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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

pefore the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board

In the Matter of )
)

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

Units 1 and 2)

TESTIMONY OF RALPH J. HIPPERT
NWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA

ON LIMERICK ECOLOGY ACTION '
PLANNING CONTENTIONS

DEFERRED AND RESPECIFIED OFFSITE EMERGENCY

LEA-1, LEA-3
LEA-1
W —— —
The Risk Counties, Municipalities, School Districts, and
d or adopted fimal

Institutions haven't promulgate

radiological emergency response plans, nor have they

approved and adopted plans drawn up for them by Energy

Consultants, Inc., 3 Harrisburg firm hired by Philadelphia
nable assurance that

Electric Company. There is no reaso
the present state of planning is predictive of final
approval, or that the plans are capable of being implemented.

1. During the period September through November, 1983, the Pennsylvania

Emergency Management Agency (PEMA) reviewed draft radiolopical emergency
e Limerick EPZ risk counties (Berks,

response plans submitted Dby the thre
Chester and Montgomery) as well as draft municipal and school district
ive risk counties. In connection

plans provided through the respect

PEMA provided written comments and recommendations

with this review,

ng changes, corrections or additions

to each of the risk counties regardi

consonance with the state plan and to ensure

to bring thé plans into
Comments with regard to municipal

their adequacy and ulplmr.tabinr.y.

s were provided through the respective counties.

and school district plan

[MF



. Subsequent to FEMA's initial review and comments, revised
rafts were prepared by the counties, municipalities and

chool districts with assistance from Energy Consultants, Inc., the
irm funded by Philade’ phia Electric Company for this purpose.

B, In accordance with this Board's Order dated May 16, 1983,
opies of the revised draft plans were distributed to the
intervenors. Given the timetable imposed by the Beard for

he distribution of draft plans, PEMA was unable to review the
revised drafts prior to their transmission to the intervenors. In
view of this distribution, PEMA opted to submit the same drafts to
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), Region III for

informal review pursuant to 44 C.F.R. Part 350.
Lt

4. As a result of this informal review of the plans provided to it

by PEMA, FEMA Region I1I issued its interim findings in April 1984,

FEMA indicated that, "[a]t this point in the planning process, the

local offsite emergency response plans developed for incidents at

the Limerick Generating Station are inadequate and are not capable of
being implemented.™

5. If the most recent drafts of the county, municipal and school

district plans reflect the changes, corrections and additions
secommended by PEMA in the fall of 1983 and the April 1984 recommendations
of FEMA, the plans should be adequate and capable of being implemented.

6. With the exception of Draft 6 for Beriks County (received by PE!A

October 6, 1984) and Draft 7 for Montgomery County (received October 23,




1984) PEMA has not received any county, municipal or school district
draft plans for review since the fall of 1983. PEMA is currently

in the procrss of reviewing these latest drafts of the Berks and
Montgomery County plans, but is not prepared at this time to make

a definitive assessment of their adequacy and implcmuntability.

7. As to the current status on adoption of municipal and school
district plans by the governing bodies of these entities, it is

reiterated that no municipal or school district plans have been submitted

by the respective counties to PEMA for review since the fall of 1983.

Based upon the draft plans submitted tO PEMA at that time, none have

peen accepted, approved or adopted at the local level. ANy updated repert
on theﬁadoption status of these plans must come from the risk counties

in their role as coordinator and initial reviewer of the respective
municipal and school district plans prior to transmittal by the

counties to PEMA.

8, With regard to county plans, none of the three risk or Lwo

support (Bucks and Lehigh) county plans has peen formally accepted DYy

its respective Board of Commissioners.

9. In connection with its application to FEMA for formal review and
approval of the Limerick of fsite radiological emergency response plans,
the Commonwealth is required under Section 150.7(d) of 44 c.F.R., Part 350
to certify that the plans are, in LLs OpLnLOn, "adequate Lo protect the
public health and satety of its citizens living within the emerpeney

planning gone(] « » « o The Commonwealth, through PEMA, will not make a




statement evaluating the adequacy and tnplemnntability of the
county, municipal and school district radiological emergency response

red in connection with the Limerick Generating Station,

plans prepa

or submit these plans to FEMA

for formal review and approval, untils

(a) A joint exercise acceptable to FEMA has been conducted.

This exercise was held July 25, 1984 and a supplemental
wn € wmkz'k g
exercise, required by FEMA, November 20,

1984,

(b) A public meeting has been conducted in accurdance with 44 C.F.R.
Section 350.10. As a prerequisite, PEMA must ensure that the

State and local plans are available in local libraries for

review by the general public at least Lwo wWeeks prior to

the meeting., The local plans should obviously be available

for review by PEMA pefore they are put into the public

libraries. A date has not yet been established for this meeting.

(¢) The finalized risk municipai and school district plans are:

(1) Reviewed by the respective county to ensure consonancy

with its own plan; and

(2) Submitted by the county to PEMA together with the county

plan, and with each containing a promulgation page

indicating whether the plan has been accepted or re jected

by the respective Board of Supervisors, School Boartrd or

Board of Commissioners.
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LEA-3

The Montgomery County RERP fails to provide reasonable
agsurance that the public will be adequately protocced in

that the Bucks County Suppert plan, which is essential to

the workability of the MontCo RERP, may not pe approved.

The present poard of Commissioners have [sic) little knowledge
of the contents and implications of the Bucks County Support
Plan. There is no assurance that the County will assume the
rcspou;tbtlittos assigned to it in the Support Plan, rather
than use County resources to help Bucks County people first.
The Montgomery County Flan relies on the support FPlan in at

least these wayss

1. facilities for relocation and mass care of evacuees
2. lu;-nnsatton of emergency workers, including use of
county resources, on a continuous 24-hout basis
3. See attachment wExcerpts and comments on the Bucks
County Draft Evacuation Plan" for additional areas
of support and interface.

It is contended that without the approval of the Bucks County

« Support Plan, the MontCo RERP 15 unworkable as it pow stands.

10, Thas contention appears to be based upon the erroneous a.ssumption
py LEA that Bucks County has inexplicably decided not tO accept the plan
developed DY Energy Consultants for support of approxtmuly 24,400
evacuees from Montgomery County. The Bucks County Board of Commissioners
has raised some l.gitimate questions repatding the impact of such an
evacuation upon the safety and well-being of its residents and PEMA has
acknowledged the Board's concerns. pased upon a recent meet ing with

the Commissioners, PEMA does not pelieve that Bucks County would refuse
Lo cooperate in the event of an accident at Limerick. Rather, the
County 1is asking that provisions be made in the plans Lo ensure that

its populace would mot be adversely affected by the evacuation Lrom

Mont gomery County, OF by a spontaneous evacuation from Philadelphid.




11. Senate Bill 987, which upon t

he Governor's signature became

Act 1984-147, the Radiation Protection Act, provides for the establishment

of a Mdi@tton Emergency Response Fund from fees levied upon the

nuclear power plants within Pennsylvania. This fund is to be used

to defray expenses incurred by ris

k and support counties in

developing their plans and preparedness for response to a nuclear

power plant accident., Bucks Count

a participant in this fund and as

y has indicated its desire to be

such must continue to be a support

county. The issue is thus one of assuaging the County's present

concerns by developing more explicit procedures and safeguards before the

current draft plans are finalized.

County towards this objective.
v

PEMA intends to work with Bucks
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TESTIMONY OF RALPH J. HIPPERT AND DONALD F. TAYLOR FOR THE
COMMONWEALTH oF PENNSYLVANIA

ADMITTED OFFSITIvEHBRGENCY PLANNING
CONTENTIONS LEA-11, 12, 13, l4(al)s 14(b) s 15+ 22, 26

Introduction
“ The purpose of this testimony is tO respond to certain
contentions raised by Limerick Ecology Action (LEA)
concerning offsite emergency planning for the Limerick
Generating gtation. Ralph J. Hippert and Donald F, Taylor
are officials of the pennsylvania Emergency Managaement
Agency (PEMA) » Their professional qualifications are

attached to this testimony.

LEA-11

The draft Chester and Monbtgome Ly Counlty and
school Diste jct  Rerp's A re defic ient  iD Lthat
thece 18 insul ficient information available Lo
reasonably assure that thece will be enough buses
to evacuate the schoals, poth public and private,
in one lift.

|
|
|



sufficient buses will be readily available to evacuate

question:

This contention is structured around the basic

Have arrangements been wmade to ensure that

the

gchools within the BEPZ? Ancillarcy questions are then posed

as follows:

1.

3.

4.

What assurance is there that designated bus

companies will actually provide the buses needed?

Are lqttors of agreement with bus companies
definitive in setting forth the obligations of

each party and can the agreements pe enforced?

Do the plans have to include p:eassignment of

buses'to specific schools?

will the normal or emergency-related bus
requirements of school districts outside the EPZ
impede the availability of buses needed for

evacuation?

what procedures arey or should be; in place Lo

ensure that designated buses from outside the area

of ncrmal scheol bus resources can be timely and

effectively ubilized?

Does Chester County have written agreements with

bus companies toO provide buses needed for

- @gvacuation of school children?



1, It is PEMA's position that should an evacuation become
necessary arrangements must be in place to ensure the
action can be accomplished in a timely manner by using one
1ift rather than multiple bus trips. This reguires @
coordinated effort by many parties. The first step is for
each risk school district to determine how many buses it
will require and the number that are readily available. ) §4
the buses are not owned py the school dist:ict then
consideraion must be given to the impact of prior
scheduling by the supplier on the prompt availability  of
the buses neceded. After this determination has been made
thp school dist;icts then notify their respective county as
to the number of buses available to them and the shortages,
if any, that must be met to effect a one-lift evacuation.
Each risk county emergency management agency then tries Lo
arrange to meet these shortages ELrom resources within the
county. If this cannot be done the county reports its
total school bus shortage as an  "unmet need" to PEMA., IL
now becomes PEMA'S responsibility, in coordination with the
Pennsylvania Department of T:ansportation, to f£fill these

unmet needs Dby arranging to utilize bus resources Lrom

counties outside the Plume BEPZ. If this cannot be done the

ultimate recourse iz for PEMA CoO ask FEMA forx assistance

from adjoining states. This is, and has been, the concept

te fill unmet needs for response Lo any emergency within

the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. In short, the procedure

the

that is in effect Lo satisfy resource shortages is [or

township or borough to go to its county and the counlky to




PEMA rather than fou. direct nogotiat!onu--townshlp to

borough or county to county. (R. Hippert)

2. In accordance with the Pennsylvania Emergency

Management gservices Code, p.L. 1332, No. 323, gection—ar

Secnen, TI01 € Sa(-)
codified in 35 Pa. C.B.A.,X PEMA, in developing plans for

emergency tesponse, is charged with the duty and power
w¢e>o plan and make arrangements for the availability and
use of any private facilities, services and property and,
{f necessary, and if in fact used, provide for payment for
use under terms and conditions agreed upoi." 35 Pa. C.8.A.
Scct¥3'73}3(10). Given this defined :osponaibility and
authority it is incumbent upon PEMA, acting on behalf of
tha Commonwealth and in cecrdination with the pennsylvania
Department of Pransportation, to make feasible and
effective arrangements to ensure that any gschool Dbus
gshortage reported to it by the risk counties will indeed be
filled if an evacuation becomes necessatry. The need LOX
these arrangements 1S further emphasized in 35 Pa., C.S5.A.
section 7301(f) (4). which empowers the Governor, "<s>ubject
to any applicable reqgu . rements for cémpensation under
section 7313(10) e« <to> commandeer Or gtilize any private
property if necesséry ta cope with the disaster emergency.”

(R, Hippert)

3, On September 10, 1904, PEMA received notification Crom
the Chester County pepartment of Emergency services Dby
letter dated September 4, 1984 that the counky had an unme

need for 134 buses. subsequent contact with the county

-



of 80 pbuses to

gshortage consisted

ed that this
nd 54 for

reveal
the evacuation of

evacuate school children @
persons without tzanspo:tation, the handicapped and others
not able to leave by prxivate automobiles. Although PEMA
should be 1
\;N~0AUV

nty that these figures
QD PEMRS WA

was advised by Chester Cou
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considered gubject O change/
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plan for
checking

Incidents
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and

Response
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Montgomery County needed 3’/

within

PEMA
the countyr and

available from

l had that quantity
‘! thus was repo:ting no unwek bus needs for Lhe uvacuution of
This was the Cigst formal indication gthat PEMA
adequacy of lbuses.

gschools.
had Lrom Montgomery County regarding
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Montgomery s and

county area, Bucks, Chester, pDelaware,

philadelphia. SEPTA is tharefore the logical gource £OF

filling the unmet bus needs of Chester County. While the

Governwr has authorit

agreements and/or implewmenting procedures should be in

place .0 ensure that the buses are and will be available ©0

meet the ghortage in Chester Countye. while PEMA is

responsible for making these acrangements, the Depa:tment

of rransportation has the expecrtise to provide the

technical Lnto:natton regarding assemblage of buses,

estimated travel times to cransportation staging areas,

fair compensation for use of buses and similar procedures

gE conditions that should be addressed. pEMA and the

pepartment of T:ansportatton, together with their legal

counsels are developing @ proposed agreement that could

provide for filling the unmet needs without the need to

commandeer buses. I1f this

.“(\d(’,\';Q_\C) Qge(>s Ay Qe '\\\G e ¢ \ %\G‘\,h\-' vﬁ“\f‘\\\iz_“‘t’ i ;_‘(: Tieats (' Hest O

proced K will Dbe invoked in suppert Ot the Governor's

commandeering of buses. when the proposed agreement is

completed, PEMA and the pepartment of pransportakion, in

conjunction with Chester County s intend tO meet with SEPTA

and/or other bus companies that way be able and willing ko

agree in advance Lo meeb the bus shortages peeded O effect

a one-lift evacuatiow of school children. AL present ic

appeacs that such an agreement should be between the counlty

{nvolved and the bus company. with the Commonwealth gerving

as the catalyst for its consummation. yhe Board will be

y to commandeer the needed buses, o

effort fails, the aqfeeé—upeu—-
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kept advised as to the ongoing stat

made by PEMA tO resolve the gnmet bus

us and progress being

needs of Chester

County. (R. Hippert)

LEA-12

ks County

The draft Montgomery s chester, and Ber
not

RERP's and the 8chool pistrict RERP's are
capable of being impleuonted because there is not
reasonable assurance at there will be
gufficient numbers Of teachers and staff required
to stay at school during a tadlological emergency
if sheltering is recommaended  au a puotuctivc
measure, OF that there will be sufficient pumbers
of school staff available to evacuate ith
children in the event of a :adloloqical
emargency. Therefore, children are not
adequately p:oteccod by the draft RERP'S.

The thrust of this contention is based upon the

question: ﬂlll there be gulficient teachers and school

staff available to ensure the safety of school children in

the event sheltering ©OF evacuation should be :equirad?

gsupporting questions are:

1. What basis is there for presuming that teachers or

school stafl will stay on duty during a

radiological emecgency? pHow will collactive

pargaining agreements jmpact upon this

presump Lion?

2, What is the basis foF the apparent assumption in

the plans that scheol buildings are adequate for

sheltering as 4 protcctive action?




3, Are ongoing training programs an effective means

of informing teachecs and gtaff concerr.ingd the

pature and scope of a potential tadiologlcal

emexgency?

4, Can the capability t@ implement school district
plans only be dcmonst:atcd by conducting

un&nnounccd evacuation and sheltering arills?

6., The availability of teachers and school staff in the

event of an accident at Limerick is & question that must be

gesolved at the school district 1evel, and is one that mus t

be oont:onted by school officials in plannlng to meet any

majow disaster, whether man-caused QL natucale. 1f either

sheltering OF evacuation should become necessaryys classes

could be combined and theceby the normal

studcnts-to-teache: ratio could he reduced. 1t is not,

however, @ feasible solution toO report an alleged rack of

teachers OF staff as an unmet need and expect it Lo be

filled by pe:sonnel from outside the EP%Z. The time elaement

and problems involved in relying on gsuch an alternative

would indeed hinder, and in all likclihuod prcclude, a

prompt and safe evacualtion of the school children. (R.

Hippert)

7. At p:esent, school district plans akre weitten 89 that

ghe risk school teachers @are not only to accompany the

children ‘to the host school buk are also to romain with

them until they are picked UP by their parents or other
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authorized individuals. Although not the procedure

preferred by PEMA, it is permissible 1f acceptable to and

desired by the school districts. The course of action

preferred by PEMA is for the cisk teachers to accowmpany the

A0, e s W o ouel Yo nest
children to thédhéoat gg;ooﬂ(teachers and officials. This

permits the risk teachers to be released to care for OF

rejoin their own families who may also Dbe involved in the

evacuation, While this could pose some problems at the

host school, they arc mote of an administrative nature and

do not have the impact of those confronting risk teachers

concerned with the safety of their own families as well as

that of the children under their charge. An agreement

between the host and risk school districts should resolve

any supposed administrative roadblocks preventing use of

this alternate procedure. This alternative might assist a

iy,
risk school district to ensure that more of eﬁé&%—teacheus

would be available Gto supervise Lthe children during the

evacuation phase only. (R. Hippert)

8. In response to Lthe question raised aboult the

suitability of school buildings for sheltering, the

Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Resources, Bureau

6f Radiation Protection states in parageaph 10.2.2.2,

Appendix 12, Aunnex kE Lo the Commonwealth's Disaster

Operations Plan that, "in the general ciimate of the

Commonwealth, any building which is reasonably winter

worthy  will sulfice, wikh windows and doors Lightly

closed.” Sheltering as a protective action is a topic

‘.\f; P
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the training that is available, and Lhas been
affs parttcipating

addressed in
in

p:esontod to teachers and school st
this training. (Re Hippert)
LEA-13
There must be specific and adequate plans for
in day care, pursery and p:e-school
ble assurance

children

g:OQtaus in order to provide reasona
hat this pa:ticularly sensitive segment
yopulation {s adequately p:otoctod.

centered acound the basic

of the

question:

The contention is
hed to

guate and specific 'planning been accomplis

Has ade
ensure the safety and protection of children in day <carey
nursery and pteschool facilities? Additional questions
arqs

1. Have the transportation needs Lo ovacuake day

care, nhursery and preschoal facilities been

n they be met?

determined and ca

g identify all

y carey pursery

2, Do municipal and county plan

licensed, as well as unlicensed da

and preschool facilities within the EPZ?

preaasignmant of

3. Have arrangements been made £OF
the tranuportation resources needed tO avacuate

these facilities?

be the basis for a decision to implement

fncillties?

4, What will

.sheltecing at these




y careq nursery and p:eschool

9, A model plan for use by da
in coordination with

gacilities has been developed by PEMA
of gducation and public

the Ponnsylvania Depa:tments
of

welface. These two dcpartnonts subsoquently sent copies

the model plan to their licensed day careys pucsery and

5 within the Lime:ick Plume EPZ and

p:olchool facilitiec
of the necessity of propa:inq a
Unliccnood facilities

advised them plan for

cesponse tO an accident at Limerick.

have subsoquently been identiﬁiud amnd have baeen advised

bh;Lugh—tho risk counties of the need for @ plan and how E0

obtain nelp in developing one. (R Hippert)

The medel plan provides policy guidellnes, tecommonded

v
procedu:es for notifying parents in the event of an

accident and 2 detailed listing of actions to be taken
gication. A sawmple letter O

under each emergency classi
plan with explicit

parents is included in the model
ceference as to the action that would be caken bY the

gacility. (R. Hippart)

10. Although proviaions model plan
for parents to be potified to pick upP ghelr children at @
Sité or General Emergency s the facility divecktor also has
the option of arranyging for this action ok ghe Aleck shage.
1t is the :esponsibility of the facility dipectok

host the children in the
evacuation is necessaryrs reference t

gite-is tO be included in the letter EO pa:ents,

~\\-

Lo

egvent

o the deaignated host

and they




are expressly advised to pick upP their children at this

location if an evacuation takes place. (R. Hippert)

dicates that transpo:tation

11. While the model plan in
responsibility of the

thhi:od for evacuation is the

facility, it also advises the facility ¢to contact 1its
municipal emergency management coordinator OF the county
necessary. for assistance

emergency management agency. if

plan. The facility plan must be

in developing a

the municipal plan and prudent and

coordinated with
should gesult in

responsible action by the two parties
transportation difficulties.

common sense approach

resolution of any I1f not,

referral to the county would be the

to md%ting the need. (R. Hippert)

12. A listing of day care, pursery and preschool

.facllitiel should appear in the respective municipal plans
and corresponding county plans. iIn view of the efforkt

é.
recently cxpfnded to identify poth the licensed and
there 18 no viable reason why this

unlicensed facilities,

cannot be done. (R, Hippert)

' LEA-14(a)

The school District RERP's and the Chester,
perks, and Manbgomery County RERP's  are deficiont
because Lthere are inadequate provisions of unilks
of dosimetry-Ki Lok sehool bus deivers. teachers,
or school staff who may be requiraed to raemain in
the EPZ for prolonged periods of time or who may

be required to make multiple trips into the EPZ
@ *.o.8%n the event of a radiological emergency due to

shortages of equipment and pecrsonnel.




e specific question:

This contention raises th

why do not school districts and Berks, Chestekr, and

Montgomery County Pplans include provisions for issuing

school bus dcivers, teachers, and

dosimetry and KI to

school staff. Accompanying questions are:

1. Will all school buses be required to pass through

bafore reporting
how will the

the transportation staging area

to schools being evacuated? If not,

drivers obtain dosimetry and KI?

2. How many units of dosimetry/KI will be available

at the transportation staging areas for 3ecrks,

y Counties and what was the

Chester, and Montgomer

pasis for determining that this amount wouald be

adequate?

3. 8ince gsheltering could be recommended shouldn't

teachers and school staff be issued dosimetry and

trained in its use?

13. As explained in response to LEA-11 it 18 PEMA'S
position that evacuation of the school children be
accomplished in a one=lift bus move, and PEMA has no reason
accomp L ished. Nii pl\-v{mmly

to doubt that this can be
taken to ensura that

will

indicated, definitive acbion is beiny

reported unmet bus neads can be filled. T™is

for multiple trips and

or KI

therefore preclude the wnecessity

accordingly there is no need to have dosimetry

<—\P\/




available for bus drivers, teachers or school staff. Once
the evacuation of the school children 18 effectively
underway and all buses are enroute to host schools, there
is no requirement for teachers OF staff to remain at the
risk school district or within the BEPZ, and thus no need
for them to be {ssued either dosimetry or K. posimetry
and KI are issued only to emecrgency workers, and gchool bus

drivers, teachers and school staff are not considered io

this category for the reasons indicated above. (Re Hippert)

14. The one-lift concept pertains not only ¢to the
evacuation of school children but also to all pecrsons EO be
evacuateé by bus. This in principle would eliminate the
necegsity for ‘having any dosimetry ©OF K1 available at the
transportation staging areas. As o contingency there (I8
certainly nothing wrong in maintaining 4 limited supply of
dosimetry and KI at the staging area for potsn(ial use in
weeting an unforeseen development. The maintenance of a
supply for routine 1ssue of drivers ol vehicles 18,
howevetr, nhot necessaty in view of Lthe one~11iLt concept.

(Re Hippect)

15, As stated earlier, school staffs are noct considered

emergancy workevs and thaerelore will nol be i ssuad

dosimetry and need ol be Ltrained in  1LS
sheltering becomes necessary the decision will Dbe upoh

recummcnduLiunu from the DBareau of Radiation P[otchiun,

utilizing monitoring data from 1ts Owh sources, federal

-0~




similarly. the decision to

itself.
from the same

and the plant
cing would bhe base

agencies
d on data

terminate shelte

school staffs

are considered part of the general

sources.
as a

public and dosimetry is

pot issued O the populace
termination

or

o determining the initiation
(R. Hippe:t)

y:econdition t

of sheltering as a protective action.

LEA-14 (D)

The Chestect, perks, and Montgomery County school
pistrict RERP'S fail to provide reasonable
assurance hat school . bus drivers, teachers, OF
other school gstaff are properly grained for

tadlological emergencies.

For the second part of this contention the question
«

is: Have the school bus drivers, teachers, and school
adeqguat? training Lo enable them to respond

staff received
adiological ame

effectively in the event of ac«rx cgency?
tetmination? Follow=-0oh questions

is the pasis for this de

are:
1. Have they been trained to deal with contaminated

individuals and eqnipment?

2. Have they been advised as to the hazards of
radiation cxposure and the use of equipmant to

enuure their salfaety?

rs and gtaff know what areas of the

3., Do teache
o be used for

pchool building OF complex are t

sheltering?

what



4, Has any training been accomplished as to the

handling of the potontlal stress and‘anxiety that

could be displayed by the school children during a

:adioloqtcal emergency?

5, Are bus drivers familiar with the routes they are

to use?

16. rraining speci!ic to the needs of school bus drivers,

teachers and school gstalfs FOF response Lo an accident at

Limerick has been and continues to De offered. It is

available through contact with the amergency management

agency for the respective risk county. (De. Taylor,

R.yuippe:t).

17, School bus drivers, school staffs and teachers will

have bheen evacuated prior to any release of radioactive

material from the Limerick facility. Hence, there 18 no

neced for training in dealing with contaminated parsons

and/or equipment for these groups: purther, in the remote

possibility that decontamination may become necessarys the

involved individuals and equipment would be raeferred Lo

decpntamination centers at the periphery of the plume EPZ,

or at the mass care centerSe (0. paylor)

168., Similariy. school staff pcrsnnncl will not be issued

i
dSﬁF;t:y because they will have heen evacuated priokx Lo any

release of radioactive material from the facility. Hence,

there is no need for lnstruction in the use of dosimelbry-

(0. Taylor)

-1UV”




19, 1If pus drivers

are to travel then prov

with strip maps.

The Chester and Mont?ome
school pistrict RERP's arce not capable of being

availability of sufficien

the school €

the: questions:

e be enough drivets

ther

ares

lnylouoncod
rovide bus drivers who are comm

available during

are not familiarx with the routes they

isions must pe made Lo provide thew
(R. Hippert)
LEA-15
the

gy County RERP's and

pecause the p:ovisions made
emergency

a tadiological
of alert are

during p:climina:y stages

even
inadequate.
Like LEA-11l, this "contention deals with the

2.

3.

* ¢children £ rom

t buses to effect an evacua:lon of

s more definitive hy raising

nildeen but become
¢ will

en L sufficient puses ate available

Ev

to wan them? Follow=0N questions

nt with the bus

ell as buses?

Are therxe letters of agreeme

companies tO provide drivers as ¥

n contracts authorize oL

Do employment or unio

conversely prohibit, the atilization of bus
drivers to evacuate school children during a
radioloyical energency? 1£ authorized, have the

drivers been |)|«'l\|l,-t|l,i| fad?

Are bus drivers aware that some of them wmay be
nceded atter the evacuation to transport the
host schools LO mass cace ccntcus?

|
|
|
|



- 4, Have considerations peen given O the possibility

that d:ive:shliving within the EPZ may give a

higherx p:tority to evacuating their own families

than to t:anspo:tlng school children out of the

gpz? What is to preclude chis from happoning?

5, Has the posslbility of drivers being required to

make multiple trips to ef act the evacuation been

addressed in the ongaing craining p:ogﬁums?

/
20, As stated in respons

e to LEA=-1l, Chester County has

'g unmet bus needs. in the

{dentified for PEMA the County

case of Montgomery County, the county has advised PEMA DY

copy of Annex Qs praft $7 that there are no unmet bus

needs. This 1nEormation does not include the nature,

number OF language of any existing co.unty/bus company
e

ag:eomonts. Therefore pEMA is not in a position to comment

on the specific points raised in th.s contention. in

making arrengements to [ill reported unwe b peeds PEMM will

ensure that p:oceduues are establishea Lo pcovidc a

for each pus being made available. whean apranging to Eill

anmet needs PEMA gives priority to those necessary for the

evacuation of school children. The requirement for
jdentifiable rasources to £ill pokth the gnmelk bus needs of
lic is recoqninud and will be

schools and the general pub

handled accordingly. (Re Hippett)

dcive(’



The gtate, County s and Huniclpal RERP'S are
inadequate pecause farmers who mway be da.ignated

as emergency workers in

11vostock in the event o
emergency have pnot beend p:ovided adequate

training and dosimetry.

For this contontion the issue is: Have farmers vho

greenter the EPZ as emargency workers after an evacuation to

tend 1ivestock received adequate craining and will

sufficient dosimetry be avatlabla? Follow=-on quostions

: aces’

l

1., Have the actual aumber of farmers who would pe in

this category been identified?

2, Will gufficient dosimetry be available to allow

for multiple :eentries?

3, What does the chinition of “1ivestock" lnclude?

4, WwWill an info:mational prochure be issued to

ta:me:s? 1 S0y when and how often?

5, In addition to ongoing training will refresher

training be of fered o farmers on a regular pasis?

31, In tecoqnizinq Farmers wilh \ivvﬁtnck in the BP%4 a8

emergency workers. pEMA has made o attempt to 1imit che

definition of livestock,nor to cestrict what 18 peant by @

farmer , with livestock to the U.5. Department of hqriculture

SDNM

(USDA) 1ist. [t is the responaibility of the county U

16




A

agent, the county emergency management agency and the

municipalities {nvolved tO develop @ comptehensive 1ist and
| ensure that it is as complete as possible. posimetry must
then be available for the number of farmers S0 jdentified.
it is not necessary: however, t© have additional dosimetry
available for multiple reentries ©OF :cy!unishmcnt of
supplies. pDosimeters are not expendable items. gach
fagmer will be jssued EtWO self-reading dosimeters and @&
permanent-:eco:d dosimeter, as well as Ki and 9
Dosimetzy-KI Report Form wheb autho:izad access tO the EPZ.

The self-reading dosimeters ¢an be used over again, if

o
necesaary1~:ezcroing on dosimetry chargers located at

issufng points. The pecmanunt-recocd dosimeters atre to be
Sa Sy i ad

ured only pe the individuals to whom ot191nally issued,

are to be retained DbY that person wntil ne further

reentries are to be made into the EPZ. (Re Hippert)

22, The reference tO farmers with, or who keep: 1ivestock
is found in several places in Annex E tO the Communwealth's
Disaster operations pPlan. See pauagLJphu 11.M. (6) PpPage
gE=16=2, V.A. pages E-16-B-J and 2 é Attachment B on
page E-16-B-6-1 and VI.C.l. pPage g-17-68. ID none ©f the
references is Lthe phrase limited OF restricted Lo any LYP®

of livestock. (R. pippert)

3. While PEMA will provide for the training of
nstructoxs or @ course of instruction, it is the

zesponsibility of the counties tO train municileitics and

S\




eorganizations in their respective arcas(?ce paragraph II,

Appendix 19, Annex E, Commonwealth Disaster Operations
plan). This would include training for farmers in the use
of dosimetry. The existence of an Emergency workers
Instructor Course is specifically referenced in paragraph
} 111.H, page E-19~2 of Annex E. (R, Hippert) such training
is currently available and has been offered GO farmers
affected by ULimerick. such training will continue to be

made available to all facrmers in the plume EPZ. (p. Taylor)

4. An informational brochure was prepared by the
pennsylvania Department of Agriculture for distribution to
farmers within the plume EPZz of the Three Mile Island
Nuclear 8tation. The brochure could Dbe adapted by the
pepartment of Agcriculture, in conjunction with PEMA, for
use within the Limerick plume EPZ. The applicant could
then print and distribute the brochure within the Limerick

EPz, as was the case in the TMI &area. (R. Hippert)

l.l'l.’\~2()'

The Draft County and Municipal RERP'S are
deficient in Lhat they do nol comply wilth 10
C.F.R, 50.47(b) (3) because there is no
agssurance of prompt notification of emergency
workers who muat be in place before an evacuation
alert can be tmplemented, and there is no
assurance ol aduogua be capability to comluct roulke

alerting.

25, This contention was appacrently developed under the
assumption that county and municipal gocs must be fully

mobilized, and emergency workers in-place, before the

R i




public can be alerted by activation of the siren system.

the sirens can be activated from the communication centers,

ed 24-hours @ day, in each of the risk counties. In

that an accident escalates 80O

pann

the unlikely 8 ituation

rapidly that only minimal mobilization, if any, can be

achieved, the sirens could be activated by on=-duty

pouonnol in the communication centers, after telephonic

coordination petween PEMA and the risk county coordinators.

acomplished, however, only upon order

Activa;ion would be

of the county coordinator to his communication center and

after appropriate verification as to the validity of the

order. This would indeed be a worst case situation and is

gsed only to jillustrate that the degtee of emergency worker

mobilization has little relation EoO the capability for

activating the sirens. While route alerting would not be

possible in this worst-case scenario, it is put a

supplemental system LO be used if necessacy. (R. Hippert)

26. The Sole purpose of activation of the sirens is to

alert the public to tune their radios ox TVS Lo Lhe EBS.

It is nolk an aubomalic nuti[iuaLiun to avacuate. In @

situation moving as fast as that ceferenced above,

evacuation would not really be @ feasible option and

sheltering would be the protective ackion to be

recommended. proadcast of such @ meusage over the BLS

could also be handled without mobilization of the county




P

37, As indicated in paragraph V. B., page E-8-2, Appendix
§ of Annex B to the Commonwealth's Disaster Operations

plan, the sirens way be sounded:

1. When there is significant information that will

reassure the public of their safety.

2., When the public is to be informed of a plant
status that way lead them to iwmplement gpecific

actions on their Owha.

3, When specific actions (to include protective

actions) are to be taken by the public.

\!

“38. This contention appeacrs erroneously to equate

sctivation of the sirens only to Man evacuakion alert”.

while an orderly and effective evacuation would necessitate
neacly full mobilization ¢f emergency workers, the sirens
could be activated for any of the purposes enumerated above

vell before this degree of mobilization is reached.

(R, Hipperkt)



PROFESSIONAL Q!f\LIFIC‘\TIONS

Ralph J. Hippert

1 am the Deputy Director, Plans and Preparedness for the
Pennsylvania Emergency Management Agency. I am involved in planning
response 1o man-made and natural disasters at the State, county and

mnicipal level with emphasis on potential accidents at fixed nuclear

facilities.

I joined the Pennsylvania Bnergency Management Agency in July,

1980, as a planner in the areas referenced above and assumed my present

position in May, 1961. For several months prior to that I was a
consultant working on municipal preparedness plans for comnunities
surrounding T™I.
In Octeber, 1979, I completed over 32 years of active and
reserve military service with the last seven years on active duty as a
¢ faculty member. at the U.S. Ammy War College. I have held Avmy Reserve
‘ assignments from platoon leader to battalion commander to deputy comnander
of brigade size units. These assignments included responsibility for
mobilization planning and response to civil disturbaaces, such as the
Watts Riot in Los Angeles.
My civilian positions were: Public Relations Manager {oT & WUl ci-
} plant international cowpany; Advertising Managev for the sawe conceir;
b and Assistant to the Soles Manager 1ol the Agriculiuval PDivision ob an
international chemical compaty .
I hold a B.S. in Business Administration from the University of
California and 3 M.A. in Political Science from Shippensburg grate College.
' lana graduate of the U.S5. Army Command and General Staff College and the

Army War College.




BIOGRAPHY OF DONALD F. TAYLOR

) Denald F. Taylor is presently the Director of Training and
Séucation for the Pennsylvania Emergency Management Agency. His office

{s ia Harrisburg, but he conducts a wide variety of training scssions
ghroughout the Commonwealth.

tern Pennsylvania, received his
ocated in Beaver Falls,

degrees and

g Mr. Taylor, & native of wes
bechelor's degree from Geneva College, which is 1
masylvania. He completed graduate work on two master's

s doctorate at the University of pictsbuvrgh.

o His employment with the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania began

f 4a April, 1977 when he was named as the Nuclear Civil Protection

0fficer and charged to develop the Pennsylvania Crisis Relocation Plan.
1a July, 1978, Mr. Taylor was promoted to head the Office of Training

| god Education, He designs, implements and manages a state-wide compre=
bensive training program in the ficld of emergency management.

Mz, Tayler has experience as a high school teacher, a
wllege teacher and a college administrator. He has also managed
[ political campaigns and has been a political speech writer. In addition
to being the editor of two newsleLLers, he has writkten for both news=
¥ pepers and magaziunes. He served as the director of a tehabilitation
center. Mr, Taylor has also been active in several business ventures.

He presently resides in New Cumberland, Pennsylvania.




