your testimony,. ,~

.

'
-ne y

~ youLstate.that: reporters are going to ask LILCO to do 3

-
. .

..

, 7 124 -::

% ,)' ': ~

25:.
-certain things;_ including permission to film and witness the;,W -

.z.
.

4

* A
#

%

. - .r~
' tT T-$q ' '

~

Y {t.*
"

|
_ -

i
;p -

- ,-r q-
. .

m ,

-t W TW ,w.r .,,.,.,,g g.,,,,(',, , g',,g,, , , , . , , _ _
.

- , -'
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#22-6-Suet-1 work ~of traffic guides.
.x,!,

Q)f - -2: Do you see that? Sort of down towards the bottom ;

s

of"Pageilll?3 :

-4 A (Witness Clawson) Yes, do.
-

e5 . Q- Do you really expect that.LILCO or LERO is'

6 ' going to be able to assert enough authority over reporters
A:

17 - 'that'they are going to be asking LILCO or LERO for
,

8' permission'toido things like film traffic guides?
.

.

9 A- No, that's not the intent of this. What I am-

^

' 1'0 I itrying.to eFplain to you is that a reporter will come to
. .

-11 LERO, or to'LILCO, and ask'where the best place.to~go to.'

.

12 film these things.would be. In some cases, there are
,

:
, , -9

-

13- : instances I would expect;when reporter's, especially those !

;(y) .
: "

.-

;,-

'from out of' town, would come in andJaskLif it's'alliright142

15 'if they.went out_and did that. Yes,.I do expect that to.

, ,

~16 occur.

717 L Local. reporters |that may.be more-familiar with-

- 18 '- the: area I expect could come to the LERO-public information-
~

'

,

peoplesand'a'sk where theygought'toggoziniorder.to gee!the-'

19

.

[20' bestikind of.: film, or in order to'get the best kind of.

2b story,.because'we are talking:about r.-ten. mile. zone and-
r

ld (they.are notLgoing-to go running around thelten mile zone~

DM -if they canLget. direct information as'to where the best-.~

''

. . .

. .

i24 - ' film-would be. -

;

N_2' :
M- JQ So,-the intent of this was that reporters not

"
,

1

t-

f 4

k.i_ _ _ .." ' ''_ , , _
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22-7-Suet 1 familiar with the area may come to LILCO or LERO for

2 information about where the best place to shoot is?

3 MR. CHRISTMAN: Objection. Asked and answered.

4 MR. MC MURRAY: 1'm just trying to get a clarifi-

-5 cation of what the intent of this passage is.

6 JUDGE LAURENSON: I think she just said that.

7 Sustained.

8 BY MR. MC MURRAY: (Continuing)

9 ( On Page 116 of your testimony, Mrs. Clawson,

10 you say: Moreover, we have plans to integrate them --

11 that is County and State personnel -- into the decision-
,

12 making at the'EOC if they show up.

/ |
) 13 Those plans are not in the LILCO plan, are

,

14 they?

15 A Not.in the LILCO --

16 (Witness Weismantle) Yeah, they are in the

17 LILCO transition plan.

18 Q Plans for integrating County and State personnel

19 at the EOF and the ENC?

M A~ (Witness Clawson) Oh, yes. We have --

21 (Witness Weismantle) Oh, all right.

' 22 (Witness Clawson) We have space, and we have

23 procedures.

24 Q I'm talking about plans in the LILCO plan.~' ,

_-.

'M 'A The on-site plan is what you are talking about?
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-% .

l' . The LILCO plan is ~ -- what we call the LILCO plan, the .on-site
'

:.422-8-Suet
.

.

f5 _
jy_,I 2: plan. We call ~ the LERO plan the off-site plan.

3 (Witness Weismantle) .This covers both. The.

4- 'first sentence-refers to the on-site plan; the second
,

~

5 sentence refers to,the EOC, which is part of the Local'
:

6- ' Emergency Response. Plan.
.

.
7:- 'I thought your original question went to the

8 second sentence.

;9 Q . You clarified that for me. With respect to the

110 second sentence, does-the LILCO plan contain plans =to

, 11 integrate.theLCounty and' State personnel into the decision-
.

'

12 imaking at the EOC?

['
13 A -Yes. .It indicates'they.would be integrated-;into-

'

vy. .c
-

1.

. 14 the1 decision-making. There is no long procedure, because

15 it would be~ impossible to write at this time, without havingt

~ 16 Lmore detail.
.

17 - But as the plan' indicates, I think in several

~ 18 places, . we~ would attempt to integrate the County Executive
,

19 :or his representative, for instance, into the EOC.

.m 0; So,'when you say we have plans, .that means you-

21; have. intention?

n- A " Ye s' . . It indicates.itts our intention and=our

#

- m. plan explicitly says that. It also talks about policemen,
~

= (
s. . 24 for instance, who-might.show up and how they would be-

$~g ,s", .

- 25 handled.-

.

s
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~)22-9-Suet -1 How:they would be integrated into the traffic
4m .

-

t l-
. 2' , plan.( ,/

.

3 .O- Let's.go to Page 118. This is'Dr. Mileti. You

4 state there that pre-emergency e'ducation serves as the
~

-5 function of priming the public for a future emergency.

6 'IM you see that?

7 A (Witness !!ileti)' Yes, I'do.'
4

8- Q You~ state on Page 117 that the accumulated

' ' T9L evidence in the social sciences on the function of pre-'

c

10 - emergency educatio and other pre-emergency education

: 11 - efforts is clear, although most would call-it inconclusive.
.

.

12' You then go on to say that these studies have been unable
>

f[' ) . .13 ; to document that pre-emergency. education efforts for-
:>w-): .

14 rare. community emergencies make any real or' statistical

15 difference in terms-of how the public' responds in.an actual
- ,

-16 emergency;once it occurs. -

17' Do you seeLthat?

|18. A Yes,-I do.

19~ Q .. Is-it your understanding-that the accumulated _

~

m- . social-science evidence says that pre-emergency' education
~

21- is effective .in ~ serving the ' function of priming the public

:n~ 'for a future emergency?

- 23 - A I think I'm-the only one that uses the word-
; ;, , ,
I. .

7-( T24 " prime" so I wouldn't suspect that'any of.the publications

1. a l
~

*~'
26| on.this" topic would say'that in the_way you phrased it.

_
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!#22 ld-Suet 1. Q .Would you say that the accumulated sociali

cI )'t : . science'eviden~ce supports that statement?\~ ' 2

-3- 'A Yes. Otherwise, I.wouldn't have made the_

.

.

statement..
.

4

Isn't it true_.that the accumulated social
5 0

f

science evidence shows that.the effect of pre-emergency'

6.

education is almost negligible on'how people will respond
7

in a radiological emergency?8;

It'sIt depends on what you mean by negligible.
9 -A

my: conclusion that pre-emergency-education doesn't alter.
'

-10

in a stasistical sense'how people behave in an emergency'

. - : li f
~

*J g

That's-in terms of how they go_about seeking. safety.12 ;

. ,3 , largely determined ~by the emergency information'they geti. ~

il ) 13 ...

'/. ,

14 during;the emergency.
'

s

. ,
.

15 ! LO. ,You say: that, on.Page 19, you see no reason~

.

-to-suspect that'the alleged lack _oi_ credibility of LILCO-~

16'

;would detract _from the primary function.that a' brochure
17-

couldiprovide.18 .

.

Well, wouldn't -- it's true, Dr. Mileti,:
19 .

.;

Lisn't:it, that the lack of' credibility would affect' pre-^
' 30

a . -emergency aducation-if.es a result of the lack.of'credibili ty
221

the brochure wasn't read or was thrown away or was disre-gr .

n' garded?-

If someone didn't read the-brochure,Lthen the!
4

JAd J24.b ~N'

(,(
brochure couldn't influence them. That's true.

~

n' _

'

,

$- , ?

. .. . - - , . . n,--... . - . . . - - , , - , ., - , - = , - , , - - - - -. . , - -. , a, - - . - -
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T.h.

.#22-ll-Suet 1 Q :And isn't it possible that people who find'
y
L-

fJs / 2 LILCO has a low credibility _on nuclear matters, or matters

- 3' 'related to Shoreham, would.not read, or would disregard,
.

24 Einformation in the brochure?

"5- A- I don't know that'that's the case. It's an-

6 ~. interesting. hypothesis. .'It seems'to me if I were doing a-

.

^7' study ta) explore that, I would hypothesize that people who

8; were extremely anti-LILCO and people who were. extremely

9. pro-LILCO wouldLbe the people most likely to. read ~that

- 10 . brochure if they;got it to see what the Company was1saying,-

J11 ~ for:different reasons.
>

.

' ' '

!12 0 .And what'. proportion.of people-in the.EPZ, _- :

T

:x /;- "13 - d'o you understa'nd, are extremely-pro-LILCO or pro-Shoreham?").-
4

.

, ii
;,

[ 14 - A' . I .: don ' t - recall . That's a.hypodhesis that I

15 ' '!would have..

'
_

- 16 - Q. So that' people in the middle, according'to your
.

- 17- : hypothesis,LwouldLbe the l' east likely to read the brochure,

;
,

-18i correct?

: 19 - - A |In terms of-my--hypothesis,.which doesn'.t neces--
.

20 1 sarily.mean'they_wouldn't? read it. I would imagine.that

lli ~anyb6dy that-lives in.the ten mile EPZ on Long Island and

im got that' brochure, after allfthe public hoopla about;

~

12 -Shoreham', would read every word.

p J24 0 - Well,1have you read any other studies for'--

L'% f;
. 15 - with' respect to other nuclear power plants regarding how

~

W

, - . .- m n-w-- -_.%h , ,m_... , , . - . , , . , , , , , . . . , , _ , - - . , ,p., .%., ,yye 9 y, ,-..g,
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c#22-12-Suet I? .many of thelpeople read'the emergency information brochure
'

~

-
Y .

.I,_,(a
.

:2 _for those power plants?

~

3: -AT 'No, I haven't.

?4 ' O' Do you'know whether suct studies exist?
'

.

L5! A No, I don't.

:6' Q' Do you-think it would be important to know if

,73 Lyou were trying to answer the question of what percentage
,

8' of the people'would rea'd the brochure?

9 A. Not necessarily,.no. If I were doing a study,<

~ 10 -I..certainly would go and'look at all'of them.

"
'11

JO
'

;Q Well,;inianswering the question as to'whether
*

121 or-not people would , read'the brochure, don't you think-
n.

9 -( if 1 13 th'at that would- be an important piece of informationL to
s s_/ . .

.
o

.14 'have?-

15' . .AS 'It would be-an interesting _ piece of'information
,

~
'

i16f to have.. Iidon't know how:important it would be.3
.

' 17 : Q Ara _youLsaying it would not be important?
-

,

18 A 'From-a scientific point of view, that's an--
~

.

L19' empirical question'that has,.in my mind, yet to be' answered.,

+

f) - MF -I think what I-said wasythat:I thoughtsthat-

v.

- ,
,

everybody innthe ten mile EPZ-would read that brochure to~21'

'h see whatithisLCompany--and LERO was saying about.that nuclear
.

1 la powerLplant.

y. 24 - ;Q .And what studies can you point to regarding-'
!''y!'

25
~

.
emergency;information brochures that'would support that

!

.

..-.n+ , - - . , 4 -. . e-w.e-
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j - 12| -A' For. nuclear power. plants?'

,

'
,

'Q. That''s right.
* -

9

3'p. ;
,

,r . ,1

Y .A' !I told you I hadn't read any.;;.
_
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J1- To the best of my knowledge, I don't know
., ,

,_. ( ,)
,

2 ;that there are an'y. That doesn 't mean there might . not

13 -- be'one.t

-
'

-4' ;Q You said that. LLet's go to page 81 of your,

'

5 ~ te s tintony . 'Mr. Weismantle,- you state in the bottom paragra'pa
~

6 '.that the . -- we - are_ getting ' feedback here .
>

- .
7 -: .You sayc that. the allegation makes very little

.
8_, sense regarding a. protective action of' evacuation if

g'~ ;ce rtain . non-LERO groups . do - not . participate.?

l'O . Do'you see_that?

Ell i A (Witness Weismantle) That is right.
.

-

1
'

'Q_ Isn 'ti it-~ true ' that if ambulance 'and- ambulette112 -

[v.[} 13; | drivers didn't obey LILCO's' instructions, it-would mean
'

~

- :3-<-

14 'that people,inLnursing-homes and'in special. facilities'
-

1
-

|;;

15 :. would_not be evacuatedJas-set forth in the LILCO Plan?
.

16 - MR . CIIRISTMAN :- Objection. This is covered" !

, '17 . in3the special facilities testimony,0and;has already'been
~

-

18 L . squestioned on.--
T

.a-
.

. ._ gg JUDGE LAURENSON: . Overruled..

20 ' ' WITNESS WEISMANTLE: 'Obviously the extent to-

+
' ~

21 ! which ;amb'ulettes and ambulance companies - and/or' drivers
fr:

. - ,~ '.g. ; responded would influence the speed in'which you could-,

C ' 23 evacuate those persons who needed-that service.
|

|24. BY MR. McMURRAY: (Continuing)-'

(M
'

i. ~
'

44 . - 26 : Q Also, whether._or not those people eventually
._,

' s. , ..

- 4

;;
K "3

1N. *

'

h
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~

-

are evacuated, they wouldn't lx3 evacuated in the manner.
.

1
~

-

_ ; 3;.

.# j s-)' - 2? ' set'-forth in theJLILCO Plan, correct? Which assumes that
4 J

' 13 amb'ulance -and .ambulette drivers follow instructions?

4 'A (Witness!Weismantle) Yeah, again it would

5 depend on howLmany did follow? instructions in-terms of how.

6[ Ifast the evacuation!could-take place.

77 A> (Witness Cordaro) . LI think this has to be

_8| . clarified somewhat', because 'the paragraph above :the
s

'9 paragraph we are referringi to in the -testimony, . the only .

|10 : reference.to ambulance, as far as the. Contention is

, 11 concerned in this regard, is Community Ambulances. .
,

.

,
,12 , MR. McMURRAY: (Continuing)

. %.

] j '. ; 13 _ ;_ Q The. reference on that page is to. Community-
x x.

14 ambulances -- not-toithe ones-that'LILCO has contracts with?
~

*

'

15 . A (Witness Weismantle)' No ,. the - answe r doesn 't
~

.16 ' cove r u that . 'LI! thought you were asking me a: general.>
-

L17; . question ' on'' ambulance' and Jambulette ' companies and drivers .
.

18- -Q Isn 't it true that one of ~ the non-LERO

'

19 organizations with whom LILCO has contracts -to perform'

_

.m_ functi~ons: under the plan, are 'certain' private ambulance

'

- I21 ~ companies 1'

22
'

MR. CHRISTMAN: Objection.. This wasicovered
'

.

n~ in.the agreements, Issue 24'.-

, .( ?. 24 MR. McMURRAY: I am-just trying to clear up:
! !
"# :n ;what I- think is a -little bit of confusion on the record

.
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e1 'here,LJudge Laurenson.: q
.

,
,

, e

f(,f 12! ~ JUDGE:LAURENSON: I don't see that this bears-

"[ .3% .on'the' issue of -- in Contention 15.
_

;v

.4' .MR.'McMURRAY: Well, Contention 15. deals with

5 ambulance; companies, . including private ambulance companies,

, ,
_

62- .al'though this : particular ' answer may just have referred to
_ -

,

7f | Community Ambulance companies. I just want to make. clear

,
8: that Mr E_Weismantle 's ' response to my question. was referring -

.O to private.: ambulance _ companies.

- [10 EJUDGE LAURENSON: Overruled as toithat question.

.11- MR. McMURRAY: Mr. Weismantle?4

.

-

12- . WITNESS WEISMANTLE: I understood your original1

, . ~

[^} . ; 13 x Jguestion to relate':.to.; private ambulance companies. .
,;

%.J
~

'

14 L 1 BYf- MR. -- McMURRAY : - (Con tin'uing)

15 . - 10 Excuse me,_ . Judge |Lattrenson, lit am just checking
>,

116 ; myHnot'es.
,, m ,,

c

_ 17
'

(MR. McMURRAY: I..have n'o further-questions.

18- ' JUDGE LAUREdSON: Mr. Zahnleuter?

. .
MR. McMURRAY.: . Judge Laurenson, I think it=might1g

-

. .30. be a good tiine- now- to break and do the procedural matters:
.

L 21:: that we.have.-

,
L n:. JUDGE: LAURENSON : Let's try to get a start---

. _ Tu- Lon-this. -Unless Mr. ;Zahnleuter has. objection to that.

|2dJ . MR. Z AHNLEUTE R: ;No.
,

i

s# - - ,.

| -

'

e
e

'~
-



-
,

a _

B23-4-Wal' I

.
10,691' <

-

,
. 1 CROSS EXAMINATION

p/ t-
. _ _

\_,4 2 BY MR. ZAHNLEUTER:

'c:' ' '

3 Q' I- only have two questions concerning page 38
'

c4 of.your; testimony. Mr. Weismantle, you rated the credibility.

'

5~ ofcLEROninEan emergency as quite'well.
,

-6: ~.Is your rating contingent.upon the continuing2

' perception,- accor' ing tci the polls, that the NRC hasd. 7:
._

. .

4 8- a h'igh .l'evel of ' credibility'?
,

9' 'A (Witness Weismantle) I am sorry. I don't'know,

.

iffI understan'd your question.'10 L

iti ' Q Okay. Do you see . on - page . 38 your answer, . 'quite,
.

s12 ! 'well?'

"/ ~ 13, A Oh, yes, okay..
;k-]

_

'

~

ji4 _ And that response-. toD Question ;- 38, 'which involvesQ.
,

A 415 a rating of: the likely credibility,of.-LERO in an. emergency,-
, .

.

g. 16 : and onipage:38,-the second paragraph,syou' speak of_the'
1

'

.17' NRC 's credibility?|

I -18- iA1 ..Ye s .'
*

-

- 1g : Qj _ So my ques tion is : . Is your~ rating'of, 'quite.
.

fm well, .' . contingent uponL the continuing perception according.' *

,' 21 _ to the polls, that the NRC _ has a high level'of credibility?
.

.. n A- No, I th' ink from everything we have said in-:<

23 _ this testimony,; the' question of a particular rating of an-
?

z
'

24- .-agency or an i'ndividual or whatever -in' a particular pollg.< _ , -

:t 1:
'

-

25 at one point;in time isn't the crucial one.

,

/

h-.

A* .
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1 Obviously it helps the original credibility,
8

4

/ 2 or the pre-conceived credibility at the time of an accident.

3 .It is good for an agency, but as this question goes on,

4 we list the ways where -- not alternatives, but various

5- agencies besides LILCO are involved in the LERO response,

6 and would reinforce the believability of LERO at the time

7 of the accident.

8 0 If the-level of credibility of the NRC were to

9 decrease, would your answer concerning the likely credibilit:r

10 of LERO in an emergency also change?
.

11 A No, I don't think it would change.
.

12 Q Does that mean that your relationship to the

| 13 NRC would not be that significant?
J

14 A No, it is more than.just a rating in a poll at

15 any given-point in time for one of these agencies.

16 Q I think I understand. Do you mean that the

17 NRC's rating is just one type of factor that enters into

18 your determination?

19 A That is right.-

20 Q In the middle of the page, there is a statement

21 that says: In' addition, the NRC will provide a State

22 Liaison Coordinator.

%I Wouldn ' - it be more accurate to call that

24 person a LERO Liaison Coordinator?
J'

''

25 A Well, I think that is why we put it in quotes.

.

6-
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'

. 1- :The words,. State Liaison Coordinator are from, I believe,
i-,

( ,/. 2. .the NRC's Region I plan, which .is a document for Region 1,

3' Lthefregion that has jurisdiction over Long Island and'

s

4: Shoreham covers the response of that region to an emergency.,

"~
5'' So,-it:is written for the general case whereby1

-6: Government participation exists.

; 7. - Q So it is for the general case, and not the

8 specific case of Shoreham?-

s' A That is right.
,,

10' MR. Z AHNLEUTE R: I have no other questions'.

> 11; JUDGE LAURENSON: Mr. Bordenick, do you have
,

i
_12 any' questions. I don't mean to take'up a lot of time if

[ i ~3: .you do'have questions. We. can carry that over until-1

p.
zi4 ; tomorrow.

15- MR. BORDENICK: tI[have.a few. questions. .I

-16 don't think'it will"take very long. .My suggestion,would
s

17 be .to s'ee.how long my;questionsitake, and 'if- the y go until
*

- 18' about six,- we f take up -the ' scheduling matter first1 thingz

, 19' lin' the - morning..

- - 20 - MR. CIIRISTMAN : I agree . -I-only.have-a handfuls

~

'ofTquestio'ns myself. We could finish this' panel.and let21

22 some ofjthem'go.home tonight, I''think.~

g' JUDGE s LAURENSON : Is there an objection to that?-

-- 24 . MR. McMURRAY: Yes. I~think-if we go~to six
\ l'

.

.

"t~'- 'm - we 'should stop for.sthe evening, take up scheduling matters-

n.
'

.

b

: w ?,

'

T> . '
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1- tomorrow. Whenever we discuss scheduling matters, it
;-m .

I \ '( f;-

~

2( always seem to-takeLlonger than we anticipate, and I think
-

b 3- ' we: ought- to - take~ them up tomorrow morning.

--

4- : MR. CHRISTMAN : That is why we should do itJ

,
5; after' six o''clocki because there is an incentive-to be-

} '6: brief.. :. .

.7: JUDGE LAURENSON: The problem is if-we.'only
c

,

- 8' have-a-few| questions'left-for-these witnesses,' I can't~see-

~
~

-- g| the pointfof bringing them all.back tomorrow morning for

10 ;osly ' a few momentis ~ of I q~uestioning. - That:just doesn't'

.

.seem'. fair;to~them,'uor to accommodate good scheduling.11 ' =
-

.

~

$12 : .MR. McMURRAY:- That_is fine, as long as we1
,

{ f;- ); f 13 , - do ' cthe ' scheduling Ltomorrow -morning, that 'is my point.'
-

-%J L
.

1( .
JUDGE LAURENSON- I.~see. Let''s see how far

15 - SWS go with -tlie witnesses, tonight.
/

'
~ Mr.'Bordenick?'.16

; 17 _ CROSS EXAMINATION

BY'MR. BORDENICK:18 .

J !19; ,O: --Mrs. Robinson',Jin respo?. ding to questions from.

!' Mrs/McMurrayLconcerning the~ new testimony,' thet is_the20

1 third? item on the Errata, :an update . sheet regarding' the -21

[ - agreement: of two scientists from' the. Brookhaven Lab to be
'

22 - .

~ ~

, J23 _ present'in the emergency news center,-did you indicate-
,

[ . 24 7 what-particular division'or. department, _or-whatever

-|^}E
_ 25 terminology'they use, that these. people were' affiliated-

.

t

'.~ '
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1: with'.at-Brookhaven?-

( I' ,

~

;\ /L '2
..

:A' (Witness Robinson). I don't know that I did.

'3'
.

I.believe it is the medical department. Let me just

~

4 check'.: I have their' resumes in front of me .

5 It is the Medical Department, Division of

.6- . Nuclear Medicine, Brookhaven National Laborat'ory for
- _

7/ Doctor Brill,'and I believe it.is the same for Doctor

8 ~ Bende r.

9 Yes, Medical Department for both of these

' '
'

.10 : : gentlemen.

[1'1 L Q .Do' you, or 'any other member of the panel. happen-
,

_

*12 oto know.who heads that particular department at Brookhaven?
' /na_

) 13 Ac(
.

I'think I:have the.information in the office.e

g/: '

14' I don't- know it: off the- top of my head..

~ '-
115 : 'Q- Are you - -let.me1rephrasec that. Has -~- this-

16 - is toLMrs. Robinson or anylotherlLILCO ~ member of the ~ panel,

17 ihas LILCO or LERO discussed serving .-- has anyone from'

,' - 18 ' LERO ' contacted Doctor Leonard Hamilton at Brookhaven?

-19 A- ~I h a v e - n o t '.--

s _ 20 1 A ;(Witness Cordaro) We have talked to him
~

21' 'a? number of| times in the-past, and in fact, he has' served
, :s ; i'' _

'

,5 .' J 22 : as.a consultant to'this company on Shoreh'am-related. matters.
r -

,.

323 -Q He . has served as a consultant?

VN 24I A Yes.'

h
~
"x-

.2~ . Q' - .Then:I take it you would not want to use.him in
~

_

d-

i
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'1: a simi_ar capacity.to the other two doctors that Mrs.
-

-: .:

"N_)i
'

2 Robinson has testified about?

-3' A Yes. He also is recognized as a proponent of
,

4- .theLShoreham plant-from_past testimony and association,
,

. 5| which~says;nothing about his expertise.

' 61 He is quite expert''in his field.
-

~

7 'A (Witness Robinson) I would hasten to add that~

8; 'both of these' gentlemen will-be acting as individuals and-
,

3 91 not-as official representatives of the lab. They will be
_

;10 -acting on their own. professional status and qualifications.
.

_ 11 'O I understand. Thank you. Mrs. Clawson, I
,

'

'12 believe in . response 1-- also in response to questions from

.yz
11 't 13 ' Mr'. McMurray concerning the discussion -in the testimony

; . - (f -

!; ~

3r _ 14 about the accident at Ginna, and the-testimony indicated

15' th'ere were two independent experts, I believe you said;

:16 .thatione ofLthosecexperts was from Rensselaer Polytechnic-

'

. 17 -Institute,Lis'that correct?

-18 A (Witness Clawson) -Yes, that'.is correct.

'

-Q' Do you happen to know where'Rensselaer--is-19

|20 located?:'

t
,

|21- :A It is in Troy,nNew York.
I

22 0 That~is not near Ginna, is it?-

~

d -- A'. It is not1the- backyard of 'Ginna, but I: wou1d have
.

'M ^ . 24 to consult..a map to determine 'how f ar -it is.
; 1 .

'%.)
'

- -2: Q Well, I' guess my question is that if this

, x

?

-M

__
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, : f-R .
__ 1 particular expert is from Rensselaer,, and that is in Troy, )

-

''

#1
. 2 -- I:am not that familiar with New Yo.k State -- but I know

. |

'3 it-~is .at least - several hours drive. How did it happen that '

.

.4c -he was at Ginna? Was it'just coincidence? !

-5 A Let me explain. I was up to Ginna last summer-

6 to' observe their FEMA-graded exercise, and at that-time

.7 they.had the two gentlemen that I described to -interact

8 with the press.

9 I had discussed their emergency planning,

[10 public information program, and with some of the officials

11 from Rochester Gas, and they indicated that they did have
- .

'12 these gentlemen at their prior exercises, and they!also

[~}J_. 13 were available' during the course of ~ the Ginna accident.

u.
-

14. 'Now, my fellow panel members te11 me that it
'

.

.

H5 could be, perhaps, a three1 hour drive : f rom Troy to

~

~ 16 |. Rochester, but I.see;no reason _to think that these; people

"

17 -couldn't be. brought in by_ airplane or by helicopter _or:

. ug. _ by some fasher mode of transportation if the need arose,
'

' 19' . :;and-I.think-that is probably, though I have.no-absolute-

'

s~ knowledge of.it,;that is probably what occurred in the.-

7

: 21 - E-ovent of-an_ accident, or - when they had . their - accident-

22' at;Ginna.

g Q: In any _ event, you have no' doubt that this
.

7j s 24 Particular expert was, in fact, present at Ginna.during
i \.

b! the time of the emergency in question?25

.

2-
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1 A I was not present at Ginna during the accident

2 in question, but those that were present during that time
1

3 have indicated to me that there were two individuals from

4 universities; one of whom I met and recollect was from

5 Rensselaer, and I don't know if the other gentleman was

6 or was from an associated university.

7 I do know they were two university people.

8 Q So that statement in the testimony is based on

9 information you obtained from others rather than your
3
'

10 ' personal knowledge, is that correct?
b

~

11 A Yes. As I say, I was not up at Rochester
.

12 during the course of their accident in 1982.

13
7

End 23
Reb fols

15 -

16 ',r;
,

,

17

18
,, .[ ,

i'

19
M , J. i,t

20 i . , ' ,T

* '

;. /, '

.. *
s'

' '
21 |

'
,

.,

I22 ) {W+

''
23

'

f

h/ ^Qf. f
' i'

>

23
.j

-

vx , y
<.,

B

> /
x ;t.

., ..
b* '

- * 5, .7(.* . . _ . s. ; .[ . $ ,' ' . ' 9 h f.
'

~ ~|* . ~ .
*

'

.jp _ , . , . . '.. _ ' *. _.. ' .' ,'M
*

* _

p..,,._,.. ~ . . ~ , - _ . . . - .. . : ,, . . . . 2 :,.p... m.... . . . ;, ,



If &L 'L A
.,

'REE 24/1/
'I t

- '

,
10,699

x

j 1 7 Q- , Dr . Cordaro and Mr. Weismantle, would you look
r

'.at page 40 of the testimony, the answer to question 18.n <
2-

i ..

I; 6 - 3 It states, "We believe that as the public
-

.,

4 becomes more. familiar with the quality of the LILCO,

%" . f. .,,;,-

\; planni[ig' ef,forti, our credibility will rise."{
' '

5
,

@ g
-

6 I won er if you.could tell me<in'a little more
\.'
I-detail what yo,uftad in mind when you made that statement?;7 -

8 Specifically, is there anything over and above what is
'

o < <

9 already in / jour testimony?,r (. ^ n,

i '

'. yi 10 - A f(Witness Cordaro) Well, I think it is a general

11 ecause of the nature al the controversy andcommenc. ,

12 the way it has been reported in the press, I don't think

13 the public hasihad a fair opportunity to know the details
if j ,
'' ' I4 of the plan and the work that has gone into the plan and >

'

-

'

15 the qualiby of' the plan in general. f
\'

16 -U'. 'Icthink as we move into the latter phases [v
- r. ' i

f as sociated' 6.'i th\ the plan, such as the FElm graded exerck,se, ]17

~ 5 m s .

18 the ultimate decision to come from this Board, which

19 - we optimistically like to consider as being a favorable

20 one, that the public will become more in tune or awar 3

.' '|_..
-q | '

21
..tj ]i of the quality of the plant, at least as it is judged by

,

q ,.

22
- others -- by PEMA, by the NRC.

23 '
nd hopefully when the plant gets a license,

, ,,

'l
24 I think the calization that the plant is an operating

25- facility and'the fact that it will affect their daily lives,
- a 3 .

| f:_ z

-

s
.

, .,.- - - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ -- _ _ . , -__--_____--
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^

1 .that;they'willfbecome more'in tune.or more informed about,

y
2

~ ~j j.~-. 2. the' details.of.the-plan and the' quality. associated with it.-

,
, - ,3| MR. BORDENICK: Thank'you. I have no further

~

'4 .(questions.,-

f, |51 JUDGE.LAURENSON: .Mr. Christman, any redirect
'

r

; 6' : examination?
.

:" 7D
'

MR. CHRISTMAN: 'Just a few.
~

1XXXXXXXX 8- REDIRECT-: EXAMINATION

~ 8 BY MR. CHRISTMAN ::--+,-

;

( ' 10 . O LDoes anyone on. the panel have an Lopinion as,

It II; {toiwhe' herL it is |necessary that your- EBS messages -state .t
.

. .,". . 12 ~:that scientists confirm the LERO' recommendation for.
.

' .'
1

r .

) p~ ;13 ' protective' action?-, , AJ - ,
- .

~
~

14 : ?A" ;(Witness'Mileti) Yes}-I;have an-opinion about;
..

'/ ' ^ ~ (15' '|thatiTand the_ answer.is that/Ifdon'.tithink itcis--

~ " b> )16 nece's'sary that it~ state confirm. -WhatLis'important is..
~

f

&

[ : 17 that the'personigiving out the''information state-that-
'

~

t

,18 :w_ ithey:-interactedLwith people whoswould know~about. nuclear..{

; 3; '

}
- ;19 ? . power,-the scienceLof what is going;on, engineers who-,

- s
.

'

= _ A
~

- 205 know aboutJthe. structures,'et cetera.
-

.

- - -

-

.

t hib
' 21.. _

,

m: m.Q~ Anyone else want to add to that?
'

, " ::> - 22 n( g: -(Witness Clawson) In. terms':of the timeliness-of,
.

,

iputting;out?the$ message,23'
. ..

I thinkiit:would.be a very-<

,

. )~w . .

'
'

" N( ,8
- diff4 cult undertaking,to try to. ascertain-that or to tryf i

>

*

^ ~ ~

~25- itioige't' an agreement from everybody that might'have had-.

g' ,7 -_-
-y-A'

_ ,

. i :.

* * 'Yc
_

>

M 'l.
,

,

,-
,
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'

;1- |inputLinto'th'e decision that this be done.
h, f .

26 In other words, I think it is-enough and I,4

,' :3' tthinkfit?is'more important to be able to.get the message.
e

'
' 14; Loutlin'.a timely.fashionLand~to_ indicate the people that

k

'5 ) the director ^ of local response has consulted with ~ rather
'

6L'
Lthan:to try to backtrack and see what everybody else's>

p-
:7 opinion was in'this and so report in an emergency broadcast

,

'

6 18: - message.

j ~ [9~ LQ '. iMrs . Robinson, just for. completeness, I guess,.
I a

.10- | would .you very briefly tell what Project ISABELLE was?'

111 A (Witnes's . Robinson) Project ISABELLE was a
~

,

12
,

particle accelerator which had been - -was under construction
p;.

J' 13 ~ at1the Brookhaven-Nat"ional Laboratory. .It was'an.( ~4 . , ,
- 14 / advanced scientific project. It was under; construction,-

,

6 15: :when the' funding forsit'was'' reduced in the federal budget.

-16
'

Land atLthat time the> administration of BNL
^

n;
_

17 'appealedito the' business,. educational community,-labor'

18 . unions,.andivarious other' groups for-supportLin getting
'

' '

, J

18f continued funding'from'the Federa'l' Government for ISABELLE. ^

; -,

185 'And we forme'd a task force.that put on a full-fledgedn
1 , .

[21 ^ campaign for the' project.that culminated in-a rally
~ '

-

b,, 22 ?at the Electricians' Hall in Melville which_was attended
.

y - M - 23 ' [by virtually every; political figure on'Long Island.
5. h .t

? 24'$ ' '

3.}
~

I And, iri fact, it.was during the gubernatorial election,.- 4

E
.

.-and c the i republican' candidate , Lehrman, was there.
>

1...

'
[ =

_
_ _ _
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'
l '- There was'a representative of now-Governor

_ ,3
-| \:

'l. _f '2J iCuomo. . County : Executive Cohalan . (phonetic) spoke at that
-

s

c3: rally, as---did, as I say,-virtually-every congressmen or.

. l 14 his1 representative. And there was also action taken in
'

:51 | Alb'any. .The' assembly passed'a resolution supporting
1

6- iP'roj ectL ISABELLE . .And I don't' remember whether the senate,

~75 .passedLa resolution or.just issucd a statement on-it.'

,

'
.

. . . .

f8l '
~

But I-;would say.that of everything'that has
,

.

' ~ 8 1 happened on:Long' Island:in the last few years, that.

10 ;' ?showed-;theLgreatest unanimity.
'

- ,c u

i ll ~~Do::pou need!-tofspell~ Project ISABELL'E for-the;'
cQ

~

.

~

! 12- .courtireport'er?-.

,

< ,s .

Jg }1
- ' ' 13.g (A IItd ~ is allf capital ' letters. It'is I-S-A-B-E-L-L-E.'ey

^

''1' 4 -
(A -

QF .-Dr.. Mileti, counsel:for the/ county asked you,

,

, .
15| to assume 1that-he was not a-credible source.for-you'and-

u. ;16 that
~

. .

to assume that he would tell you something over and1over--

iUl
.

Jand'. asked whether either you would believe him or' ~

J 18%; -whether your level of belieff would go up. -And youianswered'

'I8 |yes,1 1t would, and~you asked did 'anybody want you'to''
>

20' :: explain whp.
.

; 21L ILwould like you to explain why.

22'
s

.,
3 .(Witness Mileti)' Well, i'n general-and in.an'

e-
# - . emergency, when people are listening and sceking out --

.

' ,'-

24+("' (listening for-information and seeking out additionaly'
ta ; - ' *

,'
-:' r 26f Jinforma' tion, if'.one set of-information is heard'over~and over

,

-

'- -

,
,

~

CV

-_
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140 - ^ 1~ -and overiagain, something else that is saying something.
.c n: .

[ u . -w

\_/? _ .2! -toL-the: contrary is heard:only:once, the information-

?u,r :3' thatcis heard over and over again is confirmed. And

-

' 14' | thatitechnique of. enhancing frequency in an : emergency _
L'I,

~ 5- [isfone way to? enhance believability;insthe most credible--

,

6 { emergency information.

17J In addition to that, I might add, that is an>
<

8'' . aggressive technique.to abate the effect of rumors.in.s

; - "" 8 5 ' emergencies; So it accomplishes several objectives.
y

. - 10 : :QL ;Mrs . Clawson,: I . think you were th'e one whb

( . _ ' illi .wasTask'ed:the most abouc/LILCo?s ability. to, the word:
,

- as +

'

12 " control'' howIther media report information.cf.

".)w?/"\ . 13
~

-

) Assume that state and local government. officials
,

'_l4 wereLinvolyed in this_or any otherLemergency plan, could4J

-

15 7 .they_ control?how theimedia~ reports information?;

16 _. g: -(Witness Clawson) No. There isEessentially
~

,
,

;

I 17 - ..no|wayfto'controlehow'theimedia' reports information.:,

' 18
~

. . . . -
- .The best that'anyfsource can! hope to;do is:toibe as;

~7
_

~

'18 iknowledgeable'and as honest andlas-forthrig'ht and'as~

-

t .

1 20 -accurate'as-possible. "And~withEthose qualities, as
:m .

~

' Ull ~a:former reporter,-I-can tell-you, as well.,as an information
_

s

; f
'- | source,fthat(a reporter'tends to gravitate towards that

, , .

', y ,23 5 . type:ofiperson and accept that kind of information.
~

.

>
-

f f )2b And if you want to-c'll that control of
' ~

a
R/

'

#i
'

.information,' you can. But there._is nothing that. prevents-a.
~

'r
'

-

r

Yo $ ,-;

s'
. -
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:1 'reporterLfrom: talking to anyone that.he wants to talk to- - . -
-;. . . ,,h

= b't . - |2 :thatialso'wants to talk-to-h'im.
,

' -

-

3- 2MR. CHRISTMAN: Thank you.

'

4 [ Judge, that is all I have.
#

- - '
' ;5i . JUDGE LAURENSON: Any other questions for the,.

. 6 .~ Epanel?:rg ;

--, 7'- MR.fMC MURRAY: One moment, Judge ~Laurenson,
N

>8 ~fplease.
.

.

$ f:c 91 '(Pause.)
. ' ,,

IXXXXXXX! 1 10. RECROSS-EXAMINATION

'll BY;MR.' MC MURRAY: .

12 ;Q Dr.:Mileti,.--I.believe you stated in response

7-3)-. g.
- 13g4 J : to. - al qu.estion byi Mr. Christman that ycu believed that -

-

14 theJfrequency.ofcthe message enhances-credibility, correct?L-'

, 15
, LA (Witness Mileti): :I-believe:I said the

16
. z. frequency''of'- :we-were talking about how frequency;

I -
II7' i enliancesL believability.

[ 18
Q -Okay. 1Believab'lity.i

18 S 'A- -|Which is:why credibility is important. Believability
'

,

- isAthelobjective.,

-

21 -

3 g .-73,it~your testimony that the fact that a' message

". _ 22 " fis: repeated' frequently.necessarily will overcome |l'ow
~

-

123
'

credibility?-
,.

[[,m .[-
, y

A 'Tisat is ' one of' the factors that: wil'1 contkibute
- ;%J .

.

[
25' yto..bei'ng able'to overcome credibil'ity..

.

m -

L.-- -
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I , ,. _ 1: Q' :Would'that factor alone overcome credibility?.
~

_

-

,

1( / ' .2 ) -A: I would not want to'put my eggs innany' basket
'

~

_

.-:

13 [ based on'-just'one factor. I would want to address all

4' the y facto'rsi that I. know affect believability.

5: o' All of the factors'.--
"

; 1 6~ 5A Listed in my testimony.

"
; '

2.71
'

..-- dealing with emergency information?Q-

8- - A- Yes.

'

8:
} MR'. MC-MNRRAY: I have no further questions,

'5

-L 10 : ' ' Jddge ' L'aurenson'./
<

|,
_

11: --JUDGE LAURENSON: Anything1else for the panel'?
,

312:
.

'(No response;)-.

~ yj'%; .
,

A11Lright. . The panel is-13 :-
' i, ) JUDGE'LAURENSON:

..
. .

?

.
: 14 - excused'.- .

. 15
'

(The panel stoodfdown.)_:

I" 16 JUDGE LAURENSON: ;We-willicontinue the-'

1
,

i- 17 discussion of-the scheduling-until: tomorrow morning.

,
18' . Let. me ;just - , off the1 record.-

j195
'

.(Discussion of f ' thel. record. )p
,

. 20 : : JNDGE ''LAURENSON : We,will 'be-back at.9:00g

, . 21 ' - tomorrow..
>

-

8 :-
..

(Thereupon,. 10 p.m.,Ethe-hearing was. recessed,at 6:

--{END'24.. :23 D toEreconvene-at.9:00 a.m.,. Friday, June 8, 1984.)
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