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JUDGE HOYT ¢ The hearing will come to order.

The hearings that we begin today on this
November 19, 1984 are for the purpose of hearing the
evidentiary presentations on the emergency planning
contentions, which contentions have been duly admitted
before this Board. This is in the case of the Philadelphia
Electric Company, and the Limerick Generating Stations
Units 1 and 2. found in Docket Nos. 50-352 and 50-353.

At this time we will take for this record the
appearances of counsel before this 2oard who represents the
Applicant in this case.

MR. CONNER: 1If the Board please, my name is Trov
B. Conner, Jr. With us today is Robert M. Rader and Nils
M. Nichols, all from the firm of Conner & Wetterhahn. We
have entered our formal appearances in the record.

I might note for the first of our witnesses,

Mr. Rader will be making the presentation.

JUDGE HOYT: Thank you, Mr. Conner.

Comnionwealth of Pennsylvania, Ms. Ferkin?

MS. FERKIN: My name is Zori Ferkin. I am
counsel with the Covernor's Energy Council, Commonwealth
of Pensylvania. With me at thable today is Ralph J.
Hippert, Deputy Director Plans and Preparedness with the

Pennsylvania Emergency Management Agency.
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JUDGE'HOQT: .Thank vou Ms. Ferkin and
Mr. Hippert. 4

Representing the Limerick Ecoiogy Action?

MS. ZITZER. My name is Phvllis Zitzer. I am
the President of Limerick Ecology Action.

I have with me here today, to my right, Suzanne
B. Ercole, an attorney who will be conducting cross
examination on the school related contentions under hearing
here today, and David Stone, a volunteer member of Limerick
Ecology Action who has been designated to conducte cross
examination on primarily Contention LEA 24, and will also
assist myself when Mrs. Ercole is not available.

JUDGE HOYT. Ms. Zitzer, have these counsel or
the gentleman made appearance on this record before?

MS. ZITZER: This is the first time, vour Honor,
we filed notices of appearance which have been received
by the Docketing and Service Section, and I have provided
copies to vou and your bench there today. And I have
also distributed them to all the parties here today.

JUDGE HOYT: I take it it is buried in these
papers up here somewhere, is that right?

MS. ZITZER: It was on top of our cross examinatjo
plan there. I have additional copies if necessary.

JUDGE HOYT: “"hank you. I'm sure I will find it|

Representative of the City of Philadelphia?

cﬁ%z-f?&inu/«dequhng 5hc
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JUDGE HOYT: Please take your seat in the
back of the room.

MR.ANTHONY: I am representing myvself and Friends
of the Earth, and am associated with Limerick Ecology
Action. Contention is 24.

JUDGE HOYT: Is that correct, Ms. Zitzer?

MS. ZITZER: He has been consolidated with
Limerick Ecology Action.

JUDGE HOYT: Very well. If you are representative,
we will have to provide you some space here.

MR. ANTHONY: Thank you.

JUDGE HOYT: Now, Ms. Zitzer, do I understand
that the gentleman will conduct any examination on those
combined contentions?

MS. ZITZER: The contention in question is LEA
24, I am aware that he does desire to conduct separate
cross examination from LEA's cross examination, and it is
the Board's decision how it handles that matter as far as
LEA is concerned. |

MR. ANTHONY: I would like to verify that
Judge Hoyt. I would like to direct cross examination on
this particular contention.

JUDGE ANTHONY: Very well. Then your participa-

tion will limited to yvour contention, your cross examinationj

cﬁkr-gkiaufef@pnhna The.
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MR. AﬁfHONY: Yes. That and the way it impacts
; N
on the time study for the evacuation area.

JUDGE HOYT: I can't recall what 24 at this
precise moment, deals with. But if it deals with that
issue that would be the issue that vou would be limited to
your cross examination on.

Thank you.

MR. ANTHONY: Yes.

JUDGE HOYT: Mr. Conner?

MR. CONNER: Could we be heard on that point
later as to clarification on this matter?

JUDGE HOYT: Yes. I think I would like to finish
going through the appearances before we do that. And
perhaps we may even well reserve until we reach that point
in the proceeding, Mr. Conner, and then you may renew vour
objections if you wish.

Now, may T take the City of Philadelphia.

MS.BUSH: Thank you. My name is Martha Bush.

1 am herc on behalf of the City of Philadelphia. I have
previously appeared on behalf of the City ir this
proceeding.

JUDGE HOYT: Thank vou.

Would you identify the gentleman to your

immediate right?

MR. HIRSCH: My name is Mike Hirsch. I am here

c#k?-iﬂﬂbuﬂ'cﬁgmnhxa Thne.

444 NORTH CAPITOL STREET
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20001
(202) 347-3700




10

n

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

21

22

23

24

25

with the Federal Eﬁergency Management Agency;

JUDGE H;YT: Very well. You are sharing
Philadelphia's sign.

Let's have the Staff, and wiil you please identify
all counsel with you.

MS.WRIGHT: Yes, ma'am.

My name is Nathene Wright. I have nreviously
appeared for the NRC Staff. To my right is Donald Hassell
who is also appearing for the NRC Staff, and his notice
of appearance was filed two weeks ago.

JUDGE HOYT: Now, I think the gentleman
representing FEMA, Federal Emergency Management Agency has
been previously and adequately identified.

Have you made an appearance on this record, by
the wav?

MR. HIRSCH: I believe that has been made on
my behalf. I can confirm that, if that hasn't been done, I
will file an appearance tomorrow.

My name, once again, is Mike Hirsch. The last

name is spelled H-i-r-s-c-h,

JUDGE HOYT: All right, Mr. Hirsch, thank you
very much. We don't have a sign for you, but if you would
like to ---

MR. HIRSCH: That is perfectly all right.

JUDGE HOYT: Very well.
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,kpo we hawé §n& preliminary matters before we
begin the exaﬁination?

I am going to go off the record for just one
moment, please, now.

(Discussion off the record.)

JUDGE HOYT: Back on the record.

Are we ready to proceed? Yes, ma'am?

MS. ZITZER: As a preliminary matter, we
distributed this morning a motion filed on behalf of
Limerick Ecology Action to quash or modify the subpoena
that Philadelphia Electric received commanding testimony
from A. Lindley Bigelow for reasons set forth in the motion
which I have provided you a copy of.

This subpoena commanded him to appear today to
give testimony, I would assume on the subject matter of
all of LEA's admitted contentions.

1 think the motion speaks very clearly. I don't
want to belabor the subject matter on the record now unless
the Board deems that this is the appropriate time and
place to discuss that.

I would note however, that we do not believe we
have had proper notice of the Applicant's intention to
present this witness,and did not know of these plans until
we received the executed subpoena form in the mail this

past Friday and do not have prepared cross-examination plang

cikt-gkdﬂufcﬂeqxnung Thne.
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fof tﬁis witness. And it may be something yvou would want
to review the motion and then have discussion later, but I
wanted to bring it to ycur attention, please.

JUDGE HOYT: Ms. Zitzer, as you have noted the
motion was filed and is dated November 19th. The Board has
not seen the motion before, it does not know the substance
of the motion. It will be necessary that we have at least
a moment to read the motion and determine what it is.

MS. ZITZER: I would be happy to explain it.
am not sure that youwant me to do that now.

JUDGE HOYT: I think the explanation may very
well be somewhat putting the cart before the horse. We
won't know what is in the cart until we look at your
motion. I know Mr. Conner is going to want a word on this
so I might as well take your argument along with the
motion.

Mr. Conner?

MR. CONNER: Yes, ma'am.,

We received this today at 1:15, and I have had
only had time to glance at it quickly. Nevertheless, we
are prepared to respond.

In the first place, for the section, 10 CFR
Section 2.720 does not require any advance notice for
requesting subpoenas of other parties. That is what the
purpose of subsection (f) to quash is. There is no

cﬁﬂr-fﬁm&uﬂ'cﬂyknhna 5bc
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réquirement for advance notice to other parties to seek

this subpoena.

At a meeting of counsel on October 30th, at which

we were trying to determine the procedures for presenting
evidence, that ultimately became a joint report to the
Board, which the Board then recognized in its order dated

November 8, 1984, was the meeting at which we learned for

the first time that Mr. Bigelow, the County Coordinator for

Montgomery County, wouldnot be presented as part of the
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania panel unlike the County
Coordinators from Berks and Chester Counties.

Ms. Zitzer at that meeting stated that the
LEA had no intention at that time of calling Mr. Bigelow
as a witness. Therefore, it became incumbent upon us --
oh, I might note parenthetically, that Ms. Zitzer's
motion refers to the meeting of counsel on the second
line of page 2 as having occurred on October 28. It was

actually on October 30th. The 28th was a Sunday.

gik?-denufcdeqmnuna Tne.
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Having the burden of proof under section 2.732 and
since several LEA's contentions related to various aspects
of the Berks County plans, we had no alternative but to
compel his testimony by supoena. Now he is not our witness.
I intend to present the cross-examination plan for'Mr. Bigelow
to this Board on such day as he is available to testify.

I would note parenthetically that Mr. Bigelow is
ill. T was informed today by him that he went to the
doctors and has a severe, I will call it, bronchial as a
lawyer's diagnosis. He is coughing, he is in bed and whether
he will be available tomorrow or the next day as we would
hope, as a witness we do not know.

JUDGE HOYT: Have you considered the use of a
deposition?

MR. CONMNER: By the time we find out what was
happening, I would snbmit that it would probably be too late
80 we thouaht we had better call him as a witness. Now if he
is 111, of course, we could seek a deposition. We could
defer his testimony and let him be brought forward as part
of or as an adjunct to the Pennsvlvania Emergency Plan Panel
or what have at such time as that would occur which is
almost suggested in Ms. Zitzer's motion.

But we are prepared, his health permittina, tc put
him on the stand as soon as our panel of Fnerqgy Consultants

witnesses and the testimony of Mr. Klimm are completed.

cﬂkz~fiuﬂnnf‘:gyknhzg Thne.
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JUDGE HOYT: Very well, 1 -hink that we will
ask then for about a five-minute recess to give the Board
an opportunitv to read the motion; .We.§ave to at leaaé
read it before we can make any determinatibns here. 5?2
we will recess for five minutes,

(Whereupon, a short recess was taken.)

JUDGE HOYT: On the record reflect. Let the
record reflect that all the parties to the hearing who were
nresent when the hearing recessed are again present in the
hearing roon.

The Board has recad and considered the motion of
Limerick Ecology Action dated November 19, 1984 entitled,
"Motion on Behalf of Limerick Ecology to Quash or Modify
Philadelphia Flectric's subpoena Commanding Testimony from
A. Lindley Bigelow." Motion is denied.

Are you read to begin, sir?

MR, RADER: Yes, we are.

JUDGE HOYT: Proceed.

M8, ZITZER: Could T ask for a clarification when
we would be expected to submit a prepared cross-examination
plan for this witness?

JUDGE HOYT: We will not reaquire a prepared cross-
examination plan for this witness, Ms. Zitzer, in view of the

fact that the witness was subpoenaed so late in the

preparation for this hearing. We do not think that it would

444 NORTH CAPITOL STREET
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20001
(202) 347-3700
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be a fair request of you. The Board has had distributed to
it by the NRC staff counsel NRC staff cross-examination plan i
for apulicants' testimony relating to LEA and FOA on-sight
emergency plan contentions and City of Philadelphia
contention City=1.8 and City-1,9. At the end of the
presentation for which this cross-examination plan has been
prepared, the plan will be distributed to counsel for each
of the parties in this case and incorporated into the
record .,

The purpose of that is so that the parties
reviewing the record can see what the staff had prepared
in the way of cross-examination for this witness and what
the Board had before it. However, we cannot have the plan
distributed, of course, to counsel until after the cross-
examination has occurred.

Yes, ma'am, cocunsel for Commeonwealth.

MS. FERKIN: Judge Hovt, Commonwealth would 1ike
at this time to submit to the Board its cross-examination
plan for these applicant vitnesses.

JUDGE HOYT: Very well. Would you distribute those
to the Board?

(Counsel complving.)

JUDGE HOYT: The same is applicable to the cross-
examination plan that is being distributed to the Board at
this time by counsel for the Cormonwealth of Pennsylvania.

cﬁ&r-SZuﬂsa{¢deqxnhng Tne.
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Copies of that plan will be distributed by counsel to other
counsel and incorporated in the record.

MR. HIRSCH: Judge Hoyt.

JUDGE HOYT: Yes, sir.

MR. HIRSCH: I have some FEMA prepared cross-
examination plans as well.

JUDCGE HOYT: Very well. If you have yours, we
will take those at the same time. Does LEA have any?

MS. ZITZER: Your Honor, we provided them to you
and we just want to verify that you have them.

JUDGE HOYT: All right.

MR, ANTHONY: Judge Hovt, I have cross-examination
plans, too.

JUDGE HOYT: Very well, sir. Mr. Anthony, if you
will. Will you be in a position to distribute this at the
termination of the presentation on thes? witnesses?

MR. ANTHONY: Yes, Your Honor.

JUDGE HOYT: Thank you. Will you please rise?
Whereupon,

ROBERT BRADSHAW,
JOHN CUNNINGTON,
ROBIN HOFFMAN WENCGER,
and
ROBERT KLIMM
were called as witness by the Applicants and having been

eheeiTadesal Reportets, Tuc
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first duly sworn, were examined and tesfified as follows:

MS. ERCOLE: May it please the Board, I had two
offers which T wanted to make. One is I am requesting at this
time upon the Applicant an offer of proof in the form of the
scope of the ECI testimony that will be offered here today
and the perameters of what that is.

The second offer I am requesting of the Applicant
is an offer of proof on the documents that they have listed
as Applicants' exhibits E-1 through E-61.

MR. RADER: Judge Hoyt, if I may respond.

JUDGE HOYT: Yes,.

MR. RADER: I am a bit puzzled by the request for
an offer of proof. The witnesses have already testified by
their written testimony which is available. There should be
no question as to the scope of their testimony. I will
simply by direct examination make that testimony available in
the record and leave them for cross-exanination hy the other
parties,

As to the documentary matters mentioned, I thought
counsel had previously stipulated as to the 61 exhibits which
Mr., Conner had listed in our list provided to the Board so I
don't understand the aguestion there. But if we have to go
and offer each one o, the exhibits individually, I do think

that would be unnecessarily time consuming, Of course, we

Ace- Fedesal Reporters, Inc.
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MS. HASSELL: May the Staff respond?

JUDGE HOYT: Yes. Go ahead staff counsel.

MR. HASSELL: T am just a little confused based
upon applicant's counsel representations. It is not my
understanding that that stipulation covered the admission
of these exhibits. It is merely a means for identification
of these exhibits and only identification. Secondly, the
only other comment I would add, I would think that tile motion
with respect to offer of proof with respect to these
applicant exhibite is somewhat premature until the time
the exhibit is actually offered in evidence.

I have no further comment.

JUDGE HOYT: Yes, I accept that last part. I am
having a problem frankly with what it is you wish to do with
an offer of proof. This is prefiled testimony. You have
vour right to cross-examine. What is it you want to make an
offer of proof on?

M8. ERCOLE: With regard to the applicants' exhibits|
which are marked as emergency plans "1" through "61."

JUDGE HOYT: Counsel, you are not the sponsoring
party for those exhibits. The Applicant is.

MS. ERCOLE: That is correct but what I wanted to
clarify for the record, I wanted an offer of proof in terms
of what these specific exhibits are intended to represent

and 1 believe that before we start with preliminary testimony

¥

Hee- Todeal Repontess, Tnc
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by the representatives from ECI that there has been soume
lack of clarity in terms of what the emergency plans that
they have designated represent. We only have risk,’county,
draft number and date but in terms of this particular listing
of relevancy, materiality and competency for this particular
proceeding, I think that there should be some kind of
clarification.

JUDGE HOYT: 1Isn't that the purpose for which
your cross-examination would principally stand, counsel?

MS. ERCOLE: With all due respect, I think --

JUDGE HOYT: 1Is it or is it not?

MS. ERCOLE: I would submit to the Board that the
cross-examination will focus on the purposes for these
draft numbers, the dates and what significance if any
they have but since these witnesses have been called by the
applicant and since in the testimony as I have read it there
has not been a clear delineation in terms of what these
exhibits are being offered as, not what it is being offered
for but what it is being offered as. I think when I reviewed
the applicant's testimony relating to LEA off-site
contention plans as per Mr. Bradshaw, Cunnington and Ms.
Wenger, there was no delineation therein with regard to the
purpose for which the drafts were being offered.

JUDGE HOYT: Cutting throuah that counsel, aren't

you really saving that you cannot see how the exhibits are

cﬁﬂz-fZainafchqunhna Tne.
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relevant to the testimony? Wouldn't that be a purpose for
which you would conduct your cross-examination and then

when the identified exhibits, those exhibits marked for
identification only, would be moved for admission into the
record, then is when your argument would best »e made not

in the fashion in which you are making it now.
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MS.ERCOLE : Well, in the Applicant's exhiSit -

I understand what the Board is telling me, and I don't

mean to be obstrepercus, it is just that the Applicant's

exhibits call these things emergency vlans and have them

listed under risk support, county, municipalities,

et cetera. But it does not indicate in terms of what

a draft is and what it represents in terms of the position

of the risk support county and their respective municipali-

tiés§ and schaol districts.

el

As f 166kéd‘over the tectimony that these
neaple will be~¥; has?been offered, there has been
ne such delineation contained therein.

So as in any type of evidentiary proceeding,
I thought it would be incumbent upon the Applicanl to
make an offer, are these drafts final plans, conditional
plans, formally approved, preliminarily reviewed?

JUDGE HOYT: I am sure by the conclusion of
the testimony of this panel, I think we will all be
abundantly schooled as to what these plans are and what they
stand for.

Frankly, T don't know how we could rule on your
motion except to deny whatever it is you are asking for
at this time because I don't think this is the appropriate

place for that motion.

I think if you have any motion to strike any of

cdﬂr-meﬂnafcdzqn!hsg Tne.
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the testimony or any of the evidence that may be
tendered to the Board for admission into the record --
MS., ERCOLE: May I reserve it then till the
conclusion =--
JUDGE HOYT: Of course you may, and it wouldn't
be possible for me to denv it to you actually, nor would
we. I simply believe your motion is premature.

With that understanding that you have thg

right 1o make any repr.sentation at any time that may

be pertinént fo the relevance of any of the testimony,
you may certainly dé'so.

MS. BRCOLE: Thank you. I just wanted to
preserve that for the record.

I assume then yvour Honor is ruling the same
way as far as the offer of proof on their testimony.
If I am not mistaken then, according to Applicant, the
offer in the testimony is exactlv as it is contained
in their -~

JUDGE HOYT: We are about to find that out.
What I think counsel was getting ready to do is to make
those preliminary identifications. Then they would move
the test.mony into evidence, at which time we would
reserve the ruling on it until such time as your
cross~examination was comnleted.

MS. ERCOLE: Thank you.

Hce- Federal Reporters, Tnc.
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JUDGE HOYT: Does counsel understand?

MR. RADER: T think so, yes.

Judge Hovt, just to clarify the presentation
preliminarily, as vou know we submitted Applicant's
testimony relating to LEA offsite emergency planning
contentions, and we also submitted Applicant's
testimony relating to LEA-24/FOE-1. For the convenience
of the Board and parties, we are presenting all four
Qiéne;ses as ;1pa§é1; given the fact that there will
probably be soméuoverlappinq between the two areas,
aléhough we submitted written testimony separately on
those two different ispects of these contentions.

DIRECT EXAMINATION

BY MR. RADER:

0 Did each of you prepare a statement of your
professional aqualifications which was served upon
the Board and parties for this hearing?

JUDGE HOYT: Just a moment. Would you identify
yourself for the record, please?

MR. STONE: Dave Stone, and T am the designated
LEA representative on LEA-24.

JUDGE HOYT: T would like LFA to make one of
its counsel the == I don't want all three of you
participating in this wi‘Ly1Willv.

MR. STONE: But that is correct. I was only

HAce- Federal Reorters Jne.
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designated right now for LEA-24.

JUDGE HOYT: Well, we are on LEA-11 now, I
think. We are about to get to ti.

MR. STONE: May it please the Board, we
assumed that Mr. Klimm would be separate, and, therefore,
I did not present to you the prepared cross-examination
plan for LEA-24.

Also, I would point out that as the test imony
is written, the ECI panel, which originally was
supposed to be three representatives, those individuals
dié pét submit‘any testimony with respect to traffic
and LEA-24. And for clarification purposes, I would
either think it should be clarified that either the
ECI will not testify on the traffic and then we can
go to Mr. Klimm, and I will submit the plan rig.t now.

JUDGE HOYT: Can we separate these out,
counsel? The Board had praviously decided that it would
like to have this testimony submitted in blocks or
relevance to each contention -- everything on LEA-11,
LEA-12, -24, whatever the other numbers are.

MR, RADER: I believe that the cross-examination
should be pursued in that way. I assume that the
various =--

JUDGE HOYT: I am talking about the direct, sir.

MR, RADER: I had planned to do it with one

Ace- Federal Reporters, Tnc.
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panel at one time, but if the Board prefers, I will
put Mr. Klimm or later.

JUDGE HOYT: T think the Board would prefer
that,

Mr. Klimm, you may be excused. However, you
will remain under oath.

(The Witness Klimm stood down.)

JUDGE HOYT: Now, will you identify each
of the witnesses aﬁd their position at the witness table
there.

MR..RADER: We now have remaining at the
witness table Mr. John Cunnington, Mr. Robert Bradshaw,
and Mrs. Robin Hoffman Wenger.

JUDGE HOYT: Ts that hyphenated, ma'am?

WITNESS WENGER: No.

JUDGE HOYT: What is the last name?

WITNESS WENGER: Wenger, W-e-n-g-e-r.

JUDCE HOYT: Thank you.

Would you please give the svelling of all those
names to the reporter at your earliest convenince, sir.

MR. RADER: Yes, we will do that. We will
provide copies of the testimony.

BY MR. RADER:

0 Is the statement of your professional
cualifications true and correct?

cﬂkr—gkdam/cﬂeyunﬁn; The.
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A (Witness Wenger) VYes, it is. |
A (Witness Cunnington) Yes,
A (Witness Bradshaw) Yes.
0 Did each of you prepare or assist in preparing

the document entitled Applicant's Testimony Relating
to LEA Offsite Emergency Planning Contenticns to the

extent indicated in that testimony?

A - (Witness Wenger) Yes.

A (Witnéss Cunnington) Yes.

A (Witness Bradshaw) VYes.

Q Are'thore any revisisns or amendments to

that testimony which you would wish to make at this

time?
A Yes, there are.
0 Go ahead.
A On page 6 of our testimony, paragraph 10,

in the second line there is a tvpographical error
referencing the Montiomery County Plan, Annex I. It
should be Apprendix I3 rather than Appendix 11,

On the following line there is an incorrect
reference to the transportation, and it should read
"group implementina procedure."

JUDGE COLE: As compared to what, sir?

WITNESS BRADSHAW: As compared to
transportation coordinator.

ciﬁw»fiaﬁucf(:QHnnﬂng Tne.
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JUDGE COLE: So delete the words transporation
and coordinator?

WITNESS BRADSHAW: No, sir. Delete the word
"coordinator" and remlace it with “"group."

JUDGE COLE: 8o "transportation group
implementing procedure?

WITNESS BRADSHAW: That's correct,

JUDGE CéLE& Thank you.

WITNESS BRADSHAW: On page 7, paragraph 15,
there is a referencé'to 475 busses. It should be
corrected to read 476 busses.

On page 8, paragraph 20, typographical
error with regard to the page number for Annex I
Appendix 2, tab 3., The correct page number is I-2-10.

JUDGE COLE: That is the third line from the
bottom?

WITNESS BRADSHAW: That is correct.

On page 9, the third line from the bottom of
the page, reference to the percentage of total
drivers, it should be corrected to read 21 percent rather
than 30.

I would like to point out that on page 10
there is a table of school bus resources. This information
was correct at the time of the filing. However, I wish
to point out that in the intervening period, there has

cikr-Gthuch&pmmun Tne.
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been additional progress in the pians which would
change some of these numbers. These changes occurred
because of changes in school district census from

1983 to 1984.

I would also point out that those ehanges

do not result in any change in the unmet need column.
They all remain zero.

If you would like me to go over the individual
changes, I can do that.

JUDGE COLE: I think our record should be
complete, sir, Ves.

JUDGE HOYT: There is an indication that the
Intervenor LEA would like to have it also.

WITNESS BRADSHAW: Beginning with the
Pottsgrove School District =-- T will read across in
the columns -~ change 72 to 73. Under School Unmet Nerd
change 36 to 37. Under the column County to Supply
the change will also be 37.

For the Pottstown School District, the number was
changed from 97 to 92. Under School District Owned,
the number changes from 13 to 6. Moving to the
School Unmet Need column, that number changes from 64 to
66 with a similar to the County to Supply column, from
64 to 66,

The Springford School District, change 79 to 77,

cﬂﬁx-fZaﬂna/cﬂequﬁng The.
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change 8 to 6.

Under the Owen J. Roberts School District,
change 57 to 66; District Owned Vehicles from 4 to 7.
District Contracted Vehicles from 29 to 30; School
Unmet Need from 24 to 29; County to Supply column from

24 to 29,

cikr-finﬁnaftseanxhng.ﬂbc
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Under the Phoenixviile School District, change

94 to 84.

JUDGE HOYT: 1Is that 8-4?

WITNESS BRADSIHAW: Yes, that is correct.

Change district-owned vehicles from zero to 3.

Change school unmet needs from 54 to 41.

And county to supply column from 54 to 41.

The Downingtown School District, change zero

JUDGE HOYT: Under what column?

WITNESS BRADSHAW: Under the buses needed column,

change zero to 6.

Under the district owned column, change zero to

Under the school unmet need column, change

zero to 1.

And, under the county to supply column, change

NA, not applicable, to one.

Moving to the total, the change would be,

for buses necded, 438 to 437.

District-owned vehicles from 120 to 122.

District-contracted vehicles from 177 to 178.

School unmet need changes from 241 to 237.

County to supply column changes from 241 to 237.

That concludes the changes to that table.

cﬁkr-flnkwnfcjeqxnhnx Thne.
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.Adéiéibhalbéhanqes, however --

JUDGE HOYT: Counsel, will you see that the
copies submitted to the reporter for i;clusion in the
record, contains the above-recited corrections?

MR. RADER: I shall, your Honor.

JUDGE HOYT: Thank you.

WITNESS BRALSHAW: Continuing on page 14,
paragraph 29. 1In the third line,the number 3256 should
read 3456.

On page 16, under pagraph 34, there are typo~ .
graphical errors in the second and next-to-last line. The
word nursing should read nursery in both instances.

The final correction on page 29, in paragraoh
65, the reference to the West Vincent and East Nantmeal
Township Plans should read Attachment O rather than
Attachment G.

Those are all the changes.

BY MR. RADER:

Q As amended is your testimony true and correct
to the best of your knowledge and belief?

A (Witness Bradshaw) It is.

Q Mr. Bradshaw, did you prepare or supervise
preparation of the 61 exhibits listed on that Applicant's
Exhibit List, which Mr. Conner previously gav: to the

Board which designates the 61 plans for the Limerick

cﬁkz-f]tﬂna/cdeqxnhna The.
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Emergency Planning Zone?

A Yes, I did.

Q What was the source of the info mation for those
plans?

A They were a result of our work with the counties

municipalities and school districts.

JUDGE HOYT: I think at this time because that
is not a matter of record, counsel, we had best make it a
matter of record.

What counsel is referring to is Applicant's
Exhibit Emergency Plans, a two-page list of emergency plans
by various jurisdictions divided out by cocunty.

There are 61 of those jurisdictions.

JUDGE HARBOUR: I would like to say I counted

them three times. I come up with 60 each time.

JUDGE HOYT: Do you have another copy of this,
Mr. Conner?

(Document handed to bench.)

JUDGE HARBOUR: I was looking at the wrong list.

BY MR. RADER:

0 Mr. Bradshaw, would you explain how the
information was developed for the plans in your discussions
with the various governmental authorities within the EPZ?

A (Witness Bradshaw) Yes.

Early on in the planning process in 1982, we

cﬁkr-fZaﬂnafcdeqxwuva 5%:
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began the project, introductions were made by both State
and County officials to the Municipal and School Disuvict
authorities.

And, upon those initial introductions, it
was determined who our planning contacts would be with
those jurisdictions and we began working on the plans in
that regard.

Q And to the best of your knowledge and belief, do
the plans reflect the current stactus of emergency planning
in the Limerick EPZ at this time?

A Yes, they do.

Q Did vou also prepare implementing procedures for
the various jurisdictions?

A Yes,

JUBGL HOYT: Would vou please put that micro-
phone a little closer to your mouth, sir. We are simply
not picking you up over here.

Thank you.

BY MR. RADER:

0 I now show you two copies of implementing
procedures for transportat ion group, Montgomery County,
and ask you if they are true copies of the procedures
which you prepared for that governmental --

JUDGE HOYT: Counsel, before the witness examines

that, I would like for the counsel from the various

cikr-fzaﬁnuf‘:RHMnhng The.
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organizations here to see what it is your are showing the
witness.

MR. RADER: Certainly.

JUDGE HOYT: Unless any counsel wishes to waive
their right to review the document.

MS. FERKIN: The Commonwealth does not wish to
waive its right to view the document.

MR. RADER: We would be happy to comply for the
record.

I wish to make clear each of the exhibits we
are now proferri ng has previously been furnished to each
of the parties by service.

JUDGE HOYT: Yes, sir. But the problem is I
want counsel to be convinced that that is whkat you are
showing to these witnesses at this time in this hearing on
this date.

MR. RADER: Yes, ma'am.

We have three copies available for the reporter.
We only have two other copies, obviously, to show to the
Parties. But this is simply for the purpose of identifica-
tion. They could be examined at the recess to the extent
the other parties wish to cross examine.

(Document distributed to Parties.)

BY MR. RADER:

Q Is that a true copy of the procedures that you

c#kr-flqﬂnafcdeqxnhng The.
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prepared for Montgomery County on that subject?

A (Witness Bradshaw) Yes, it is.

Q And is the information there true and correct
to the best of your knowledge and belief?

A Yes, it is.

MR. RADER: Judge Hoyt, the remaining exhibits
which I have for this panel relate to matters which I
think may be subject co stipulation. We had previously
served an emergency plan, a model emergency plan for
day care facilities which I believe each of the parties
has.

I would ask for a stipulation as to the
authenticity of this document. This is a document not
prepared by Energy Consultants, but by the various State
agencies. But, if there is objection, I will offer it
through this witness.

JUDGE HOYT: Any objection?

MS. FERKIN: Commonwealth would simply like to
verify the title of said plan.

(Document handed to counsel for Commonwealth.)

MS. ERCOLE: As would LEA.

JUDGE HOYT: Very well.

(Document handed to counsel for LEA.)

M2, RADER: Judge Hoyt, as another preliminary

matter, would the Board prefer that we mark these exhibits

tikw-GkJnn/cﬁgpxhn; Tne.
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as we go along?

You have a list of the 61 basic plans. I have
a total of six other exhibits.

JUDGE HOYT: Yes, the Board would like them
marked as we go along, sir.

MR. HASSELL: Judge Hoyt, could the Staff seek
some clarification on what the procedure is going to be
for offering and admitting exhibits?

It has a.ways been my experience that at the
time an attempt is going to be made to offer it, the copies
are then made available for each party.

JUDGE HOYT: It is my understanding these
were made available in advance, Mr. Hassell.

MR.RADER: That is correct.

JUDGE HOYT: Did you not receive them?

MR. HASSELL: 1In some instances we have. I'm

not in a position right now to verify that in each and

every instance we have been told that these would be offered

as exhibits.

JUDG EHOYT: I'm sorry, I did not hear the last
part of what you said.

MR, HASSELL: I am not aware that at the time
that the Staff received these documents they were representdd
as being exhibits. Nor, am I aware, at least to my
knowledae right now, that we have received the particular

ci%r-finﬂna/cdeqnnhtz Tne.
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exhibits that are being identified by Applicant's counsel.

With respect to these emergency plans, I believe
that we have received them. With respect to implementing
procedures, I'm just saying I do not know. I'm not
representing I didn't receive it. I'm just saying I Jo
not know whether the Staff has received them. And it just
presents to me a very practical difficulty at least that
I'm facing, knowing at this time there are a lot of documentg
that the Staff has received with respect to offsite
emergency for Limerick.

MS. FERKIN: Commonwealth would like to echo
the NRC Staff's concern.

JUDGE HOYT: Very well.

MR. RADER: Judge Hoyt, if I may, thosz exhibits
were referenced in our testimony, and they were referenced
as exhibits which we would offer in our transmittal letter.

I simply don't understand the representation that
these were not known about, because thev were in our
testimony and they were in our transmittal letter.

Now we didn't provide copies at this time
because, as 1 say we stated in our transmittal letter
transmitting our formal testimony, that these were not
being transmitted separatel yfor the very reasons they
have previously been served upon the parties.

JUDGE HOYT: I have a copy of that letter and

cﬂke‘GkJnn/¢:QQMnhn¢ Thne.
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that was my understanding.

I1f we are having difficulty with it at this time,
perhaps we had best, as counsel for the Staff suggests,
we take some corrective measures at this time so that the
counsel representing the other iparties here may have all
these exhibits here clearly identified in their own papers
before we begin any further examination of the panel.

MR.HASSELL: I am prepared to work out something
informally.

JUDGE HOYT: Very well. I think those are the
better places for something like that to be worked out.

I thought perhaps in going along that that has
all been handled in the conference which counsel -- all
the counsel I think present here today have pretty much
worked out. I am a little surprised that we have come
up with this particular difficulty at this time.

However, if we are having the problem, I would
like it to be worked out somewhat informally.

Do you need some time to do it, or would you be
able to do it overnight?

MR. HASSELL: I am willing to wait and do it
overnight, persénally, I am.

JUDGE HOYT: Very well.

MS. FERKIN: Agreed.

JUDGE HOYT: Very well. Any problems, LEA?

c4u~§kdnu/cﬁ@mnhna Thne.
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JUDGE HOYT: City has b@oa very quiet. Do you
want to get in on this?

MS. BUSH: no.

JUDGE HOYT: Very well.

FEMA?

MR. HIRSCH: We are satisfied with the worked-
out procedure.

JUDGE HOYT: Good.

MR. RADER: Pursuant to the Board's instructions,
1 would ask that the Implementing Procedures Transportation
Group for Montgomery County be marked as Applicant's
Exhibit 62.

JUDGE COLE: E-62,you mean?

MR. RADER: Yes, sir, E-62.

(Whereupon, the document referrpd

to was marked Applicant's
Exhibit No. E-62 for
identification.)
MR. RADER: I ask that the Model Plan for Dav
Care Facilities be marked as E-63.

(Whereupon, the document re-

ferred to was marked Applicant'L

Exhibit No. E-=63 for
identification.)

MS. FERKIN: Judge Hovt?

cﬁkr-fiaﬁmafcdﬂqnnhtg Thne.
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JUDGE HOYT: Yes, Ms. Ferkin.

MS. FERKIN: With regard to the Model Day Care
Emergency Response Plan, can I clarify the context in which
that plan was praoparad, and can we so stipulate?

I Lelieve Mr, Rader alluded to a plan prepared
by various or several State agencies. I would simply like
to clarify for the record, the State agencies involved.

JUDGE HOYT: Can you do that,counsel?

BY MR. RADER:

Q Mr. Bradshaw, would you state for the record
which State agencies were responsible for preparingy the
Model Day Care Facility Plan?

A (Witness Bradshaw) Yes. I might say that a
copy of the Model Day Care Center plan was provided to
Energy Consultants and the County Emergency Management
agencies at a planning courdination meeting by the
Pennsylvania Emergency Management AGency.

It was indicated at that time that PEMA, that the|
State Department of Education, the State Department of
Public Welfare, all participated in developing the Model
Day Care Center Plan.

JUDGE HOYT: 1Is that sufficien“?

MS. FERKIN: Yes, that's sufficient, thank you.

JUDGE HOYT: Very well, counsel, proceed.

BY MR. RADER:

cﬂkv-deHm{cdeynnung Tne.
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Mr. Bradshaw, 1 show you three additional

documents --

JUDGE HOYT: I would like you to show them to

MR. RADER: Yes, ma'am.

(Documents listributed to Parties.)

cﬁkr-ﬁkinuf«:kﬁknhn; Thne.
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JUDCGE HOYT: Very well. Let the record reflect
that those identified exhibits have been shown to counsel
representing the various parties.

MS. BRCOLE: We are just taking a moment to look
through one of the exhibits. We just received it foday
and do not have a copy of it. It is dated October 10, 1984,
That is why it is just taking a moment,

JUDGE HOYT: Very well,

BY MR. RADER: (Resuming)

0 Mr. Bradshaw, I show you three additional documents
identified as "Offsite Training Program Bus Driver Training,"
“Emergency Preparedness Training Module Audience: School
Teachers and Staff" and "Off-site Training Program School

Officials Training Module" and ask if ycu can identify those

documents?
A (Panel reviewing documents.)
A, (Witness Bradshaw) There is some dguestion as to

the date on the 0Off-site training program School Officials
Training Module. We are going to have to confirm the date
on that. We were under the impression that the date was
October 1983, I believe,

0 All right. We will check that for you during the
recess but for the moment, can you simply identify these
documents and state for what purpose they were used?

A Yes. - These are the training modules which were

&?-%’ CR*O!M!. k
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utilized for off- sxte tra;ninq of schnol officials for the
R Limerick Generating Station by Energy Consultantl.
’ MR, RADER: Judge Hoyt, I would ask that these
' various exhibits, "Bus Driver Trainind" be marked E-64,
- "Training Module for school teachers and staff" be marked
8 } £-65 and the "School Officials Training Module" be marked
7| E-66 for identification.
’ JUDGE HOYT: Verv well. The exhibits will so be
v marked by the reporter.
" (The documents referred to were
n marked Applicants' Exhibit Nos,
12 F-64, E-65 and F-66, inclusive,
3 for identification.)
* BY MR. RADER: (Resuming)
15 Q. Subject to the clarification which you just
8 | stated, Mr. Bradshaw, are those true and correct copies of
7 | the lesson plans which have been utilized by Energy
| consultants in their training program?
9 A (Witness Bradshaw) Yes, they are.
20 MR, RADER: Judge Hovt, I reuyuest that the
21 || statements of the professional aualifications and the
22 | applicants' testimony relating to LEA off-site emercency
23 | plan contentions and the related exhibits insofar as they
24 have been referenced in the testimony be admitted into
% | evidence,

(DIRECT u‘lp’?l‘iz PP‘»%"'S )
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

Before the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board

In the Matter of

Philadelphia Electric Company Docket Nos. 50-352
50-353
(Limerick Generating Station,

Units 1 and 2)

T — —" — — —"

APPLICANT'S TESTIMONY RELATING TO LEA
OFFSITE EMERGENCY PLAN CONTENTIONS

Panel - Robert Bradshaw, John Cunnington and Robin Hoffman
wenger,

Introduction

l. In 1982, Applicant Philadelphia Electric Company
("Applicant”) was advised by the Pennsylvania Emergency
Management Agency ("PEMA") that local governments within the
Emergency Planning 2Zone ("EPZ") for Limerick required
additional resources in order to prepare adequate emergency
plans. Accordingly, Applicant retained the firm of Energy
Consultants ("EC") to assist these county, municipal and
school district authorities in preparing their respective
radiclogical emergency response plans. This testimony
addresses the following contentions by Limerick Ecology
Action: LEA-11, LEA-12, LEA-13, LEA-l4(a), LEA-l4(b),
LEA-15, LEA-22, LEA-26, LEA-27, LEA-28(a) and LEA-28(b).

Background
2. The basic source of planning policy and procedures

in the event of a radiological emergency in the Commonwealth



of Pennsylvania is the Commonwealth's Disaster Operations
Plan - Annex E - Fixed Nuclear Facility Incidents ("Annex
E") . Planning purposes, assumptions, cperational concepts,
and a statement of the primary and support responsibilities
of the various Commonwealth agencies, departments and
bureaus are delineated. The responsibilities of the county
and municipal governments as well as federal government
support are also described. These portions comprise the
Basic Plan of Annex E. Annex E also contains 25 separate
appendices which address specific topics and functions
important to effective implementation of the Basic Plan.
(R. Bradshaw)

3. Annex E requires in Section VII.B.l.a and VII.C.2
that each county and municipality within the EPZ is required
to develop and maintain a comprehensive site-specific Radio~-
logical Emergency Response Plan. These are known as "risk
counties"” and "risk municipalities." Each county plan must
be in consonance with Annex E, and each municipal plan must
support the county plan. Plans are also prepared for
counties outside the EPZ which provide support personnel and
resources to assist in an emergency. Those are known as
"support counties." (R. Bradshaw)

4. Under Annex E, the Commonwealth, county and local
emergency management system is structured to support emer-
gency operations at the lowest possible level. County
emergency management coordinators work with municipal

coordinators in resolving problems and fulfilling unmet



needs for particular resources. Commonwealth emergency

management officials work with county coordinators in
supporting their operations and providing requested re-
sources in the same manner. (R. Bradshaw)

5. When requested capabilities exceed those of the
supporting agency, the agency passes the unmet portion of
the requirement to the parent organization. Where unmet
needs exceed the capabilities of departments oOr agencies,
they are forwarded by either the department, agency or
county coordinator to the Commonwealth. The Commonwealth
will fulfill the unmet need or, if appropriate, pass on the
requirement to the “ederal level. This mechanism for
addressing unmet needs is also utilized by local and county
governments surrounding the four other fixed nuclear facili-
ty sites in the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. (R. Bradshaw)

6. EC 1s an engineering, project management and
support organization specializing in the fields of energy
and heavy industry. The firm has eleven years experience in
providing technical and professional services to utilities,
private industry, and government. Through its Emergency
Management Services Department, EC has provided a broad
range of services encompassing emergency plan/procedures
development; training; drill and exercise preparation and
conduct; emergency preparedness program audit and upgrade;
licensing assistance; warning and communications system
study and design; scenario development; computerized program

implementation and maintenance; public education and



information programs; and various other technical services.
Since 1980, EC has had extensive experience in preparing
emergency response organizations to manage radiological
emergencies. These services have been provided in support
of over fifteen different fixed nuclear facilities through-
out the United States. (R. Bradshaw)

Ta EC developed a project planning approcach for
Limerick consistent with offsite planning for the Commor-
wealth's four other fixed nuclear facility sites and Annex
E. EC drafted prototype municipal and school district plans
for PEMA's review and comment. County plan format was based
upon a standard consistently used by all other Pennsylvania
counties and approved by PEMA. EC assigned a staff of
fourteen emergency management professionals to the Limerick
project, three of whom provide this testimony. These
individuals have developed a close working relationship with
county, municipal, and schocl emergency plasning personnel
in refining the plans through a series of personal visits
and dratt development., This interaction provided for the
development of plans specific to the needs of each facili-
ty/governmental entity, and alsc provided a mechanism for
assuring that the plans are consistent with each other and

conform to appropriate planning standards. (R. Bradshaw)




LEA-11

The draft Chester and Montgomery County
and School District RERP's are deficient
in that there is insufficient informa-
tion available to reasonably assure that
there will be enough buses to evacuate
the schools, both public and private, in
one lift,

8. The school profile form contained in the attach-
ments to the school district plans provide information on
the number of students and the number of buses available
through the school district or private schools. (R.
Bradshaw, J. Cunnington)

9. Unmet bus needs at the school district level are
passed onto the county. Any unmet transportation need
reported by the counties will be addressed by PEMA through
other Commonwealth resources. (R. Bradshaw)

10 In Montgomery County, the Office of Emergency
Prepareaness has assigned resources from outside the EPZ to
those schools reporting unmet transportation needs. Those
assignments are provided in the Montgomery County Plan,
Annex I, Appendix I-2, Tab 3. The Montgomery County Trans-
portation Group Implementing Procedures state in Sections
V.B.4 and V.B.7 that the Group Chief will obtain school
district transportation needs and contact all Montgomery
County transportation resources to determine the number of
vehicles and drivers available. Assignment of transporta-

tion resources will be reviewed at the site emergency stage

as provided in the Implementing Procedures, Section V.C.10.



Assignment of buses to Montgomery County schools is provid-

ed in the Montgomery County Plan, Annex I, Appendix I-e and
the Transportation Co':tz.n‘&u Implementing Procedure,
Sections V.B.4, V.C.7 and V.D.7. All other assignment of
drivers will be made by the company, service, or school
district employing those individuals in accordance with
company or school district procedures. Montgomery County
has requested PEMA to develop a back-up list of buses and
drivers available to respond to a radiological emergency at
Limerick. (R. Bradshaw, J. Cunnington)

11. Although the school district and county plans do
not rely upon other than the existing pool of drivers for
planning purposes, Section 6108 of the Commonwealth of
Pennsylvania Vehicle Code permits the Governor to modify
provisions of the code in emergencies. Sections of the Code
pertaining to classification of licenses and qualifications
for a school bus license could therefore be modified to
permit other than certified bus drivers to operate school
buses in the event of an actual emergency. (R. Bradshaw)

12. Assignment of county buses to school needs appears
in the Montgomery County Plan, Annex I, Appendix I-2, Tab 3
and Appendix I-3, Tab 4, and in the Chester County Plan,
Annex I, Appendix I-1 and Annex N, Appendix 3. Attachment
il1-A below compiles bus cata as it appears in these school
district and county plans. (R. Bradshaw)

13. The numbar of school buses needed are conservative-

ly stated in the plans because: (1) needs were calculated



on total enroliment, with no allowance for student absen-

tees; (2) many high sclicol students drive to school ané are
permitted to use their own vehicles for transportation
during an emergency. (R. Bradshaw, J. Cunnington)

14. Since all unmet needs for buses have been sat-
isfied, sufficient huses exist within the three counties to
implement evacuation of schools in one lift. (R. Bradshaw)

15. The number of buses needed from the three counties
to meet school district unmet needs is far less than the
number of buses available to the counties overall. Chester
County has identified over 200 buses and drivers available
to assist with a county evacuation. Montgomery County has
identified #&&. buses and drivers available to assist with a
county evacuation. These figures are obtained by totalling
the available buses identified in Annex I of the county
plans. (R. Bradshaw)

16. In addition to the conservatism in calculating
school bus needs, the overall transportation needs for these
counties have been conservatively estimated because school
children of parents without private transportation are
double~counted as being in school and as members of the
general public requiring transportation. (R. Bradshaw)

17. Bus companies have signed written agreements with
Montgomery County to provide transportation services upon
request, These agreements commit the bus companies to
provide buses and drivers, to the maximum extent possible,

for transportation of individuals should an evacuation be



required due to any man-made or natural disaster, including
an incident at Limerick. (R. Bradshaw, J. Cunnington)

18. Chester County has obtained the same basic agree-
ments in principle by oral commitment and is in the process
of reducing them to writing on the same bas's as the
Montgomery County agreements. (R. Bradshaw)

19. The counties do not rely upon the contractual
enforceability of their agreements with private bus com-
panies for their implementation. Rather, the primary
purpose of support agreements for the provisicn of services
and resources in the event of a radiclogical emergency is to
identify sources as accurately as possible and to confirm an
organizaticn's willingness and ability to provide the
requested support. On prior occasions, a number of these
companies have promptly furnished the required buses and
drivers upon request by the counties under emergency circum-
stances even in the absence of prior agreements. There has
been no indication that these companies will be unable or
unwilling to fulfill their commitments. (R. Bradshaw)

20. In obtaining commitments for school buses and
drivers from school districts outside the EPZ, Montgomery
County limited its requests to less than half the total
resources available to those school districts. For example,
the Montgomery County Plan, Annex I, Appendix 2, Tab 3 at
page I-2-‘\°. indicates that the North Penn School District
has committed only 42 of its 84 available vehicles to

evacuate schools within the EPZ. This avoids any possible



conflict between school districts for buses and drivers.
Thus, because supporting school districts have limited their
commitment of resources, buses and drivers would be made
available to assist in an evacuation even in the event of an
early dismissal of the supporting school districts. Based
upon identified neeis, Montgomery County has determined that
it would require only about ga.porcont of the total driver

force of companies outside the EPZ utilized for school

evacuation. (R. Bradshaw, J. Cunningtor)
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LEA-12

The draft Montgomery, Chester, and Berks
County RERP's and the School District
RERP's are not capable of being imple-
mented because there is not reasonable
assurance that there will be sufficient
numbers of teachers and staff required
to stay at school during a radiological
emergency if sheltering 1i1s recommended
as a protective measure, or that there
will be sufficient numbers of school
staff available to evacuate with chil-
dren in the event of a radiological
emergency., Therefore, children are not
adequately protected by the draft
RERP's.

21. The basic responsibility of assigned school teachery
and staff to accompany evacuated students and remain with
them at host schools until relieved is described in each
School District Plan, Section V.D.2.d. No special training
for this basic responsibility is necessary because teachers
routinely supervise students in similar situations. (R.
Bradshaw, J. Cunnington)

2. Nonetheless, training for teachers and staff in the
form of general orientation has been provided and is avail-
able on an ongoing basis for school staff assigned to
perform this function, as explained in the County Plans,
Annex R, Section III.A and the School District Plans,
Section III, As stated in the County Plans, Annex R,
Sections III.D and E, annual retraining of school staff will
be oftered. (R. Bradshaw, R. Hoffman Wenger)

2). This training will familiarize school staff with
nuclear plant operations, radiation hazards and related

emergency planning concepts. As a result of this training,
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school staff will be informed as to the likely risks in-
volved in an actual emergency and prepared to perform their
limited escort function without unrealistic fears or appre-
hension, (R. Hoffman Wenger)

24. The training program has been offered to all public
and private school personnel within the EPZ. Training
continues to be available on an ongoing basis. With one
exception discussed below, no school district has indicated
that its staff would be unwilling or unable to accompany
students and remain with them in the event of an evacuation
for personal or other reasons. (R, Bradshaw, R. Hoffman
wenger)

25. At training sessions, instructors have advised
persons involved in emergency response activities that they
should discuss family arrangements during an emergency.
Members of families of school personnel remaining on duty
during a radiological emergency are members >f the general
public and are evacuated on that basis. Arrangements for
evacuation of the general public under the vario:. p.ans
provide reasonable assurance to school personnel and their
families that family members will be protected in the event
of a radiological emergency. (R, Bradshaw, R. Hoffman
Wenger)

26. The expected conduct of school personnel as reason-
able adults, certified by the Commonwealth for the instruc-
tion of school children, reasonably assures that such

personnel will remain with the children during an evacuation




or sheltering until relieved. Accordingly, there has been

no need to conduct a survey of teachers regarding the

performance of this function. (R. Bradshaw)

. 27. The school district plans can be implemented with
less than the full school staff. School administrators in
the EPZ have generally indicated that staff/student ratios
in an emergency could be significantly higher than for
classroom instruction., For example, an appropriate ratio
could provide the equivalent cf study hall or field trip
supervision. There would be no difference in the appropri-
ate staff/student ratio for evacuation or sheltering scenar-
ios. Therefore, school plans adequately account for human
response and other factors which may unexpectedly reduce
usual staff/student ratios. (R. Bradshaw, J. Cunnington)

. 28. Inasmuch as radiation is not a tangible, visible
hazard, the mere escorting of students to buses and trans=-
portation to other locations during an evacuation presents
no likelihood that students will be psychologically
traumatized or unruly. In any event, school staff is
sufficiently prepared to handle any possible disruption as
they would under any other circumstances involving the
movement of large numbers of students. (R. Bradshaw)

29. At the Owen J. Roberts School District, the number
of staff identified by a survey as unwilling to remain with

‘ students in the event of a radiological emergency has been
passed onto Chester County as an unmet need. This school

district has determined that about 60 to 65 teachers would



be willing to remain with students in an actual radiological

emergency. Based upon last year's student enrollment of
¥#96, a teacher/student ratio of about 1 to 50 or 55 would
exist. Inasmuch as this ratio is consistent with the level
of supervision during similar activities such as field trips
and study halls, it would be adequate to facilitate evac=
uation or sheltering of students. In any event, Chester
County will respond to needed additional staff requested yy
the school district as an unmet need. (R. Bradshaw, J.
Cunnington)

3J0. Given the limited responsibilitiecs of teachers in
accompanying students during an evacuation, there is no need
to conduct post-training surveys to evaluate the effective-
ness of the program. Nor is there a need to conduct special
drills for evacuation, since this merely involves escorting
students out of school buildings, which occurs normally
during fire drills, and transporting them by bus to other
locations. Staff supervision of students during an evac~
uation would therefore be similar to supervisicon of large
student groups during any number of other outside activities
and would not be enhanced by drills. (R. Bradshaw)

3l. Under Annex E, the Commonwealth does not make any
determination as to the adequacy of particular buildings
within the EPZ for sheltering. As this protective action is
discussed in Annex E, Appendix 12, Section 10,2.2.2, an

Appropriate shelter may be one's home, a commercial builde

ing, or a public building. This provision further states




that, in the general climate of the Commonwealth, any build-

ing which is reasonably winter worthy will suffice for
sheltering, with windows and doors tightly .c1030d. (R.
Bradshaw)

32. Under Annex E, sheltering is used as a protective
actior when dose projections are expected to exceed the
lower Protective Action Guidelines provided by EPA, when the
release will occur too soon to allow an evacuation, and when
the release does not involve significant fractions of the
core particulate inventory. Also, if evacuation would
normally be recommended but cannot be effected because of
adverse weather or other conditions, sheltering is the only
alternative and would be implemented. Under Annex E,
sheltering would therefore be implemented only if needed
protection cannot be achieved by evacvation. Evaluation of
the protection afforded by structures within the EPZ will
not make those buildings more suitable for sheltering or
affect the choice of a sheltering option. Thus, evaluation
of the effectiveness of such structures for sheltering would
be meaningless. (R. Brad-..aw)

33, In the training of school staff described above,
instructors explain the circumstances under which sheltering
would be the preferred protective action and instruct as to
the procedures for implementing this option. Accordingly,

school staff will have the noccsoar} information to be

assured that sheltering, if implemented, provides the
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greatest level of protecticon for staff and students under'
the circumstances. (R. Bradshaw, R. Hoffman wenger)
LEA-13

There must be specific and adequate

Plans for children in day care, nursery

and pre-schocl programs in order to

provide reascnable assurance that this

particularly sensitive segment of the

population 1s adequately protected.

34. Arrangements for transporting children in day care,

nurwry
neredng and pre-school facilities have been made by means of
a general survey within the EPZ conducted in the fall of
1983. This survey, which was prepared in consultation with
the risk counties, was mailed to each address within the
EPZ. Each respondent was asked to identify transportation,
medical, or other special needs for all persons at that

address. Responses were forwarded to the appropriate County

Emergency Management Agency. Accordingly, the survey
rsery
covered all day care, mwsedng, and pre-school facilities in
the area. (R. Bradshaw)
3s. Day care centers which are located within

kindergarten or nursery schools using public school trans-
portation have been included in the transportation needs of
those kindergartens or nursery schools. This information is
provided in applicable Private School Plans, Attachment 1.
(R. Bradshaw, J. Cunnington)

3J6. Reported needs from the general survey have been
compiled by each municipality to determine overall bus

needs. These data have been incorporated in the Municipal



Plans, Attachment G and in the Municipal Irplementing
Procedures. Accordingly, each day care, nursery and
pre-school facility with reported transportation needs
beyond its own capacity has been identified and provided
planned assistance. (R. Bradshaw)

37. A model plan for day care facilities prepared by the
Pennsylvania Department of Education, Department of Public
Welfare and PEMA provides that children will remain the
respensibility of the directors of the facility until the
children are picked up by their parents or authorized
persons. See Model Plan, Section IV.G. Parents or au-
thorized custodians will be permitted to re-enter the EP2Z to
pick up children frcm day care centers and nursery schools.
Appendix 2 of the Model Plan provides a sample letter to
parents informing them of emergency procedures, including
the location of host facilities. Thus, except in the most
extreme emergencies involving rapidly developing scenarios,
parents would themselves transport their children from the
facility. (R. Bradshaw)

38. The expected conduct of reasonable adults with
responsibility for the care of children in day care/nursery
school facilities reasonably assures that staff will remain
with the children until they are picked up. There is no in-
dication that the staff at any of these facilities is unable
Oor unwilling to remain with childven during this period.
The participation and commitment of facility staff in this

regard will therefore protect the well-being of very young
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children entrusted to their care in the event of an actual
emergency. (R. Bradshaw)

39, As explained in response to LEA-12, any decision to
shelter by the Commonwealth is made on the basis of its
evaluaticn of the prevailing circumstances at the time of an
actual emergency. Selective evacuation of pregnant women
and pre-school children within the EPZ is one option, as
indicated in the County Plans, Annex D, Appendix D-=2. There
is no reason. however, for the plans to distinguish between
pre-school children attending day care/nursery scheol
facilities and pre-school children in general. Accordingly,
there is no different decision-making process as to shelter-
ing children in those particular facilities. (R. Bradshaw)

LEA-14(a)

The School District RERP's and the
Chester, Berks, and Montgomery County
RERP's are deficient because there are
inadequate provisions of units of
dosimetry-KI for school bus drivers,
teachers, or school staff who may be
required to remain in the EPZ for
prolonged periods of time or who may be
required to make multipla trips into the
EPZ in the event of a radiological
emergency due to shortages of equipment
and personnel,

40. For the reasons discussed in response to LEA-11,
enough buses will be available to implement an evacuation of
schools within the EPZ in a single l1i1ft. Even if some buses
were required to re-enter the EPZ for some unforeseen

reason, Chester and Mcntgomery counties will retain a supply

of dosimetry and KI at transportation staging areas. No bus
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will re-enter the EPZ for these counties without first
stopping at a transportation staging area for those sup-
plies. See Montgomery and Chester Counties Plans, Annex I,
Section IV.B. (R. Bradshaw)

41. If bus drivers were required to re-enter the EPZ
because a single lift was not effectuated, the driver's
dosimetry and KI supplies will provide sufficient protection
for any school staff. 1If necessary, drivers who would be
re-entering the EPZ can be easily instructed within a few
minutes as to the proper use of their dosimetry. (R.
Bradshaw)

42, Annex E dces not include school staff within the
definition of "emergency workers." See Annex E, Appendix
16, Section II.M. Nor are school staff treated as "emergen-
cy workers" in the county plans. See County Plans, Annex M,
Section II.N. If sheltering were implemented, school staff
would be treated as any other sheitered member c¢f the
general public. In such circumstances, the dose commnitment
to the general public would be determined on the basis of
overall monitoring provided by Bureau of Radiation Pro-
tection ("BRP") and Federal Radiological Monitoring and
Assessment Plan ("FRMAP") survey teams. See Annex E,
Appendix 12, Sections 1-3, (R. Bradshaw)

43. The number of buses available for Berks County so
vastly exceeds the number needed that it is inconceivable
that buses would be required to re-enter the EPZ. Berks

County has 252 buses and drivers available to meet a total
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of 97 buses for all county needs, including county schools
and all other unmet transportation needs. Nonetheless,
Berks County has enouyh reserved dosimetry and KI to provide
these supplies to transportation staging areas if necessary.
See Berks County Plan, Annex M, Appendix 4, Section A.1l.
(R. Bradshaw)

44. More than ample supplies cf dosimetry and KI will be
available at these areas in order to meet the needs of any
bus drivers re-entering the EPZ, as indicated in the Chester
County Plan, Annex M, Appendix 3, page M-3-3 and Montgomery
County Plan, Annex M, Appendix M-3, page M-3-9, (R.
Bradshaw)

LEA-14 (b)
The Chester, Berks, and Montgomery
County School District RERP's fail to
provide reasonable assurance that school
bus drivers, teachers or other school
staff are properly trained ror radio-
logical emergencies,

45. As stated in response to LEA-14(a), school staff are
not considered "emergency workers" and are therefore not
provided with training or responsibilities for attending to
contaminated individuals and equipment. Similarly, no
specialized training is required for bus drivers. Applicant
has nonetheless prepared and provided a training program for
school teachers as explained in response to LEA-12, and has
also provided a similar program to orient bus drivers to

overall planning concepts and to alleviate any concerns

regarding radiation risk in the event of a radiological
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emergency at Limerick,. This training program will be
offered to all bus companies with support functions. (R.
Bradshaw, R. Hoffman Wenger)

46. Further training for school staff and bus drivers
regarding risk of exposure to radiation and proper use of
any necessary equipment, beyond the level of general famil-
larity with radiation risk as discussed above, is unneces-
sary. As discussed in response to LEA-l14(a), school bus
drivers re-entering the EPZ will be instructed in the proper
use of their dosimetry, which will be adequate to determine
the dose commitment of other individuals on the bus. (R,
Bradshaw)

47. Sheltered individuals in schools, including school
staff, will be encompassed within the general public for
which dose projections and measurements are made by BRP and
FRMAP survey teams, as discussed in response to LEA-14(a).
(R. Bradshaw)

48. For the reasons also discussed in response to
LEA-12, there is no need to instruct school staff in the
adequacy of school buildings for sheltering because individ-
ualized decisions on sheltering for particular schools will
not be made. Nonetheless, specific information regarding
sheltering is contained in the Bus Driver Lesson Plan,

)fficials Lesson
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Sections VI.A.l 'and VIII.D.3, th
Plan, Sections V.A.l and VIII.D.8, and in the School Teacher
and Staff Lesson Plan, Sections VIII.A. and XI.E. (R.

Bradshaw, R. Hoffman Wenger)
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49. There are no pians to train school staff in dealing
with children under "stress conditions" because, as ex-
plained in response to LEA-12, radiation is not a tangible,
visible hazard, and the mere escorting of students to buses
and transportation to other locations in the event of an
actual emergency is unlikely to create any particularly
stressful conditions. Teachers are prepared to handle such
situations in any event by virtue of their general back-
ground and experience in the teaching profession,
Post-training surveys are also unnecessary for the reasons
discussed in response to LEA-12. (R. Bradshaw, R. Hoffman
Wenger)

50. As explained in response to LEA-14(a), school staff
are not deemed "emergency workers" under Annex E or the
county plans. Thus, school staff are neither trained nor
assigned responsibilities for the decontamination of indi-
viduals or equipment. Depending upon information from BRP,
monitoring and decontamination of the public, if necessary,
will be undertaken at mass care centers located within the
county outside the EPZ. Individuals evacuated to support
counties will be decontaminated there. See County Plans,
Annex M, Section V.B. Accordingly, there is no need for
school staff to have any particular training or knowledge
for decontamination because this responsibility has been

assigned to designated emergency workers. (R. Bradshaw)
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LEA-15

The Chester and Montgomery County RERP's
and the School District RERP's are not
capable of being implemented because the
provisions made to provide bus drivers
who are committed to being available
during a radiological emergency, oOr even
during preliminary stages of alert are
inadequate.

51. The number of buses and drivers identified by the
Chester and Montgomery County plans are based upon dis-
cussions with bus company operators and reflect the minimum
number each company stated that would be readily available
in an emergency rather than the company's entire complement
of buses and drivers. Bus companies are providing equipment
and personnel as a public service. The commitment of
companies to provide these resources has been addressed in
response to LEA-1ll. Drivers are strictly volunteers.
Therefore, their employment contracts are irrelevant. Pools
of back-up drivers are also being formed. (R. Bradshaw)

52. Agreements with bus companies are general and do not
specify buses and drivers for a particular use or assign-
ment. See, e.g9., Berks County Plan, Annex T, App. T=-23
through T-27. Assignments may or may not be made in prac-
tice. In any event, bus drivers entering the EPZ obtain
maps at transportation staging areas. Drivers within the
EPZ may or may not be sent to the staging area, depending on
their familiarity with the area. (R. Bradshaw)

53. Assignment of bus companies to specific schools by

Berks and Montgomery Counties is based upon the proximity of
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the companies to those schools. Eight school districts have
preassigned vehicles to specific schools (Boyertown,
Phoenixville, Daniel Boone, Methacton, Perkiomen Valley,
Pottsgrove, Pottstown, and Spring-Ford) . Three school
districts will make bus assignments at the time of an actual
emergency (Owen J. Roberts, Upper Perkiomen and Souderton
area). Procedures for making or adjusting assignments at
the time of an emergency are outlined in the School District
Plans, Section V.B and Attachment 3, except for the Owen J.
Roberts School District Plan, page 6114.4(K) and Attachment
6. (R. Bradshaw)

54. Simila» procedures have been utilized by the
counties in other emergencies in which bus companies have
provided their services promptly upon request during an
emergency. The ad hoc assignment of bus drivers therefore
raises no particular concern. (RX. Bradshaw)

55. Transporting students from host schocls to rass care
centers is a very simple procedure occurring at least five
hours after an evacuation notice and requiring transport of
only a small number, if any, of the total number cf students
evacuated. There is no reason to assume that bus drivers
would be unwilling to do this. Information relevant to this
procedure is contained in the School District Plans, Section
V.D.1l.1i.3, and in the Bus Driver Training Lesson Plan,
Section VIII.D.4.e. (R. Bradshaw)

56. Basic responsibilities and procedures for bus

drivers are described in the bus driver training program.
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As discussed in response to LEA-1l, almost half of the bus
resources are from companies outside the EPZ where protec-
tive action recommendations would not affect a driver's
family arrangements. The training program of’zred bus
drivers provides gen ral information on nuclear technclogy
and terminology, radiation measurement and effects, emergen-
¢y planning, and response operations. This encourages
drivers to plan ahead for emergency contingencies in order
to eliminate conflicts between volunteer and family respon-
sibilities. (R. Bradshaw, R. Hoffman h :nger)

57. Multiple-trip contingencies are not part of the bus
driver training presentation because evacuation in one lift
is a basic planning principle. As stated in response to
LEA-11l, multiple lifts are not anticipated, but training for
bus drivers provides a sufficient foundation for ad hoc
instructions in the use of dosimetry and KI in the unlikely
event that drivers reenter the EPZ. (R. Bradshaw)

LEA-22

The State, County, and Municipal RERP's
are 1inadequate because farmers who may
be designated as emergency workers in
order to tend to livestock in the event
of a radiological emergency have not
been provided adequate training and
dosimetry.

58. County Plans, Annex O, contain provisions to desig-
nate farmers as emergency workers. In addition, the County
Plans, Aanex M, designate a quantity of dosimetry and KI

reserved for use by farmers, and specifies where and how

supplies will be distributed to farmers at the time of the



emergency. The number of farmers was obtained from the
three offices of the County Agricultural Agents. The terms
"farmer" and "livestock" are not narrowly interpreted by
county personnel and would not preclude owners or operators
of farms having fowl, horses, cows, or sheep from optaining
emergency worker certification and dosimetry. In the remote
event that dosimetry/KI supplies proved insufficient, the
counties have reserves which could be used for this purpose,
as indicated in the Berks County Plan, Annex M, App. M-4,
and the Montgomery and Chester County Plans, Annex M, App.
M-3. (R. Bradshaw)

59. A Pennsylvania Department of Agriculture brochure
will provide farmers information about remaining with their
livestock or re-entering the EPZ in the event of an emergen=-
cy and related information for the protection of their
well-being. In addition, a training program has been
developed for farmers which provides information on emergen-
cy planning and procedures for farmers in a radiological
emergency. The program has been offered to farmers in three
counties and will be re-offered regularly. (R. Bradshaw, R.

Hoffman Wenger)
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LEA-26

The Draft County and Municipal RERP's
are deficient in that they do not comply
with 10 C.F.R. § 50.47(b)(5) because
there is no assurance of prompt noti=
fication of emergency workers who must
be in place before an evacuation alert
can be implemented, and there is no
assurance of adequate capability to
conduct route alerting.

60. Upon receipt of notification from PEMA activating
the emergency plan, the County Ersrgency Management Direc-
tor/Coordinator or his designate activates the county-wide
notification system. Under this system, each predesignated
county and municipal EOC staff personnel is notified by a
prerecorded message. Four lines in each county EOC are
operated simultaneously to provide prompt notice to all
predesignated personnel. (R. Bradshaw)

61. Adequate capability to perform route alerting in the
event of a failure of the siren system or for those indi-
viduals who for some reason cannot hear the siren signal is
¢ssured by assignment of this function to fire company
personnel within local jurisdictions. 1In impiementiny route
alerting procedures, firemen will travel throughout
predesignated sectors in their municipalities and, by using
loud speakers or going door-to-door if necessary, will
ensure that all persons receive notification of the protec-
tive action to be taken. (R. Bradshaw)

62. As stated in the County Plans, Annex C, Appendix

C-5, and in the Municipal Plans, Basic Plan, Section

II.D.2.b, the responsibility for route alerting rests with
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the municipality and 1s accomplished by means of
pre-designated route alert teams traveling along
pre-designated routes delivering the emergency notification
message. As further stated, each municipality has been
divided into separate and distinct route alert zones. The
zone, location and .Jnfiguration of each zone is based upon
population density, existing roadways and traffic flow,
municipal boundaries, fire service jurisdictions and the
location and number of sirens. Route alert teams will be
assigned to specific sectors at the time of mobilization
based upon availability lists maintained in each township
EOC. See Municipal Plans, Attachment E. Sufficient trained
personnel are available on these lists to assure the ca-
pakility to implement route alerting if needed. (R.
Bradshaw)
LT3-27

There must be specific and adeguate
plans to protect Camp Hill Village
Special Schoeol, Inc. in East Nantmeal
Twp., Chester County and for Camp Hill
Village School in West Vincent Twp.,
Chester County.

63. In accordance with the basic policy of the Common-
wealth as set forth in Annex E, particularized written plans
are not prepared for private facilities such as the Camp
Hill Village Special School in East Nantmeal Township,
Chester County and the Camp Hill Village School in West
Vincent Township, Chester County. Rather, any special needs

of such facilities are inccrporated in the municipal and
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county plans. For example, those plans provide special
notification through the respective Municipal Emergency
Maragement Agency, transportation coordinated with the
Municipal and County Emergency Management Agencies, and
relocation to an agreed upon host facility. (R. Bradshaw)

64. The Camp Hill Special School and Camp Hill Village
School are facilities for the mentally retarded. Both
schools receive notification from their respective Municipal
Emergency Management Agencies in the event of an actual
emergency. In accordance with these procedures, such
notification will be given as early as the alert classifica-
tion. (R. Bradshaw)

65. Both schools responded to the public needs survey
conducted by Chester County to determine the needs of any
transportation-dependent individuals. Accordingly, their
particular needs have been incorporated into their respec-
tive municipal plans along with other identified transporta-
tion needs, as indicated in the West Vincent Township and
East Nantmeal Township Plans, Attachment N. The Chester
County Department of Emergency Services has designated the
Deveraux School (also a facility for the mentally retarded)
as a host facility for both schools. The Deveraux School
has agreed in writing to serve as a host in the event of an
emergency. Accordingly, the special notification, transpor-
tation and host facility needs . or these schools have been
met, thereby providing adequate planning consideration Zor

these facilities. (R. Bradshaw)
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66. Training in the form of orientation as provided to
teaching staff, and discussed in response to LEA-12, has
been offe¢red to the administrative personnel and operating
staff of both the Camp Hill Special School and Camp Hill
Village School. For the reasons discussed in response to
LEA-12, no special expertise or trairing is required by
staff in order to perform the basic tasks of remaining with
school residents and escorting them on buses to the host
facility. Nonetheless, the orientation cffered as training
will alleviate any unjustified fear or apprehension which
might otherwise interfere with the fulfillment of these
responsibilities. As with teachers charged with the respon-
sibility for their assigned students, the administrators and
staff of these two schools can be expected to conduct them-
selves as responsible adults charged with the care and
custody of intellectually and physically impaired individu-
als in the event of any emergency. (R. Bradshaw)

67. Because the special needs and concerns of these
facilities have been identified and met through the planning
process, there is no reason why school staff or officials
should have any particular reservation regarding the adequa-
cy of planning for these schools. County and municipal
planners in Chester County have demonstrated their sensi-
tivity to the particular needs and concerns of these facil-
ities and have expressed a willingness to meet with school
administrators at any time to discuss and resolve any

possibie problem. For example, at the time of the joint
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exercise for Limerick on July 25, 1984, a representative of
West Vincent Township visited the Camp Hill Village School
to explain the conduct of Lhe exercise as well as emergency
planning considerations being given to the school, and to
solicit additional input from the school administrator. (R.
Bradshaw)

*
68. Because Commonwealth law-/

requires the Camp Hill
Special School to develop emergency plans for any contingen-
Cy requiring an emergency response, it should be a simple
matter for the Camp Hill Special School to provide any
further details necessary to implement or supplement exist-
ing planning provisions as regards a possible emergency at
Limerick. It should likewise be simple for the Camp Hill
Village School to adopt the same plan or modify it appropri-
ately. In particular, the existence of such plans for other
emergencies should resolve any outstanding issue of coor-
diration or ©participation of school personnel. (R.
Bradshaw)

69. For the reasons previously discussed in response to
LEA-12 and LEA-13, no special evaluation is required or
anticipated as to the adequacy of the Camp Hill Special Hill
or Camp Hill Village School facilities for sheltering.

Under Annex E, such individuals would be treated as members

ot § Section 6400.194 of the Regulations for Community
Residential Mental Retardation Facilities, 55 Pa. Code
§6400,.194,
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of the general public and decisions to shelter would be made
on the same basis as for the general populace within the
EP?. (R. Bradshaw)
LEA-28(a)

There is no assurance in the County or

Municipal RERP's that the National Guard

will have time to mobilize to carry out

its responsibilities with regard to

towing and providing emergency fuel

supplies along state roads.

70. U..der Annex E, Basic Plan, Sections VII.A.17.h,
VII.A.22.c and VII.A.22.d as well as the County Plans, Annex
H, Section III, the National Guard has the capability to
assist, inter alia, with towing and providing emergency fuel
supplies. As stated in the plans, this assistance would be
furnished on a minimum essential basis in coordination with
and supplementary to the capabilities of municipal <ad
county governments and other state agencies. (R. Bradshaw)

[ & 9 As stated in Annex E, Basic Plan, Sections
VII.A.22.c and VII.A.22.d and the County Plans, Annex K,
Section III, the Pennsylvania Department of Transportation
("PennDOT") has shared responsibility for clearance of
obstacles to traffic flow, including disabled vehicles on
main evacuation routes, and for establishing emergency fuel
distribution points on such routes. Fuel and towing re-
sources will be provided by the National Guard and PennDOT
for all main evacuation routes regardless of whether they

are State or non-State roacs. Under Annex E, major arteries

are used as main evacuation routes to assure, to the maximum
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extent possible, that those routes will remain usable and
unrestricted in the event of an actual evacuation. (R.
Bradshaw)

72, As stated in Annex E, Basic Plan, Sections
VII.A.19.b and VII.A.19.e, the Pennsylvania State Police is
responsible for coordinating with PEMA, PennDOT, and the
National Guard to control the orderly evacuation of the EPZ
and, particularly, to conduct traffic surveillance to ensure
that roads and highways designated as major evacuation
routes are open and capable of handling the projected and
actual traffic loads. (R. Bradsbaw)

73. The Pennsylvania State Police have developed access
and traffic control plans for the Limerick EPZ, designating
and monitoring access and traffic control points. Munic-
ipalities have supplemented the State Police plans by
designating additional traffic control points at key local
intersections, which will be manned by county and local
authorities. Accordingly, the State and local police will
maintain an orderly traffic flow by the avoidance of bottle-
necks. (R. Bradshaw)

74. PennDOT maintains several facilities in each of the
three risk counties. Each of these facilities may be
promptly activated during non-business hours by means of a
24-hour emergency telephone number available to PEMA and the
county emergency management agencies. Accordingly, the

PennDOT facilities could be activated and deployed rapidly,
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if needed, independent of and prior to National Guard
mobilization. (R. Bradshaw)

75. The mobilization times for the National Guard stated
in the County Plans, Annex H, Section IV.A, relate to
mobilization and deployment of the entire unit for each
county. Discrete elements of each unit could be deployed
when mobilized. Moreover, the National Guard could prepare
for mobilization and deployment upon notice by PEMA, rather
than awaiting a formal order by the Governor, thereby
reducing overall mobilization time. (R. Bradshaw)

LEA-28(b)

There is no assurance provided in the
Municipal, or County RERP's *“hat there
are sufficient resources available to
provide towing, gasoline, and snow
removal along non-state roads. Accord-
ing to PEMA, the National Guard has
neither the resources for snow removal
nor the responsibilities for it, accord-
ing to the Commonwealth's Disaster
Operations Plan.

76. As stated in Annex E, Basic Plan, Section VII.A.22,
PennDOT has responsibilities for clearance of disabled
vehicles and snow from evacuation routes and for providing
emergency fuel distribution points on such routes. In
describing PennDOT's responsibilities, Annex E does not
distinguish between state and non-state roads. Rather,
these provisions encompass all evacuation routes listed in
the Municipal Plans, Section II.B.2.d4, and as referenced on

the evacuation maps in the Municipal Plans, Attachments J

and Q (maps of entire EPZ and municipality). (R. Bradshaw)
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77. Personnel from the National Guard, PennDOT or other
support organizations providing tow truck, snow removal or
emergency fuel services will be perforring the same
functions for which they have already been trained with
regard to non-radiological emergencies and will be perform=-
ing those tasks on a voluntary basis within the same time
frame as an evacuation of the general public. Thus, they
would not be required to remain in the EP2Z any longer than
the evacuating public. Accordingly, no special training is
required for such individuals. (R. Bradshaw)

78. It is unnecessary for the counties to obtain agree-
ments with tow truck operators because tow trucks are
routinely dispatched by the counties on a daily basis.
Towing resources are extensive and listed in the resource
manuals of the County Communications Centers. The several
hundred tow trucks available in the three counties greatly
exceed the number which might be needed. Additionally, as
noted, PennDOT will provide its own equipment to assist in
the removal of disabled vehicles and other road obstacles.
(R. Bradshaw)

9. In many instances, it would be unnecessary to
provide gas or towing services for stranded or disabled
vehicles. Persons having vehicles without enough fuel to
travel out of the EPZ would be included as members of the
general public without trarsportation. The public informa-
tion brochure will instruct residents in tne EPZ as to how

to obtain publicly provided transportation. As a practical



matter, most persons in disabled or stranded vehicles will

obtain assistance from friends, relatives, neighbors, or
p.ssers-by. Most disabled vehicles obstructing traffic
could be pushed to the side of the road rather than dis-
patching a tow truck for that purpocse. (R. Bradshaw)

80. Under Municipal Plans, Section II.B.2.k(2), snow and
other debris on evacuation routes shall be removed by the
municipality and PennDOT. Each municipality either has its
own snow removal resources or has contracted for such
services. Those contracts encompass all snow emergencies
and make no distinction as regards other possible circum-
stances such as a radiological emergency at Limerick.
Moreover, PennDOT would be availahle to provide back-up snow
removal services to the municipalities for non-evacuation
routes, if needed. The Commonwealth has a vast inventory of
snow removal equipment and personnel in southeastern
Pennsylvania that could be used on a priority basis ‘n the
event of a radiological emergency. Unusually severe snow
storm conditions would be considered by the Commonwealth in
determining whether evacuation of the EPZ would be undertak-

en. (R. Bradshaw)
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state controller for four offsite fixed nuclear facility exercises.
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JUPGE 'HOYT: All right, The cross-examination will
begin if the parties are relevant. Dd you submit these |
witnesses for cross-examination, counsel?

MR. RADER: Yes. The panel is available for
cross-examination.

JUDGE HOYT: Very well. The witnésses have been
tendered for cross-examination. The documents will»not be
received until the cross-examination is complgted.

Are we deaiing, counsel, with just contention
LEA-11? I think that is quite clear.

MS. FERKIN: Commonwealth counsel has a guestion.
In previous cross-examination, the examination has proceeded
party-by-party and a party will examine on the totality
of its planned cross-examination on all of the conten*ions.

I would suggest that procedure be used here if that
is acceptable to the other parties.

JUDGE HOYT: The Board has no objection if the
parties vwish to proceed in that fashion.

MS. ERCOLE: No objection.

MR. HASSELL: The staff has no objection.

MR. RADER: The Applicant agrees.

JUDGE HOYT: I have misplaced momentarily my
list of the parties in the way in which they are going to
proceed. Do you have that available? T think that is part
of our order of November 8th. It is cited in that order of

November the 8th and first we have the applicant who has

cﬂkrvaaﬂwlfcdeqxnang e,
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64 ! | tendered the witness and then the Commonwealth of Pennéﬁvanié_ 1]
2 | would begin and then the City and then the Nuclear Requlatory | J
3 | conmission. I am sorry. LEA begins on this one because this
. 4 | i= LEA's contention. I read the next paragraph. Hy mistake.
5 MS. ERCOLE: Thank you.
6 JUDGE HOYT: It is the Applicant, then LEA, then
7 | the Commonwealth and then the NRC/FEMA. For the City'g
8 | contentions, the order of cross-examination will be somewhat
9 | different. It will be the Applicant, the Commonwealth, the
10 | City and then NRC/FEMA all of which are very carefully set
n out in the order of November the 8th,.
12 Is LEA ready?
13 MS. ERCOLF: . Yes.
. 14 JUDGE HOYT: C- insel, please begin.
15 CROSE-EXAMINATION
XXXXXXX 16 BY MS. ERCOLE:
17 0 In applicants' exhibits for emergency pians
18 there is the delireation of the county and the municipality.
19 | To the right of that it reflects draft number. What does
20 "draft" mean?
21 A (Witness Bradshaw) Draft means that the plan is
22 still in & working stage and has net been formally approved
‘ 23 | by the jurisdictions involved.
24 0 Wken you say that it is in a working stage,
2 || who is working on it? ECI?
HAce- Federal cchorMu. Tne.
444 NORTH CAPITOL STREET
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20001
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A Energy Consultants is assisting the counties,
municipalities and jurisdictions, school district jurisdic-
tions, outlined in that document.

0 When you indicate that it is in a "working stage,"
you mean that there are portions of the plan that are not
functioning or working, is that correct?

A It is not necessarily correct, no. It means that
the plan is evolving, that some of the material remains to be
reviewed and approved by that jurisdiction.

0. So when you say that it is evolving, what do you
mean, it is evolving to what or where?

MR, RADER: Judge Hoyt, if I may have a clarifica-
tion. This line of questioning appears to go towards LEA-1
which is whether or not the plans will or will not be
adopted. I am not sure whether this is pertinent te LEA-11
or any of the other contentions which are the subject of this
hearing.

JUDGE HOYT: I am not certain either, counsel, but
I think it is a fair cross-examination at this time.
However, you may object later if it becomes obvious that
it is not. Objection overruled. Proceed.

BY MS ERCOLE: (Resuming)

0 When you indicate that it is evolving, it is
evolving where or to what?

A. (Witness Bradshaw) To th> point in which the

Hce: Federal Reporters, Inc.
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municipalities would recognize it as a final and adoptable
plan. '

0 So is it fair to say at this time éa > pertaiﬁs
to school districts in the municipalities, they have not
recognized it as a final or workina plan?

A. Generally, yes, although there are two school
districts who have approved the draft documents.

0. So it is your testimony today that all but the
two <hool districts have recognized these drafts as final
working plans?

A. Only the two school districts have recognized the

plans, yes.

0 So when you said two school districts have recognized

it as final working plans, which school districts are you
referring to?

A Downington School District and --

A. (Witness Cunnington) Perkiomen Valley School
Discrict.

0 Are either or both of those plans within the
emergency planning zone for school districts within the
emergency planninag zone?

A Yes. Both school districts have territory that
is witiin the emergency planning zone.

0. For the Downingtown Schoeol District, are there

any buildings within - the emergency planning zone?

ncikr-f7a£nu/cjeqxnhnz Tne.
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A There is cne building whicg.is in the qurgency
4 planning zone and it falls outside of the ten-mile radius.
2 0 Does that building have to be avacﬁ%§cd?- R
” A The plans for the Downingtown.Distriéﬁ, I believe,
8 T quite specific in that that particuiar bu{ié?hq‘would
6 retain the children at that:buildinq for‘thgi;-pqxehts
. pick-up there,
’ 0 How many students are involveé}
. A I don't have that number. I can refe£énce the
» plan or the document at a recess and give you that number.
" MS. BUSH: Your Honor, I am sorry to interrupt -
2 I but the record might not be clear in the end. A certain
B terminology problem has come to my attention and that

L
- is using the word "emergency planning zone” to mean the
15 I plume exposure, the ten-mile emeraency planning zone. The
6 | emergency planring zone is broken down into two parts. If
7 | we use the generic term "emergency planning zore," it can
8 | mean the 50-mile emergency planning zone or the ten-mile
19 emergency planning zone. When counsel asks guestions, is
20 it in the emergency planning %one, I believe all of her
21 questions have meant is it in the ten-mile emergency planning
22 || zone or the plume exposure.
@
23 MS, FRCOLE: That is correct, within the tan miles.
24 : JUDGE HOYT: All right. With that clarification
%5 | ther, is that going to remain consistent during your
ci&r-ﬁkdﬂufcda?od?u;ﬁkc
444 NORTH CAPITOL STREET
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20001t
(202) 347-3700
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MS. ERCCLE: I believe so unless I indicate
otherwise.

JUDGE HOYT: Please do indicate otherwise in that

!

event.
MS. ERCOLE: I will.
JUDGE HOYT: Very well.
BY MS. ERCOLE: (Resuming)
Q. Does that clarification change the char&cter of

your testimony in any way?
A (Witness Bradshaw) No. The school is within the
ten-mile emergency planning zone.
0. So by exhibit you have indicated that there are
two school districts within the emergency planning zone
that have moved toward working final adoption of these plans?
A. That have formally adopted the plans, yes.
0 By exhibit number so tha* we have everything clari-
fied for the record, that would reflect which exhibit numbers?
A, I don't have a copy of that exhibit form.
(Aforement ioned documents supplied to Panel.)
JUDGE HOYT: Counsel, ycu have just given the
panel Applicant's exhibit emergency plan, the two-page
document?
MR. CONNER: Yes, ma'am.

JUDGE HOYT: Very well.

cﬂkz-flaﬂua/«:QﬁNthg Thne.
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WITNESS BRADSHAW: It would be exhibit E-~51 and E-56

BY MS. ERCOLE: (Resuming)

0 As you have reflected for exhibit E-51, there is
one building of that school district that would require
evacuation consideration, is that correct and you do not
have the population of the students?

A (Witness Bradshaw) There is one school within the
emergency planning zone beyond ten miles. It does not
evacuate.

0 With regard to exhibit E-56, Perkioman Valley,
how many students are involved?

A. (Witness Cunnington) I don't have the numbers
offhand. 1T can a2gain relate them at a recess.

0 You have also indicated that after draft there are
certain numbers. Can you please indicate what the number
means?

A (Witness Bradshaw) That is the revision number of
the draft plan.

Q. When you say that it ie the revision number, are
you indicating that the plan has been revised a rumber of
times as reflected in that column?

A. Yes that is correct.

O So with regard to exhibit E-51, Downingtown areca,

draft four reflects tha* it has been revised four times, is

that correct?

c#ﬂr;fZaﬂmacheqknhng Ine.
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have been made that a revision zero meai.s by their terminology
that a working draft tas become a finally approved plan. .
If the Downingtown School District had finally approved

their working draft and had so ‘ncorpnrated it, the exhibit
should have reflecced a revision zero. It does not.

MR. RADER: That is not correct, The witness did
not testify that in cach and every case a working draft
changed to a final draft would be indicated by kev. zero.

The witness did indicate that that was so for Perkioman Valley|
I think the witness' explanation is clear on the record and

the guestion has been asked and answered.

cﬁkr-ghdbud'cRQMnﬂnz Thne.
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MS. FRCOLE: With the Court's permission,

I believe it goes to the integrity of the document
prepared by the Applicant.

JUDGE HOYT: You have won your point, counsel.
Objection denied.

Go ahead.

MS. ERCOLE: Would it be too much of an
effort to have that,ldst aguestion read back. If it is,
I will' ' rephrease it.

JUDGE HOYf: Let's save ourselves about an
hour's worth of time and vou do it that way.

MS. ERCOLE: Very well.

BY MS. ERCOLE:

0 You have indicated that with regard to
Perkiomen Valley, the working draft became a final
draft and was marked on vour assignment sheet as Rev 0.
That does not appear for the Downingtown area.

Is it fair to sayv that dfart 4, the working
draft, has not become a final draft and approved.by
the school board and has not become a REV 0 at their“
request?

A (Witness Bradshaw) The draft 4 plan is a
formally approved plan accepted by the school district.
The school district recognizes some additional revisions
have occurred and this is simply a matter of terminology

Hce- Federal Reporters, Tne.
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which is the school district's diqc;etion. They can
call it draft 6, Revy 0, final plan, anything thsy want.
They have chosen to retain the;term "draft 4.‘

Q  And they have chosen to retain draft 4, that
terminology, because as far as the Doyhinqt@wn School
District is concerned, fﬁ;re are still mattgrs to be
worked. out grlto be revised; is that correct?

A iamare Reve Blen revisions, yes, which are still
under tevigﬁ by that school district. ‘

0 And.i£ is;still a working plan?

A It is an adopted working plan, ves.

Q When was the Downingtown plan approved?

A I do not know the adoption date.

0 Do you have any papers with you today that
would indicate that the signature of the school board
and/or the superintendent is affixed to that plan which
would indicate that the plan was approved?

A I do not have it with me, but I can assure
you that the plan was formally promulgated and that the
signature page is signed.

Q And how soon after that was done were the
revisions noted?

A I have no idea.

A (Witness Cunnington) The plan calls for

revisions to be made in data and information at least

cﬁﬁr-fiaﬂnafcdeqxnhna Tne.
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yearly. Some plans and some school districts even ecall

for them to be made twice yearly. Therefore, those
changes are scheduled and usualiy happen within a month
or so of the change of a term.

0 The revisions that the school is makiﬁb}j
does it go to the issue of the availability of busses,
bus drivers, or teachers?

A Whiéﬁ school district are you --

0 I nm referxing to Exhibit £-51, Downingtown

darea.

A i am not aware that it reflects the -- refers
to the availability of school busses. As I have
irdicated, the plan as adopted calls for the only build:
in the emergency planning zone which falls outside
of a ten-mile radius to hold its students for parent
pickup. It does not call for evacuation.

0 Are the revisions that the school district
is working on those thatgo to the number of bus
drivers, tecachers or staff?

A I am not aware that that is part of the

revisions.

N Are you saying that you don't know or that you
are unsure or you are just not aware?
A I am not aware that any of the revisions

pertain to staffing.

cikr-denu{cf@pxhum e,
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0 Then my next question, which I am sure you
anticipated, is, what do they pertain tc then?

A 1f, as specified in the plan, they would
-=- routine changes would be made for enrollment figures
and administrative personnel that may have changed
within a district that would be the ;ppropriate context
durinqjﬁime of emergency. .

0 Just spécifically with regard to Exhibit 51,

" when the school had bromulqated the plan or had

adopted it, they had specifically indicated to you or
your delegate that they did not want it to reflect
a revision 0. What were their grounds for that?

A I don't know what their grounds were.

0 You have indicated also on your Applicant's
exhibits for emergency plans that there were a number
of different drafts for different school districts,

municipalities, and counties, correct?

A (Witness Bradshaw) That is correct.
0 Why is that so?
A Because in the planning process, certain

policies and procedures have evolved; data has been
developed in the course of the project. And as a2
significant accumulation of new information is
available, it is incorporated into a new draft plan.

0 Does it indicate by different drafts that

cﬂ&z~f7h‘ﬂn/¢deqnntul Tne.
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different school districts have spert longer on the
planning process? That is to say, the higher the

number, the longer they have planned on it or worked

on it?
A Not necessarily.
Q Does it indicate in terms of the disparity

~

in numbers thﬁf the school districts have been
dissatisfied.;itheagi;er numbers and have requested
further rcvi;{ons to meet their standards?
A th'necessarily, no.
Q Is it fair to say, for instance, that with
the Owen J. Roberts School District that the school
board and the task force was dissatisfied with the provisions
provided in draft numbers five and six and seven?
MR. RADER: Objection to the form of the
question. I don't believe there is anything in the
record regarding a task force at the Owen J. Rober ts
School.
MS. ERCOLE: It is my understanding, if I
may, your Honor, that Mr. Cunnington has been to a
number of the meetings with the Owen J. Roberts task
force and he is well aware of who these individuals are
and who the head of the task force is, Mr. Joseph Clark.
MR. RADER: T am not questioning Mr. Cunnington's

knowledge. ! am simply stating that the question presumes

cdkr-GkJnmfcﬂeanﬁng Tne.
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something not in evidence regarding the existence of
some task force.

I just wish the record to be clear.

JUDGE HOYT: Counsel, I am not awarc that
I have resd that task force name in any of the documents
that I have seen come in to me.

MS. ERCOLE:“kI will rephrase it then with the
Court's permissinn.
| JUDGE HOYT; Try that, and we will withhold
ruling on your -- on the objection.

BY MS. ERCOLE:

0 With recard to the Owen J. Roberts School
District, they have indicated, have they not, as a
school district, their dissatisfaction with drafts . I
6, and 7; is that correct?

MR. RADER: Objection to the form of the
question. What do you mean by the school district?

Do you mean the superintendent?

MS. ERCOLE: Excuse me?

MR. RADER: By the school districts, school
districts don't approve or disapprove. Do you mcan the
superintendent of schools?

MS. ERCOLE: I mean the person that is
responsible and has the authority to make the decisions
as far as the school district plan is concerned.

cﬂkr-flaﬁnuf¢deqnnumg‘ﬁhc
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JUDGE HOYT: Do you have an objection,
counsel?

MR. RADER: 1I still don't understand who she

oy
v

is talking about really.

JUDGE HOYT: Let me lay down firm ground rules
right here in-the_begiqninq of these hearings.
Counsel will.ngt havéythese dialogues between them.

If you have objectioﬁ, you will address them to the

_bench,

MS. ERCbLE: I apologize.

JUDGE HOYT: Very well.

MR. RADER: I understand.

JUDGE HOYT: Verv well.

Now, would you tell me what it is you
are trying to identify.

MS. ERCOLE: I would like the representative
from ECI to state whether the Owen J. Roberts
School District -- and by that, I mean the individual
or individuals that have the authority to approve or
disapprove a plan for that school district =-- whether
they or it collectively or individually has indicated
a dissatisfaction with drafts 5, 6, and 7 of the
Owen J. Roberts School plan.

JUDGE HOYT: First you have to presuppose
that this witness has that knowledge. I don't see how the

cﬁkz-SHJnufchqxnhwg 5hn

444 NORTH CAPITOL STREET
WASHINGTON. D.C 20001
(202) 347-3700




—~

10

n

12

13

14

16

17

19

21

22

23

24

12,781
witness could have that knowledge unless he

were a member of the task force, counsel.

I think you maybe just have the wrong witness.

MS. ERCOLE: Well, there is a panel there,
and my concern --

JUDGE HOYT;Q Well, they are answering pretty
much a;?. paﬁhl; ag we have noted going along through
“Bese! £
ff one of them has knowledge of it, I think --
MS. ERCOLE: 1If the Board will allow me,

I will try to establish that knowledge.

JUDGE HOYT: Let's see if we can do it just
one more time. Otherwise, I would like to move along.

MS. ERCOLE: 1I would, too. If they don't know,
they don't know. They just don't know. But if they
do have the awareness =--

JUDGE HOYT: Go ahead and establish it, if
you can.

Otherwise, we are going to sustain the objection
of counsel.

BY MS. ERCOLE:

0 Mr, Cunnington, are you aware of the
Owen J. Roberts school board task force?

A (Witness Cunnington) Yes, ma'am.

0 Have you attended meetings?

cﬁ&r-f?&inufcdeqwnuva Tne.

444 NORTH CAPITOL STREET
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20001
(a02) 347-3700




REE 6/9

10

n

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

21

22

23

24

i2.7ﬁ§
A I have attended, to my knévleéqe. all but
one of the full task force meetings.
0 And do you know whe is the head or the
person in charge of the Owen J. Roberts Task Force?
A The task force has no chairman. An

administcrative réb:usqptative of the district has been

assigned to function with the task force. His name is

Joseph Clark.

@ . : That was the Joseph Clark I referred to
earlier?

A That is correct. 1 assume we are talking
about the same Joseph Clark.

0 Why have there been so many drafts for the

Owen J. Roberts School District?

&

MR. RADER: Objection to the form of the
question. Counsel should not characterize it as
"so many." 1 think counsel can ask why have there been
five drafts or however many there have been.

BY MS. ERCOLE:

0 Why are there seven drafts for the
Owen J. Roberts School District?
A The task force has a meeting schedule.

And subsequent to the administrative review of the
first draft and the assignment of the continuing
review to a task force, the number of task force =-

cﬁkr-fla‘uu,cskhkntnm
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the number of drafts indirectly relates to the

number of task force meetings that have been
held.

There have been at least seven meetings
reviewing drafts. 1 pelieve there have been instances
where the same drfft'was reviewed at two meetings.
There have beem =- they have had a draft generated
for each subséquent tésk force meeting where issues
;érefté be revie;edﬂa;d where issues at a previous
meeting were to be reflected in the next draft.

Q Did the task force or the school district
request additional drafts after these meetings?

A Yes.

0 And did they request those drafts of you as a
representative of ECI?

A The standard procedure was for me to
incorporate any recommended changes by a task force
into a subsequent draft, yes.

0 And those recommended changes that were made
to you by the task force that we are discussing are
recommendations that were made because of
dissatisfaction with the existing plan that they had;
1s that correct?

A I am not aware that it would be because,

necessarily because of dissatisfaction. There was

Ace- Tedewal Reposters, Juc
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discussion about old business and new business

at a meeting, changes were suggested, and based on
the wishes of the task force, those changes were
included.

0 And with regard to draft number seven, since =--

there has bqgﬁwhb indication that it is in final draft

LS ¢

. form; is that correct?

:

A I don't believe there is any indication
in the draft that it is in final draft form,
no.

0 And is it fair to say that with regard to
the other school districts that are delineated in
Applicant's exhibits and emergency plans, that the
drafts reflect revisions or changes reguested to be
made by that particular school district and/or their
task force? 1Is that correct?

A The sequence of drafts reflect chanages.

0 Does it reflect revisions that they have
requested you to make because of their dissatisfaction
with earlier drafts?

A Yes, or either revisions or regular updates
of data and information.

0 These initial drafts that we are presented
here today, were these drafts written by a single
individual, a committee, or a panel?

cikr-fhdhm/¢yeqxnutg Thne.
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MR. RADER: Objection. Could we lave

clarification as to what is meant by initial drafts?
MS. ERCOLE: T will withdraw and rephrase
then.

« # ¢ JUDGE HOYT: Very well.

s "
¥

. BY MS. BRCOLE:

0 -gwith.fégard to the -- you had indicated

.that the planning process, as far as the school

districts and municipalieis were concerned, commenced

during the -- in 1980; is that correct?

A (Witness Bradshaw) No. It was 1982.

0 And 1 assume then that one started with draft
number one in 19827

A Yes,

0 When we speak in terms of draft number one,
who wrote draft number one that was subsequently
distributed to the various school distriets and
municipalities?

A That was Energy Consultants.

0 Is it fair to say that before the drafts
were written or typeda that there was not a school
district or superintendent that had contacted you
and requested you to write a draft plan for them?

MR. RADER: Objection. That is irrelevant,
vour Honor.

cﬂkr-ghdnafcﬁﬁmnhng Thne.
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JUDGE HOYT: Sustained.
BY MS. ERCOLE:

0 With regard to the draft number one, you had

indicated that that was written by Energy Consultants,

{ Inc.- At whose requaest was that written?

;HR. RADER: dbjection. Irrelevant also.

M8, tRéOi&:i If the Court pleases, I believe

5

-that it does ge to the relevancy of who had requested

the plans to be drafted and whether the plans themselves
are the work product of the Appli-cant, of the ECI, or
whether they are the work product and the desires and
the intentions of the school district and exactly whose
plans they are.

I think that it is critical, and it would
only take one or two questions to establish whether
these plans were written at the reauest of the various
municipalities and school districts or whether they
were sritten at the request of the Applicant.

JUDGE HOYT: Do you want rebuttal?

MR. RADER: Well, I see no particular
materiality in the lineage of these documents. We
are here to determine whether or not the existing plans
as currently being revised will provide adeguate
protection in the event of a radiological emergency.

What happened back in 1982 for Pev 1 or Bev 2

cikz-f?aﬂnn/cdeqxnhng Tne.
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is entirely immaterial.
“ MS. ERCOLE: One is talking, with all due

3 respect, about -- aud this is from their own

. 4 testimony -- about the evolving nature of these plans.
5 : And 1 think what is critical is to =-- it goes
6 to the integrity of the plans in terms of whose

7 plans they are. I think that is one of the key issues we

8 rare hoping to litigate.

9 (Board conferring.)

10 JUDGE HOYT: Objection sustained.

1" BY MS. ERCOLE:

12 Q Are the draft plans that have been offered

13 today as reflected on Applicant's exhibits, is it fair

. 14 to say that they are different from the initial draft
15 plans that were offered? 1Is that correct?
16 MR. RADER: Same obijection, your Honor.
i7 | I think counsel is continuing this line of questioning.
18 MS, ERCOLE: I would like to show, if I

19 may, to the Board that the plans that are keing of feced

20 today have attained the number that they have attained

27 simply because of a dissatisfactior at the local level

22 with the plans that have been given te them by ECI.

I think that it goes to the integrity of the plans
24 themselves, and it shows whether they are, in fact,

2% school district plans, whether they are ECT plans,

c%&r-flaﬁnuf<cﬁh?och1g‘5hc
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and what, if any, what weiuht they should ﬁc b
given. I think that what is critical is not just
that we have a group of documents to submit to say
prepared for or prepared by, but I think that the
question fgr'eﬁjiddﬁiqgu:iu, what weight should it be
given And implemen;ability.
JUDGE HOYT:  The objection is sustained.
BY MS.rBR&OiE:
0 With regard to the school district plans,
the RERPs, the radiological emergency response plans,
that have been identified as exhibits here reflecﬁ.
that the plans were prepared by a school district.
Some of the plans, such as Exhibit Ne. 53,
Owen J. Roberts, reflects that it was prepared for
a school district.
MR. RADER: Counsel, if vou are going to --
if it please the Board, T wish counsel would refer
or permit the witness to see the various plans, if they
are going to be questioned on particular contents of
the various plans.
I think this will be helpful to the Board and
parties as we proceed, that if any of the witnesses
are examined on particular aspects of the plans and

asked to comment on them, I believe it should be shown

to them.

cﬁkr-ilﬁbuﬂ'cgykn&ng Tne.
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Q 2id they indicate why they wanted the change
to "prepared for" the Owen J. Roberts School District?
A (Witness Cunnington) They instructed me to change

the eover page from "prevared by" to "prepared for."

3

cﬁke-gkinufcdeqnnang Thne.
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0 My question was whv? Did they indicate to you
why -- what their reasons were?
A It was one of a number of changes that was

presented at the task force meeting. I don't recall which
one.

Q Did they indicate why, at that task force
meeting, they wanted it changed frouv'prepated by" to
"prepared for?"

MR. RADER: Objection, askeé and answered twice
now, I believe.

JUDGE HOYT: No, counsel,.I disagree with you.
I think the witness is not being responsive to the question.

Do you know why the preparation -- the word "by"
was changed to "for?"

Just why was that not done?

WITNESS CUNNINGTON: Your Honor, I don't recall
an official reason why the change was made.

JUDGE HOYT: Very well, that's the response. He
doesn't know, he doesn't know.

Now, counsel, you may go to your next cuestion.

MS. ERCOLE: Thank you.

BY MS. ERCOLE:

Q With regard to the Pottsgrove School District,
Exhibit E~58 ==

A (Witness Bradshaw) I'm sorry, did you ask a

cﬂ%c-gdeud'cﬁhpoﬁkmu<5hc
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question?

0 No, I'm sorry, I thought you wanted tc check the
document. The document reflects that it was prepared by
the Pottsgrove School District.

A That's correct.

Q Can you indicate why the phrase has been used
for the Pottsgrove School District, "prepared by?"

A It has remained in the original draft, and there
has been no request to remove it.

Q Now, when you refer to the original draft, are
you referring to Draft 1?

A Correct.

Q And this is the Draft 1 that we have referred to
earlier that commenced on or about sometime in 1982, is
that correct?

A That.'s correct.

Q And when Draft 1 was prepared, did they request
at that ime to you that the document reflect that it was
prepared by the Pottsarove School District?

A No, that was part of our oriaginally drafted
plan.

Q So it is fair to say that your originallv
drafted dan for the Pottsgrove School District, it was your
words that were chosen, "prepared by," is that correct?

A That's correct.

¢:ﬁ¢-gkdnu/cﬁQMnhnq Thne.
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JUDGE HOYT: Counsel, I wonder if we are
reaching a point where we could recess for a short period?

MS. ERCOLE: No problem. I have no objection.

JUDGE HOYT: I don't want tc break your trend
of questioning. If it does --

MS. ERCOLE: It does not.

JUDGE HOYT: Very well, we will recess for five
minutes.

(Recess.)

JUDGE HOYT: We are ready to resume.

MR. RADER: Judge Hoyt, before we resume the
cross examination of the panel, may I please ask one nuestiop
of the witness to clarify the question on the School Officiahs'_
Training Module.

JUDGE HOYT: Go ahead, counsel.

BY MR. RADER:

0 Mrs. Wenger, during the recess, did you have an
opportunity to compare the School Officials' Training Modulel .
dated December 28th, 1983 which had previously been distributed
to the Parties and the Board, with the copy which was
offered into evidence this afternoon?

JUDGE HOYT: Can I ask counsel if he means, not
did she prepare, but did she review?

MR. RADER: Compare.

JUDGE HOYT: Compare, very well. I thought it

cikw-ixaﬁnm/.:ﬂbmnhna Ine.
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was review you were secking, and the word is compare.
It is my misunderstanding. Please continue.

BY MR. RADER:

Q Lid you have an opportunity to make that
comparison?

A (Witness Wenger) Yes, I did compare them.

Q Did you find any differences between them?

A In my preliminary review the only differences

I could find in the lesson plans is that someone apparently
put some numbers corresponding to the slides, so they would
tell the trainer what slide to nut in where. It is just a
numbering system we use in the library.

Q S0 in substance the two training plans are
identical, are they not?

A That's th: only difference I could find.

MR. RADFR: I would resubmit these in my
prof fer for evidentiary purposes.

JUDGE HOYT: Very well. I would prefer not to
have this as an ordinary procedure. However, perhaps it
dces explain part of the problem that we were having prior
to the recess.

However, I think in the future we should
probably conduct that particular procedure in a more
orderly fashion.

MR. RADER: Yes, ma'am.

cﬁkr~5hdnnfcd&poﬂbu.lkn
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In addition, Juige Hoyt, I believe Ms. Ercole
had two questions for Mr. Cunnington regarding student
enrollment,which he is prepared to give along with otha
information to Mr. Bradshaw.

JUDGE HOYT: Let's s:e if counsel wants thai.

Do you want that information?

MS. ERCOLE: 1 asked the question. I would like
that information.

JUDGE HOYT: Very weil. Then the witness has
the information. Counsel will ask the question at this
time.

WITNESS CUNNINGTON: The Perkiomen Valley
School District in the school year 1983-84 had 2377
students. And the single building in the emergency
planning zone in the Downingtown Area School District, the
pickering Valley Elementary School, has 483 students.

WITNESS BRADSHAW: If it pleases the Board, I
have a further clarification on previous testimony.

JUDGE HOYT: Very well, please proceed,

WITNESS BRADSHAW: With regard to Ms. Ercole's
previous guestions regarding the Downingtown Area
School District, I was basing my testimony on the exhibits
list, Applicant's Exhibits, emergency plans, which I have
not had a previous opportunity to review for accuracy.

There are some discrepancies between that list

cf&w;onkmd'thknuvg The.
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and the actual plan revision numbers. I have not had a
complete opportunity to review the list in context. I
would like to provide further clarification tomorrow,
perhaps, if that is possible.

JUDGE HOYT: Counsel?

MS. ERCOLE: I would object to the praocedure éhat
was used.

JUDGE HOYT: I think I have indicated to vou a
moment ago, the Board is not happy with the procedure.
However, if it does rlarify it and give ,ou the information
that you wish -- Now if you wish the information ju;t
offered, the witness will provide it for your tomorrow.

MS. ERCOLE: I cannot have it now, so I will
have to accept it tomorrow. And I have no objection to
that if the Board so pleases.

I just, as of this stage, as far as the
Applicant's exhibits are concerned, which is the sheet
you are referring to?

WITNESS BRADSHAW: That is correct.

MS. ERCOLE: When you have indicated that there
are revisisions tha have occurred that are not reflected
on this sheet, who called that to vour attention?

WITNESS BRADSHAW: That was brought to my
attention b& counsel.

BY ﬁS. ERCOLE :

cﬁkt-fZakvafcjeqxnhnx The.
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break with
A
Q
during the
A
Q

A

Which counsel?

Mr. Rader.

And when was that done?

During the break.

Did you discuss your testimony during the
counsel?

That item was brought to my attention.

Did you discuss your testimony with counsel
break?

Not any further than that.

You are under cr»ss examination, is that correct?
I assume so, yes.

JUDGE HOYT: Let the Bench remind the witness

thiat when we reconvene, vou are, of course, still under

the same oath that you tock previously. You will continue

undei that

Q

cath so long as you testify in this proceeding.
WITNESS BRADSHAW: I was under that assumption.
BY MS. ERCULE:

As of this time, without conferring further

witn counsel, can you tell us what any of the changes are?

A
additional

Q

A

(Witness Bradshaw) I have noted at least one
change.
Can you rell us what that change is?

Yes, there is a typographical error with regard

to Pottstown School District. I believe that should read

<ﬁkz-f}a£nufcjeqxnhna 5hu
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Rev. Zero rather than Rev.5 == I'm sorry, it is

Draft 5, not Rev. Zero.
MR. HIRSCH: I didn't understand that response.
JUDGE HOYT: Very well. Repeat the response.
WITNESS BRADSHAW: The Pottstown School District
is Draft 5, not Rev. 5.
The date is correct.

BY MS. ERCOLE:

Q Are you aware at this time of any other mistakes?

A (Witness Bradshaw) I have not had an opportunity

to review it any further than that.

MS. ERCOLE: May I proceed?

JUDGE HOYT: Yes, counsel, please.

Before you do, though, let me caution counsel
on that type of procedure. It simply evokes more problems
than I think it solves. And I would suggest, and indeed
would so indicate very strongly, that that not be done
again.

Very well. Proceed.

BY MS. ERCOLE:

Q Mr. Bradshaw, with regard to the authorship of
the Owen J. Roberts School District Plan which is Draft
No. 7, it is fair to say, is it not, that Owen J. Roberts
did not draft the plan for themselves, is that correct?

A (Witness Bradshaw) 1 believe I described the

cﬂn-shdnufcﬁ@mxhng Tne.
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planning process a bit earlier. Energy Consultants
developed an initial draft and throughout the planning
process the Owen J. Ruberts Task Force has had a continuing
interaction with Energy Consultants in which changes have
been discussed and have resulted in the existing plan
braft 7.

0 Is it fair to say, that the cover of the Owen
J. Roberts School Plan No. 7 does not indicate "Prepared
for" -- strike that.

The Owen J. Roberts School Distriet Plan No. 7
does not indicate “Prepared for Owen J. Roberts School
District by Owen J. roberts School District," does it?

MP. RADER: Objection, your Honor. We have
been through this Volume 4 before. I thought this line of
questioning had been exhausted.

I certainly think the distinction is clear now
and the witnesses have so testified.

MS. ERCOLE: With regard to the authorship of
Owen J. Roberts School District Draft 7.

MR. RADER: I have the same objection.

BY MS, ERCOLE:

Q Is it fair to say Energy Consultants, Inc.
prepared that document for Owen .J. Roberts School District?

JUDGE HOYT: Counsel haven't we clarified the
"by" and the "for" once before this afternoon?

cﬂkz-flaﬁna[cﬂeqxnhna Tne.
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MS. ERCOLE: Very well.
May T mcve on then?
JUDGE HOYT: Yes, please.
Do you withdraw your objection, sir since we
are moving on?

MR. RADER: Yes.

JUDGE. HOYT: Very well. &

BY MS. ERCOLE:

Q With regard to the Phoenixville Area School
District, which is Exhibit E-54, why have both phrases
either "prepared for" and "prepared by" been deleted
from the Draft 5 of the Radiological Emergency Response
Plan for Phoenixville?

A (Witness Bradshaw) I'm afraid we have just
found another error on the exhibit s list.

The plan which we have here is Draft 4.

Q The Phoenixville Plan, Exhibit E-54?

A Correct.

JUDGE HOYT: Your question went to Draft 5 and
he is responding as to Draft 4.
Is that the conflict?

WITNESS BRADSHAW: Yes. We have a Draft 4 plan

in front of us.

BY MS. ERCOLE:

Q You have indicated on the exhibit sheet that

cdﬁz-f]aﬁnafcdeqxn&ng e,
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correct?

A (Witness Bradshaw) As I indicated earlier, I
have not reviewed the draft numbers on the exhibit list
provious to this hearing and cannot confirm their accuracy.

Q With regard te Draft 5, do you know why
Draft 5 has deleted any reference *to either "prepared for"
or "prepared by?"

A I do not have a Draft 5. I could not tell you
that.

MS. ERCOLE: Does the Applicant have the Draft 5?2

MR. RADER: Judge Hoyt, we will after the
recess this evening,review the plans that have been
submitted in evidence, and we will correlate this list to
make sure that each of the draft nw'bers or revision
numbers and dates are accurate. If that will help
Ms.Ercole's problem in that area, we will be happy to do
that.

JUDGE HOYT: Very well, counsel. They are not
in evidence, however, as you know. They have only been
offered.

JUDGE RADER: Yes.

JUDGE HOYT: Apvolicant's exhibits, emergency
plans ‘does show on my copy, Draft No. 5. And counsel
is question%ng on Draft No. 5.

Is the ¢opy, counsel, that you have before you,

Aee: Fodesal Reposters, Tos
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shown to be Draft No. 5?

MS. ERCOLE: Yes, it does.

JUDGE COLE: And the date on that?

MS. ERCOLE: The date on that is --

JUDGE HOYT: Do you have a copy of the Draft
No. 5 in the room, counsel?

MR. RADER: I will make an effort to get that,
if necessary. It may be simpler if counsel just shows it
to the witness.

JUDGE HOYT: I think you are correct on that.

1f you have no objection to letting the witness
use your copy, counsel, it may solve the problem.

MS. ERCOLE: Very well.

JUDGE HOYT: Let's do see, before tomorrow
morning, that this panel of witnesses has the appropriate
draft numbers before them when they come here to
testify because we are wasting a lot of time with this
sort of thing. And I think that will be very helpful.

MR. RADER: Yes, ma'am.

JUDGE HOYT: And I realize with the number of
exhibits, it is going to happen for all parties. But, if we
can correct that --

MR. RADER: We shall.

JUDGE HOYT: Now, is the panel member prepared
to testify in view of the fact tnat he has before him now

cikz-fZaﬁnafcdeqxnhng Tne.
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or had before him if you need it, the Draft No. 5 of the
Applicant's Exhibit E-54, which is the Phoenixville Area
Emergency Plan of October -- School District, I'm sorry,
School District, the plan date being October '847

THE WITNESS: Yes. I have had an opportunity to
see that document.

JUDGE HOYT: Are you prepared to respond to
counsel's questions?

WITNESS BRADSHAW: If she wouldn't mind
repeating it, please.

JUDGE HOYT: Very well.

MS. ERCOLE: With all due respect to the Board,
if it could be directed towards the panel as a whole in
terms of whoever would have the appropriate knowledge in
the event Mr. Bradshaw does not.

JUDGE HOYT: Very well.

BY MS. ERCOLE:

Q The question I have, in the Phoenixville
School District, Draft No. 5, there is a deletion in terms
of either "prepured for the Phoenixville Area School Distrig
or "prepared by."

Can you please indicate why both or those
phrases have been deleted from the school district plan?

A (Witness Bradshaw) I am nct aware of the

reasons.

cdﬂx-f?aﬂnu;cjeqxnhna Ihne.
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mml4 Q Well, it was directed to the panel.

o A Yes. May I point out to the Board, this panel
- is representing a staff of 14 individuals from six

. : planners. And we would not have detailed knowledge of
e each and every meeting and each and every draft of the
y plan.
. We will represent that to the best of our
’ knowledge, however, the individual responsible for that
y Phoenixville Plan is not represented on the panel today.
” Q Does Mr. Cunnington work with the Phcenixville
b Area School District?
L A No, he does not.
" | Q Could I ask Mr. Cunnington?

. - A Surely.
15 E 0 Mr. Cunnington, do you work with the Phoenixvillq
6 | Area School District? |
i f A (Witness Cunnington) No, I don't work directly
- with them. I have attended one meeting over a vear and
s a half ago.
20 Q Are you familar with their procedures, the
2 status of their plans?
22 i - A I am familiar with the general procedures

®
23 within their plan, and the status and the fact that they
24 | have reviewed four drafts.
25 : I am not familiar with the particulars of the

cikz~5kdnufcﬁ@pnﬂxg Tne.
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meetings that would have resulted in changes in the plan.

Q Given the knowledge that you have just described

that you have had with regard to the Phoenixville Area

School District, do you know why the references were

deleted?
A No, I do not.
G Would it have been done at the request of the

school district?

cﬁﬁx-f?aﬁnaf:ﬂeqxnﬁnx.ﬂhc
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MR. RADER: Objection, calls for speculation.
JUDGE HOYT: Sustained.
BY MS. ERCOLE: (Resuming)

0 Was this ECI's suggestion that it be deleted?
MR. RADER: Objection, asked and answered.
MS. ERCOLE: It hasn't been answered as far as

Energy Consultants.

JUDGE HOYT: The objection is overruled.

BY MS. ERCOLE: (Resuming)

0 Was this done at the suggestion of Encfgy
Consultants?

A (Witness Bradshaw) I do not know.

0. Did you not indicate in response to Mr., Rader's

questions earlier in today's proceedings that you are here

to testify today as to current status of the plan?

A Yes, I did.

0 That is what the panel so represents?

A, That is correct.

0 Is it your testimony today that the individual

that is familiar with the plan and procedures for the

Phoenixville Area School District is not here, is that

correet?
A, That is correct as would four or five other planners
0 Why do the mlans developed for the following

schools contain thé phrase "prepared by" on their covers,

<§ﬂrff2aﬂna/<jeqxnhmg.5bc
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the Kimberton Farms School, the Upattidas‘oéen Community
School, the Western Mongtomery County Area Vocational
Technical School, St, Pius X High School, the Hill School
and the Wyndcroft School. I think those are appropriately
noted exhibits in the applicant's list,

MR. RADER: I object unless Mr. Bradshaw is
competent that he can from his memory recall that those
phrases in fact exist for those plans. I don't know that
they do. They haven't been shown to anyone.

JUDGE HOYT: The objection is overruled unless
the witness responds that he doesn't have that knowledge.

MR. RADER: My point is that it makes an asgﬁmption
of matters not in the record.

JUDGE HOYT: Your objection is still overruled.
Proceed.

WITHNESS BRADSHAW: I would have to look at each
one of those plans and confirm that that is the case.

MS. ERCOLE: With the Board's permission, may I
have one moment, please?

JUDGE HOYT: Yes.

(PAUSE.)

(Documents proferred to Panel.)

BY MS. ERCOLE: (Resuniing)

0 You have draft plans in front of you that were

prepared by Enerqgy Consultants, is that correct?

Aoe: Fedenal Reporiers, Toc
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A (Witness Bradshaw) That is correct.
0 The plans that you have in front of you reflect

St. Pius X Hiagh School?

A Correct.

0 The Wyndcroft School?

A. No, 1 do not have the Wyndcroft School.

0. The Kimberton Farms School?

A Yes,

0 And the Upattinas Open Community School?

A That's right.

0 The plans that you have in front of you do you -

recognize those items?

A, Yes. They are those referenced school plans.

0 All right. Those are the plans that were developed
by Enerqy Consultants, .s that correct?

A. That is correct,

0. Do the covers of those plans refiect that the plans

were prepared bv the respective schools?

A. Yes, they do.
0 Can you indicate why the plans so reflect that?
A Yes, I can. All school district and private school

plans developed for the Limerick project initially had that

title on the cover. It was a matter of course in the process,

-

in the planning process, Enerqgy Consultants has always

encouraged the localities to consider these plans their own

Ace Federal Reporters, T
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and unless requested otherwise that title has remained on the
plans to the extent that they are so entitled today.

0 Have you or anyone from Energy Consultants Inc.
told the schools that if they had unless regquested otherwise
it would remain so? o Y

A The plans are érafted in such a way that unless
a revision i1s requested it would remain.

0 Are you aware with regard to the Kimberton Farms
School and the Upattinas Open Community School of a request
to have a change?

A No, I am not.

Q0 Ts it fair to say that the only request that you
are aware of as to this time is from the Owen J. Roberts
School District?

A, I can only state that when a request was made that
those changes were made to the cover.

0. Are you aware of any others?

A (Witness Cunnington) Yes. The Upper Perkiomen
School District reauested changes to the plan. The wording
is not the same as the others. The changes that they
requested were made.

0 Has the new plan with the changes been printed yet?

A, (Perﬁsinq‘documgnts.)

It has been Chaﬁqed. The draft number is four.

The date is September, 1984. It says “"prepared for the

cdﬂz-ilﬂﬂnufcdeqxnhnx The.
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Upper Perkiomen School School and gives the district's
address and the date September, 1984 by Energy Consultants
and gives Energy Consultants address.

0 All right. Why is the word "final draft" used in
reference to the Bucks and the Lehigh County Support Plans?

MR. RADER: Could you give a reference, counsel?
BY MS. ERCOLE: (Resuming)

0 With regard to applicant's exhibits, support
county, Bucks County final draft, parenthesis, Lehigh
County draft number final draft, parenthesis.

A (Witness Bradshaw) The plan which has been
revised and is now in the possession of both Lehigh and
Bucks County is a plan which is under review and which
in essence is a final draft. The next revision to that plan
would result in a final plan.

0. You are saying that it is a final draft and the
next revision will be a finel plan?

A It is out for review, If there are no changes,
that is the document which they would consider for final
adoption.

0. Do vou know whether there are changes at this time?

A. There were two informational items that I am aware
of that were requested to be changed in the Bucks County
plan.

0 So the fact that Bucks County and Lehigh County are

cﬂkr-fZﬁﬂnafcﬂeqxnhnn.ﬁb:
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reviewing the final drafts does not preclude that there may
be a subsegquent draft, is that correct?

MR. RADER: I object to this line of guestioning
also, Your Honor. This is on the support county plans
which are not even part of this hearing.

MS. ERCOLE: With the Roard's permission, I believe
it goes to the authorship of the documents that are being
tendered and the applicant's exhibits have listed the
support counties and they have listed in its final draft.
This is not LEA's exhibit. This is applicant's exhibit,

MR. RADER: I believe the Board understands
that we offered all parts of the plans at one time for
purposes of administrative convenience and that certain
contentions refer to the support counties and those will be
taken up at a later hearing. I think at that time, it would
be appropriate to inguire as to their authorship.

MS. ERCOLE: With the Board's permission, I would
just ask one or two questions in that regard and then I would
move on,

JUDCGE HOYT: Very well. We will go ahead and

take it. Perhaps we will pick it up again a second time in

i the hearings but if it appears to be orderly to do it at this

time, we will hear it. Proceed, counsel. Objection overruled}

sir.
+BY MS, ERCOLE: . (Resuming)

Ace- Federal Repoetess, Tne.
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0 With the draft currently beiﬁd reviewed at this time
by Bucks and Lehigh County, that does not preclude, does it,
that there may be a subsequent draft?

A (Witness Bradshaw) Certainly not.

| who determines when a draft radiological emergency
response plan is final?

A The organization whose plan it is.

0. When you say the organization, do you mean the
emergency coordinator, the county commissioners or Energy
Consultants, Inc?

A Technically speaking, the political jurisdiction
and whoever the officials are in charge of that particular
jurisdiction.

0 With regard to Bucks County, who was the one
or group that determined that ic was a final draft?

A, Tn meeting between Erergy Consultants and the
Bucks County Emergency Management Agency, it was determined
that all information necessary for completion of that plan
was, in fact, in that plan and in that sense it is under

review right now.

0 By whom?
A By the- Bucks County Emergency Management Agency.
0 Did the commissioners indicate to Energy

Consyltants, Inc} that it was a final draft?

A No, they haven't.

cﬁkz-f!aﬂmafcdeqxnuna Tne.
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0 With regard to Lehigh County, did the Cdihissioners}
- ‘*;
indicate to Energy Consultants that it was a final draft?

A No, they have not.

———

0. Who from Lehiah County indicated to Energy .P
Consultants that it was a final draft?

A The Director of the Lehigh County Civil Defense
Agency.

MS. ERCOLE: With the Board's permiésion if I may,
and I believe this is part of the record, I would like to
show the witness a letter from the Pennsylvania Emergency
Munagement Agency dated December 6, 1983.

JUDGE HOYT: Very well. Please show it to counsel
for applicant first.

MS. ERCOLE: I believe all parties do have copies
of this but I have extras and I will distribute them.

JUDGE HOYT: Very well,

(Pocuments distributed to parties and panel.)

MS. ERCOLE: A copy of this letter has already
been provided as part of our cross-examination.

JUDGE HOYT: Yes, I de believe we already have
that. The letter is folded over and what you will be seeing

is the offrsite radielogical emergency response plan and it is

JUDGE COLE: 1 am having difficulty locating my

copy.

Ace- Fedesal Reporters, Joc
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JUDGE HOYT: 1If you have a copy, just pass us cne
and it will save some time. Thank you very much.

BY MS. ERCOLE: (Resuming)

0. Do the witnesses have a copy of the letter dated
December &, 19832

A (Witness Bradshaw) Yes, we do.

0. I would ask the witnesses of the panel to review
the attached list of documents attached thereto and entitled
"Off-Site Radiological Emergency Response Plan."

A, (Witnesses reviewing document.)

MS. ERCOLE: The questions that I have will relate
to the difference between the applicant's exhibit list
submitted today, November 19th, and the versions of the
radiological emergency response plans as reviewed by FEMA,
PEMA and the NRC which is the list attached to the December 6,
1983 letter.

MR. RADER: Your Honor, I have an objection to that
line of questioning. I believe the Board has already ruled
two or three times now that the lineage of these particﬁlar
drafts is not material to any of the issues in litigation,

JUDGE HOYT: Yes, counsel. That is correct. I
think it may be -an interesting academic exercise but I hardly
see how it would be of any evidentiary value in this
proceeding.

MS. BRCOLE: With due respect to the Board, the

cﬁkr-f?hinufcdeqnnkxg Ine.
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. o 5 offer that would be made would question the authority of
2 the applicant or ECI to submit the more recent plans as an
’ exhibit without the approval of the parties and whether
. - or not the municipalities and the school districts were
. consulted before a submittal of these drafts for an informal F |
6 | review by the other parties. '
£ I think what that bears upon is the weight that 1

s should be given to the plans and exactly who was == quote--
9 running the show -- unquote, to the extent whether these
g plans themselves are the work product of the school

" | districts and the municipalities or whether they are being

12 forwardued by the applicant.

13 JUDGE HOYT: Counsel, you can't be sericus
that you are raising that as an argument, that the Boara'i§ & w,
15 | not aware of the genesis of the plans. It is perfectly .

18 || obvious that they have been drafted by Energy Consultants

17 | and that they have in some cases had some consultations with
8 | and you have pretty much indicated which ones they have not
9 | and when those occurred.

20 I can't see that we can go any further into this
21 line of guestioning. We are not getting anywhere with it.
22 We are just HinQ over the same plans. 1 just don't think

23 that this is pertinent to vour contention. There are drafts

24 going to be made unti} any need for an emergencyfplan no

25 Longer exists and they could be called revisions or they may

cdhr-f?hinu{cdaqxnktg The.
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be called drafts. You have véry well brought that out. I

’ think we are simply going over the same territory for thé»

. last 15 or 20 minutes that you have well estAblishéd earlier
. " in your cross-examination.

’ I think, counsel, you may well move ahead to your

6 | next area of inquiry and I would suagest that you wou.d

! probably get some better answers. These witnesses, I am not

8 | even sure, were emplcyed at the time.

v MS. ERCOLE: I understand and if I might, Judge Hovt

10

just ask the cae auestion and that would be my offer, whether

" ! or not the municipalities or the school districts were

12 | consulted before the submittal of the draft plans to the

13

@ "

15 Il but if one more time will do it for us and then we can get

Pennsylvania Emergency Management Agency.

JUDGE HOYT: You have asked it a number of times

8 | into the next area, I am going to let you go ahead with that.
" MS. ERCOLE: Thank you. I don't believe 1 asked

18 whether it had been submitted. That is the earlier submittal,
9 | whether that was submitted to the PEMA for informal review.

20 JUDGE HOYT: Are yocu talking about those plans

21 described in the letter of December 6, 19832

22 : “ MS. ERCOLE: That is correct.

23 X JUDGE HOYT: I thought I indicated to you that

24 that might be an academic exercise and it may be interesting

25 but unless you can give me some offer of proof that it is

Ace- Fedeval Repostees, Inc
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germane to the issue now, I think you should go ahead.

MS. ERCOLE: Judge Hoyt, the offer would be that
the school districts, the locals, the ones that are
supposedly working on these were never even consulted
with in terms of how they would be submitted for purposes
of review and that they were without knowledge that thev
would be so submitted.

JUDGE HOYT: Let's see if these witnesses can
answer that question. I am not certain they can but if
you want to explore that area, go ahead.

MS. ERCOLE: Thank you.

JUDGE HOYT: Let's limit it to that one single
area.

MS. ERCOLE: I will.

BY MS. ERCOLE: (Resuming)

0. I will ask this question to the panel. You have
had an opportunity to review the letter of December 6, 1983
and T would ask you whether or not you are aware whether the
municipalities and school districts were consulted before
the submittal of the draft radiological emergency response
plans to PEMA fo; in{ermal review and to FEMA for review
by the regional assistance commiitee?

A (Witness Bradshaw) Let me make sure I understand
your question. Are'yoﬁ agkinq whether or not these plans

listed in this correspondence were submitted to PEMA with the

cikr-flaﬂmmfcdeqxnﬁns The.
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knowledge of those political jurisdictions?

0 With the consultation and the approval?
A Yes, thev were.

0. Based upon what?

A ~ am sorry. I don't understand.

MR. RADER: T object to the form of the question.
I don't understand what you mean.
Y MS. ERCOLE: (Resuming)

D You had indicated that it was submitted with the
approval of the municipalities and the school districts.

I asked you how do you know that tﬁey had given their
approval?

A (Witness Bradshaw) The plans were submitted if
my recollection serves me by the counties. I can confifm,
however, that Energy Consultants spoke with those entities
and had discussed the process. They were aware of the informal
review process.

0 When you said you discussed it with the entities,
what entities are you referring to?

A. The political jurisdictions involved in the
planning process,

Q So you representation is that Energy Consultants
had consulted wita the scgool districts and the municipalities
and. informed them that the plans would be submitted for

informal review?

cikr-flaﬁnafcdaquhnm Tne.
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A. That is correct,
0 I an referring to that point in time.
A The plans for informal review, yes.
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Q And do you have any record or notations
of your consultantions with the school districts and the

municipalities so informing them that it would be

'submitted at that time for informal review?

A I can te11'~- I can describe to you the process
for the manicipélities, and then perhaps
Mr. Cunnington can describe the school districts.

The municipalities were contacted by telephone
initially and subsequently in writing with a cover
letter describing to them the submittal of the plans
through the counties to PEMA.

0 And this was done before they were, in fact,
submitted to PEMA for informal review?

A I believe so. I would have to look at the
cover letters to confirm that.

Q And is it fair to say that the cover letters
you are referring to would bear the date when the
school districts and the municipalities were so
informed?

A Yes, they would.

Q Do you recall offhand what the date was?
A No, T don't,
0 Do you recall whether it was -- what month

or what year?

MR. RADER: Objection.

cﬁu~5kdnnICJGPGMam The.
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JUDGE HOYT: Sustained.

BY MS., FERCOLE:

0 The documents that are tendered today as
Applicant's exhibﬁﬁs, Qid you have authority from each
schoél board or séhbél district to tender these documents
today on their behalf; :

MR. RADER: ijection, your Honor. I think
that is a misleading and Frrelevant question. The
witnesses made it quite clear that these documents
represent the current status of emergency planning
based upon their discussions and consultations with those
representatives.

It was never a representation that they were
submitted on behalf of those municipalities or school
districts or counties as their representatives.

I believe this has been asked and answered
by the witnesses,

MS. ERCOLE: So the offer then is that these
documents are not being submitted on behalf of the
municipalities or the school districts then?

MR. RADER: If I may, your Honor =--

JUDGE HOYT: Are you speaking of these 62
exhibits, 61 exhibits?

MS. ERCOLE: That is correct.

JUDGE HOYT: 1T think these exhibits are clearly

cikz-f]aﬂnafcdeqxnhnz Tne,
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being sponsored by the Applicant, counsel.

Is there any problem with that?

MS. ERCOLE: And it is not being offered
t@déf en‘behalf 6f any'bf the municipalities or the local
school districts?

JUDGE HdYTz Can counsel make that
repreéentation to us?

MR. RADER: Once again, 1 think counsel for
LEA is confusing two separate processes.

There was a process by which those plans are
submitted for formal review to PEMA and FEMA, and that
is one process. Another process it by which this
Board determines the adequacy of those plans. And it s
that process which we are addressing, and it is to that
process alone for which these plans are submitt¢ed.

JUDGE HOYT: Counsel is correct. We will
sustain the objection.

ME. ERCOLE: May I just inquire then, as
a subseguent question to that, whether there is
autnority then from any of the school districts to submit
any of the plans today?

JUDGE HOYT: Very weli.

BY MS. ERCOLF:

Q Is there authority from any of the school

districts to submit any of these plans today?

<dﬁx-f1akuﬂ’cﬁhkn&ng.ﬂhn
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MR. RADER: Objection to the form of the
question. Submit te whom?

MS. ERCOLE: NSubmit today as one of the
Appli?éntﬁ§ exhibitg cgfrently before the Roard.

JUDGE HOYT: With that understanding, the

'questibn will be permifﬁed.

+

I1f you are objecting, we will overrule it.

Go ahead.

Does the panel know the response to the
cuestion?

WITNESS BRADSHAW: The submittal has not
been discussed with the school districts beforehand.

BY MS., ERCOLE:

0 And with regard to the municipalities, does
that -- is that the same?
A That is correct.

JUDGE HOYT: Was the first response as to
school districts, and now you are responding as to
municipalities?

WITNESS BRADSHAW: VYes.

BY MS. ERCOLE:

0 And have any of the schoo' districts that
the panel is familiar with, have any of the schools
indicated that they will not adopt a plan as currently
presented?

ci&r-flaﬁnaf«deqnnhng The.
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BY MS. ERCOLE:

N - You had indieated in your testimony that
3

was submitted, prefiled, that ECI enjoys a close

and personal relationship with the local municipalities
and the school districts. Is that a fair characterization
: £ ; !

cf your testimony?

A It is generally true, yes.

Q To what extent does Energy Consultants advise
the local school districts and rmunicipalities in
terms of the requirements of state law as far as any
obbligation by local officials to participate or approve
a plan developed by ECI?

A Discussions of state planning reaquirements
and emergency planning requirements in the state is
a common subiject of discussion at school development,
plan development meetings.

Q What' have you told them?

MR. RADER: I object to the form of the
guestion. It is a bit vague as to who "them" is.
MS. ERCOLE: The cquestion pertains to

what, as a representative, Energy Consultanrts, Inc.,
wnat has Enerqy Consultants represented to the local
municipalities and the school distric*s with regard
to the reguirements of state law.

cdﬁx-fzaﬁnafcdeqxnhnz ne.,
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JUDGE HOYT: With that revision to the guestion,
you obiection is overruled.
. WITNESS CUNNINGTON: Could you repeat the
question? |
| BY’HS. ERCOLé;

Q What has Energy Consultants advised the
local municipalities and the school districts as to the
requirements of state law with respect to their
obligation to participate in or approve a plan
developed by Energy Consultants, Inc.?

A Energy Consultants has provided on several
occasions to school districts copies of Pennsylvania
Pamphlet Law 1332 and drew attention to specific sections
of that law in response to questions.

0 In response to questions, what, if anything,
was the representation made by Enerqgy Consultants?

A The representation is that there is an act
in the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania called Pamphlet Law
1332 which describes the responsibilities of the state,
county, and municipal goverrments and defines
responsibilities and interrelationships. We provided
them copies of the act when they requested it and indicated
that they could review that. If they had any questions,
we could direct those juestions to the appropriate
authorities, which would be the county or the Pennsylvania

cﬁkr-f?aﬂna/cyaymnhns.55:
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Emergency Managem=nt Agency.

0 Is it a fair characierization of your
teiE?an§ today “that Enerqgy Consultants, Inc. did not
giveﬁfénthe local municipalities or the school
Ai§;ricxs an interggétafion or their interpretation’
of what the law requires?

A My testimony is more directly to school
districts which is my experience.

0 You answer in that regard is --

A No, I have indicated to them that I am not
a lawyer and any time that any issue of law comes up,
I can only give them copies of the appropriate act and
refer their questions to the appropriate authorities.

0 With regard to the local municipalities?

A (Witness Bradshaw) I believe it is also
a fair characterization to say that the municipalities

were made aware of the law 1332 and its reguirements.
Q Has Energy Consultants represented, in their

contacts with the lecal government and the school

officials, that the officisls themselves should not

approve ary plan which in their opinion cannot work?

4 A I am sorry. Could you repeat that question,
please?
Q Has Energy Consultants, Inc. represented in

It hese contacts you just described with the local

cﬁkz-czaﬁnaf<deqxnax$ Thne.
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municipalities and school districts that the local
officials should not approve any plan which in their
bpinion-c;nﬁot work?

'A Yes.

Q Have yun~told;£hat to all the local
municipalities~and'the'Qchool districts that you have
had contact with?

A I personally couldn't confirm that it was
done with all school districts.

My municipal planning person is aware of those
requirements and has indicated to me oftentimes that
that type of discussion is conmon at municipal meetings.

0 With regard to the school districts?

A (Witness Cunnington) Yes. And T would
draw attention to the number of drafts are certainly
consistent with the goal that we have put forward
that a plan be revised and reviewed and tailored to
the individual needs of the school district and that
they should not approve that plan untii they felt that the
plan met their needs.

0 As representatives ot Energy Consultants,
have you ever stated to loeal officials or school
planners that if they do not adopt the draft plan,
one will be written for them that will not meet their
special needs?

cikr-denufcﬁﬁpxhng The.
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A (Witness Bradshaw) We have never made such state-

ments.
R o

0 /i1 M, Cunningtgné

A (Witness Cunnington) We have never made a
statement that a plan would be written for them.

.Q Have you e§er made the statement that a plan
would be written for them that may not meet their '
special needs?

MR. RADER: Obijection. Asked and answered.
JUDGE HOYT: Sustained.
BY MS. ERCOLE:

Q Have any representatives of youfsclve-
or representatives of Energy Consultants ever éggted
to local officials or planners that Limerick will get
licensed wvhether or not they are satisfied with their
local 2mergency plan so that they should go along with
what has been proposed?

A (Witness Bradshaw) I think it is fair to
say that Energy Consultants wouldn't engage in that
kind of negative discussions with municipalities or
school districts.

Q Has Fnergy Consultants or their representatives
ever stated to local officials or planners that some
plan is better than no plan?

A Not to my knowledge.

c#ﬁz-f?aﬂnu/cdeqxn&na Tne.
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0 Mr. Cunnington? 7
A (Witness Cunnington) No.
i Q"’ Enqrgy‘CohsuEtants, Inc. is not the

Applicant in these proceedings; is that correct?
A (Witne;s Braﬂshaw) Just for the record, it
ié Energy Consulgguts rather than Energy Consultants, Inc.
0 Excuse me. Energy Consultants is not
the Applicant in these proceedings; is that correct?
A I am not an attorney. I am not sure
whether we are considered Applicunt or not.
MR. RADER: We wilil stipulate to that,
your Honor.
BY MS. ERCOLE:
0 When was Energy Consultants retained by

the Applicant?

A In 1982.

Q And how long was the contract for?

A It is an open-ended contract.

0 When you say "open ended," what do you mean?
A There is no time frame for its termination.

Q Is there any indication thLat the consulting

services of EC would be terminated upon the adoption
of the plans by the local school districts and
municipalities?

A I would have to say that other than my

cﬁkr-fZaﬁxafcdeqnnhna Tne.
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previous statement, I am not familiar with the
axact cgntract‘1tgug%pxilanguaqe of thg contraetfé
between Enher 1y Coﬁgui;aﬂ€s and Applicant.
Q Al'e any 9f_tﬁé other panelists?
A (Witness Cunnington) No, ma;am.
0 You had indicated that the contract is
open ended. Is it to go on with the Applicant»for the
next 30 years or is it to terminate upon a certain
event? Do you know that?
MR. PADER: Objection. Asked and answered.
JUDGE HOYT: Sustained.
BY MS. ERCOLE:
Q2 - Do you know whether there are renewal
periods or extensions on the contract? Do you know?
A (Witness Bradshaw) T believe there are, yes.
0 And is it fair to say that there is a
renewal period coming up on the contract shortly?
A I'm sorry.

0 Is it fair to say that there is a renewal

period that will be coming up on the contract shortly?

A There is a renewal perioa. I am not sure when

it would be coming up.

Q Do any of the panelists --
A (Witness Cunnington) No, ma'am.
Q How much consideration was paid by the Applicant,

cd%w-fzaﬂna/cdeqnnhng The.
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Philadelphia Electric, for Energy Consultants' services?
PP iny Nk ﬁhpﬁ!: -Objection. I believe that is

irrelevant. :

| “JUDGE HOYT: Can you demonstrate any relevance

to this ;ssue of emergency planning?

MS. ERCOLE: Yes, if the Board please, I
believe it goes to the integrity of these witnesses, and
I think that the credibility in terms of whether any
alleged biases that they may have or analysis that
they may present, since they have been retained by the
Applicant in this case and are here on behalf of the
Applicant and not the school districts and municipalities,
as we have established, thav any consideration paid
by the Applicant to these people would obviously show
that their credibility is not the most impartial.

MR. RADER: The fact that Energy Consultahts
is a consultant to the Applicant for this matter is
a matter of record and undisputed. The consideratiecn
for the particular contract is irrelevant.

JUDGE HOYT: I can't see any relevance.

The objection is rustained.

BY MS. ERCOLE:

Q Was Energy Consultants retained over any other
firms for the purposes that you are here today?
A (Witness Bradshaw) Did you sav retained over?

cﬁkt-flaﬂ'afcdeqnnﬁnm Tne.
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0 That's correct.

. b ~h' I do not _;'have any knowledge in that regard.

Q0  Is Energy Consultants currently retained

6r on retained : ith anv municipality, school district

e aala |

or county?’ ‘
MR. RADER: Objection. Again, lack of
relevance.
JUDGE HOYT: The objection on that issue
will be overruled, counsel.
BY MS. ERCOLE:
Q The obiection is overruled.
You may answer.

A Could you repeat the question?

Q Is En2rgy Consultants on retainer or has
Energy Consultants been retained by or with any
municipality, school district, or county?

JUDGE COLE: In the area of concern?

MS. ERCOLE: That is correct, sir. That
is all my =--

WITNESS BRADSHAW: If you mean within the

Limerick EPZ, no.

BY MS. ERCOLE:

0 Winen you say the Limerick EPZ, I am referring

to both the risk and the support counties.

A Yes.

cﬁkr-f?hinufcdeqnnuna e,
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P . Q 'How long has Energy Consultants been
. 4 in eiitipnca? o
- = 4 -
1 IS - . “‘
. s ikl < And how many employees have worked on the “
e L N e {

" séhool district d;afts for the Limerick Generating Station?
6 A (Witness Cunnington) The drafts were

’ drafted in prototype form by two individuals and

8 reviewed by several other staffs at Energy Consultants

¢ prior to being submitted to the districts.

10 Q And this drafting process tn.t you are referring
n to occurred in 19827
12 MR. RADER: Objection. Asked and
13 % answered.
. 14 MS, ERCOLE: The drafting process where they

15 had indicated that their two people were writing it.

16 JUDGE HOYT: We will permit the question.
17 The objection is overruled.
18 | W T™NESS BRADSHAW: Yes, it would have occurred

19 in 1982.

20 | BY MS. ERCOLE:

2 0 Is it fair to say that the three panelists

22 that are here today were nat either of the two writers
‘ 23 which we're speaking of?

24 A (Witness Cunnington) No. I was one of the

25 writers.

END 9
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Q And were any of the panelists here today
reviewers?
A (Witness Bradshaw) I was not.

Q Is it fair to say that Energy Consultants is a
profit business organization? 1Is that correct?

A Yes, it is.

Q And the length of time you have begn in existence|
has been eleven years, has that been for how long vou have
been doing business in Pennsylvania?

A Yes, that's correct.

Q And what does the firm do iﬂ the way of
providing technical and professional services to the
utilities?

You have indicated that in response -~ in your
prefiled testimony?

A The Energy Consultants Emergency Management
Services Department provides planning, tiraining, exercise
development, scenario development, and licensing
assistance types of services.

0 And how long has that particular division been
in existence?

A Since 1980, I believe.

Q So that the experience of Energy Consultants
in tha particular area has been limited to the past four

years, is that correct?
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MR. RADER: Object to the form of the question.
I don't know what ig meant by "that particular area."

MS. ERUOLE: The area that was just described by
the witness.
I don't understand what you mean by

MR. RADER:

that area. The witness is talking both about emergency
planning --
JUDGE HOUT: Would you just describe the area

then in your question, coursel.

We will admit the question with that revision,

counsel. And, of course, your objection is withdrawn?
MR. RADER: Yes, ma'am.
BY MS. ERCOLE:
Q Energy Consultants lLias had experience preparing

emergency response organizations to manage radiological
emergenrcies. That particular area ir which you have
worked, has been only in th2 last four years, is that
correct?

A (Witness Bradshaw) Energy Consultants as a
corporation has only been providing those services since
1980, although its personnel has been involved in those
arcas grevious to 198¢.

Q Are there any other divisions, other than your

Emergency Management Services Division, that provide such

services?
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A No, that would be the only one.

Q Has Energy Consultants contracted with any
other utilities, or Philadelphia Electric to develop

emergency planning measures for other nuclear power plants?

A Yes, we have.

|
Q Which nuclear power plants were those? |
A I can name a few for you; Beaver Valley Atomic

Power Station, Palo Verde, Waterford 2, Callaway, Perry
Station, Enrico Fermi. Those are sites that we have been
involved in. Not necessarily under direct contract to
the utility.

Q And the contract that you had had for the work
on Berwick, what did that involve?

A In Berwick, I believe we provided assistance to

Berwick Hospital in developing an emergency response plan

for the Susquehanna Steam Electri: Station.

0 Did you do any other work on the Susauehanna
plant?
A No, we have not.

Q Is it fair to say that the work that you have
done as far as the Limerick Generating Station is
conc erned, is the most detailed or comprehensive work that
yod have done to date?

A It is the largest project in terms of thke number

of plans, yes.
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Q With regard to these other power plants that
you have enumerated, did you -- were you under contract
with the utility, or were you under contract with munici-
palities and school districts for emergency planning
purposes?

MR. RADER: Objection. Irrelevant.
MS. ERCOLE: Your Honor, they have held forth

in their pre iled testimony =--

JUDGE HOYT: Very well, we will permit the
guestion.

Go ahead. Objection overruled.

But, counsel, I think we are much past our
hour of 4:30. Are we getting to a good breaking point for
you?

MS. ERCOLE: ¥es.

WITNESS BRADSHAW: As far as my understanding
of those other contracts, the specifics varied. In most
cases it was directly with the utility. In some: cases
it was under a subcontract with another consulting firm.

In at least one case it was directly with the
County.

BY MS. ERCOLE:

Q And the one case in whi~<h it was directly with
the County, was which case?

A (Witness Bradshaw) I believe it would be
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Q Is it fair to say you haven't been under contract
with any county, municipality or school district in
Pennsylvania?

A (Witness Cunnington) We have had a contract
with Susquehanna Township.

A (Witness Bradshaw) 1In addition, I am not sufo
what the arrangement was with Berwick Hospital. That may
have been directly with the hospital.

Q And these are for emergency planning measures?

A That's correct.

MS., ERCOLE: 7T would stop here.

JUDGE HOYT: For purposes of planning, how much
additional questioning do you think you will have for this
panel?

MS. ERCOLE: Perhaps Ms. Zitzer can probably
assess that better than I.

JUDGE HOYT: Very well, Ms. Zitzer?

MS. ZITZER: I would certainly expect it to
continue through tomorrow. These are our cross plans,
and this is wnat has been completed. (Indicating.)

I think a lot of the rest vill move more quickly,
hopefully. But I would certainly expect this panel to
continue tomorrow, but I don't know whether we would get
on to -- well, then there are other Parties that have
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cross examination.

I'm sure that we will be continuing auestions
through most of tomorrow, as long as the lines of guestions
are,you know, within the scope.

JUDGE HOYT: So we can anticipate having this
panel on Wednesday, as well.

Ms. Ferkin, how much cross examination do
you have?

MS. FERKIN: Many of the ruestions that I
have laid out may already be covered by Limerick Ecology
Action. But, by the same token, there may be follow-up
questions. I come up with, based on their questions, I
would say at least an hour.

JUDGE HOYT: Very well.

City of Philade lphia?

MS. BUSH: I have no questions in these
areas.

JUDGE HOYT: How about the Staff?

MR. HASSELL: I think a preliminary estimate
would be one to two hours, and that could be shocrtened
upon cross precedure.

MR. HIRSCH: I don't anticipate that there will
be any duplication between FEMA's questions and the
Staff's, as the Commonwealth has already done and the

Staff has done. 1 qgualify my position because I think that
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LEA's questioning is going to resolve a lot of the
concerns that we would have.

JUDGE HOYT: I am going to see if --

MR. HIRSCH: I would be comfortable at this
point saying, perhaps, an hour.

JUDGE HOYT: That is f air hours.

I would like to complete the cross examination
of this panel on Wednesday, if we could, by then.

1s that possible? Does anyone find that

difficult to live with?

MR. HIRSCH: I wonder if it would be possible
to plan on starting a little earlier on Wednesday,
perhaps 8:30 or 9 instead of 9:30.

JUDGE HOYT: Yes. I think that is probably a
good suggestion.

How about the rebuttal?

MR. RADER: At this time the Applicant has no
redirect. But again I point out that we have not yet
reached the substantive contentions. But we will try to
keep it to a minimum.

JUDGE HOYT: Very well. If we were to start
then 8:30 or 9 on Wednesday, I think we can pretty much
¢liminate the need of bringing this panel back next
Monday .

Is that the concensus of the group here?
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Very well.

MR. RADER: Judge Hoyt, before we adjourn this
evening, may I simply state for the record, we have copies
of our exhibits available for counsel who did not have
them conveniently with them at this time. We will 'e happy
to furnish them as a courtesy.

JUDGE HOYT: Yes, we would appreciate that,
if anyone needs it.

Very well, we will adjourn until tomorrow
morning at 9:30.

(Whereupon, at 5:50 p.m., the hearing was
recessed to reconvene at 9:30 a.m. on Tuesday, 20 November

1984.)
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