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1 THE CHAIRMAN: Good morning. Thank

2 you all for coming. Just as a general overview

3 of the meeting, we're focusing today on Seabrook

4 beaches again hoping we can come up with some

5 finished work product in the way of RAC reviews,

6 and we will be passing around shortly a revised

7 RAC Review section reflecting the results of the

8 last meeting concerning J.9 and J.10m and the

9 Resources Study. The primary purpose of the

10 meeting today, of course, is New Hampshire's

11 responses that have been cant in to FEMA

12 concerning the beach population.

| 13 'In addition today we want to cover the

14 other. items on the agenda to the extent time

'

15 Permits. The agenda is not as long as it may

16 seem at first glance. Items 5, 6 and 7 are

17 really just status reports from FEMA to make

18 sure that everyone on the RAC understands what's

19 going on. Item 8 is just a hopeful sort of

20 thing. If we can possibly get to it, we'd love

21 to cover the State of Maine Review. At least we

22 can give out some additional material that

23 Bob Rospenda -- or at least we can discuss

24 some additional material that Bob Rospenda has

B A R REPORTING SERVICE
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1 prepared.

I I2 With that I'd like to make mention of

3 the fact that we have a court reporter here

4 today transcribing the meeting, and

5 Attorney Flynn from Washington is also here as

6 well as Joe Keller from Idaho National Lab as

7 well as the usual FEMA staff and RAC members.

8 Joe, did you want to say anything?

9 MR. FLYNN: Yes, thank you, Ed. I

10 realize that it's unusual, if not unprecedented,

11 in the RAC meetings in this region to have a

12 court reporter. We have used a court reporter

13 in connection with the SHCRM RAC meetings, I

14 believe.

|
! 15 THE CHAIRMAN: Well, a lot of people

16 shaking their heads. That's not the recollection

17 of the people in the room.

18 MR. FLYNN: The matter was given some

19 serious thought, and the decision was

20 essentiall" nade by the state and Local

21 Programs Director in Washington. He realize

22 that there might be an adverse affect on the

| 23 freedom of your discussions. We hope that's not'

24 the case, but the reason the decision was made
i

: L 9
|

| B A R REPORTING SERVICE
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1 to ask the court reporter to transcribe the

2 meeting is you're all aware that it was intense

3 interest in what was said at previous RAC

4 meetings, the nuances of what was, said and so

5 on, and it's reasonable to expect there will be

6 equally intense interest in this meeting, and

7 the thought was that those questions can be put

8 to rest once and for all by simply making a

9 record, and we hope that this will avoid having

10 the RAC members bothered later on with questions

11 about did you say this, did you not say this,

| 12 who said what, what were the views of the people

13 at the RAC meeting. That wil' all be the subject

14 with a clear record. So we offer apologies for

15 n t having invited your comments before this

16 decision was made. Actually it was made late

| last week, and I don't know that we would have
17

1

( 18 had a chance to call everybody, and I'll

19 apologize for not having brought it to a head

| 20 earlier. But that's why this action was taken.

21 We hope you'll understand and we also hope that

22 this in no way affects the discussion that will

i

23 9 "*

24 THE CHAIRMAN: Bob Bores.!

1

1

B A R REPORTING SERVICE



- - _ _

6

1 MR. BORES: Joe, what is the intent

2 in terms of distribution of the trancripts? | |

3 Will each RAC member be getting a copy or the

4 agency be getting a copy?

5 MR. FLYNN: Certainly the RAC members

6 will get copies and you can distribute them as

7 you see fit. We have not been asked by the

intervenors or any of the parties to provide8
,

9 copies, but as soon as the existence of the

10 transcript becomes known, we will be asked for

11 copies, so I fully expect that we will be

12 providing copies to intervenors, the applicant

13 as well as the agencies he represented on the
.

14 RAC.

THE CHAIRMAN: If I may say that if
15

16 someone had suggested we transcribe these

meetings four months ago by having a court
17

18 reporter here, I would have opposed it because

I would fear that it would have put a
19

stiltiness to the conversation and might not20

21 have brought out the full advice of the RAC

22 members, but weighing what I have personally

23 been through at the ASLB, the charges that had

24 been made, the innuendos and the attempts made

t 9
B A R REPORTING SERVICE
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1 to manufacture real and imagined differences,

2 I think it's absolutely necessary that we have

3 this, and I really do ask for everyone's

4 indulgence in this matter.
.

5 Bob Bores and I spent the better part

6 of almost two days, a day and a half, describing

7 what had gone on in last January's RAC meeting,

8 and I.think we did fairly well. There was one
.

9 difference of recollection between Bob and I

10 that stands out in my mind, but basically I

11 think we gave them a very full report. It was

12 interesting that it took us just about as long

13 to report on the meeting as it took us to do

14 the meeting collectively. In view of the one

15
difference between Bob's recollection and mine,

16 let me tell everyone what it was. It was

17 probably a fairly minor and innocuous point

18 which concerned the conduct of the meeting. As
,

19 I recall what Bob recalled, Bob indicated to the

20 group that one of the things we did in January

21 was go around the table with Attorney Flynn

22 acting as traffic cop and solicit the views of

23 the members, not as to how they they were

24 currently viewina the Seabrook beach situation, bu

B A R REPORTING SERVICE
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1 rather what they had said last July 30th. I

( 2 indicated I remembered absolutely no such

3 discussion, that in fact Attorney Flynn and I

4 had discussions with Oirtually everybody that

5 had been at the July 30th meeting prior to the

6 January meeting, and we had satisfied ourselves

7 as to what had gone on in July and had no reason

.

to go back over that again in January, and that8

9 is the best of my recollection at this time,

10 that we discussed where people were currently

11 as of January and moved on from there. There

12 were some times when comments were made about

. 13 what had happened in July did come up in the

14 course of the January meeting, but generally we

15 were looking at where we were in January and

16 looking forward to solutions as opposed to

17 going back over past history.

18 For the sake of the record, if no one

19 objects, I'd like to just take a few minutes

20 and see on this one point.

21 First of all, Bob, did I correctly

22 state your view?

'A MR. BORES: Yes, it was, and let me

N just add the context of that was really, I think,

B A R REPORTING SERVICE
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1 trying to determine what points the RAC had

2 agreed to, had not agreed to, so that we can

3 move forward, and that's why we went back to

4 the July 30th meeting.

5 THE CHAIRMAN: And what I reported to

6 everyone is that I just had no recollection of

7 going around saying what did you say last

8 July 30th because we already knew what everyone

9 had said last July 30th, and we only want to

10 know is what did you say right now and let's

11 move forward.

12 Herb?

13 MR. FISH: Herbert Fish, Department of

14 Energies. My recollection of the January meeting

15 when Joe Flynn attempted to get us onto a steady

16 course in the track that we in fact did discuss

17 the position of the'RAC on July 30th. That is

|

| 18 my recollection.

|
MR. CONKLIN: Craig Conklin, and again19

go I'll --

MR. WASSERMAN: Stanley Wasserman.| 21
|

22 MR. CONKLIN: Oh, I'm sorry.

23 MR. WASSERMAN: I wasn't here in the-

21 earlier meeting, and I was asked to speak in the

| B A R REPORTING SERVICE
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1 January meeting, and I was asked to speak to

2 indicate what my position was at that time

3 because I hadn't even been here to recapitulate

4 what may have gone on in the earlier meeting.

5 However, most of the presentations and a good

6 deal of the discussion did revert back to what

7 had previously been said, but when we went

8 around the table, I wouldn't have had anything

9 to contribute if it had been restricted only

10 to what had happened in the earlier meeting.

11 THE CHAIRMAN: Craig?

12 MR. CONKLIN: Craig Conklin. I could

.13 say the same thing that Stan said, that the

(- < >
14 initial parts of the discussion were directed

towards each member's recollection of what had15

16 happened in July and then my participation wasn't

17 until we moved forward to the point where we

18 were at that meeting.

MR. CHURCH: Warren Church, FDA.ig

20 I do recall at the January meeting that

21 J e Flynn had canvassed each of us as to our

22 recollections for the July 30 meeting.

23 THE CHAIRMAN: Byron?

24 MR. KEENE: Byron Keene. I think I

L O.
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1 mentioned to Joe who. interviewed me with regard

2 to that meeting, but I didn't back into it.

_ 3 THE CHAIRMAN: Well, that's just

4 interesting.

5 MR. LUTZ: I don't remember----

6 THE CHAIRMAN: Paul?

7 MR. LUTZ: --- the details of how it

8 was being done, but I recall making a statement

9 to Joe Flynn that my views in the earlier meeting

|

10 I had already given to him in the discussion in

11 Vermont, the Vermont exercise, and that I

12 repeated that.

-[~'l 13 THE CHAIRMAN: Byron?

: 14 MR. KEENE: It appeared that we
|
|

15 referred back to the other meeting, but we did

16 not go back and replow the grounds. It was a

17 matter of just establishing a lapse where we
|
;

18 were and therefore we're here now. Let's go on

19 from here. So possibly both of you were right.

20 THE CHAIRMAN: Bob Rospenda?

MR. ROSPENDA: Bob Rospenda, Argonne.21

22 I seem to recall Joe going around and getting

23 everybody's input. I don't remember if it was,

24 you know, a vote as such.

B A R REPORTING SERVICE
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1 THE CHAIRMAN: No, no. What we're

i
2 trying to ascertain is if everyone underSt7od

3 that when they were being asked to give theiz
|

4 views, they were being asked to give their views

5 as January or whether some people thought that

6 they were being asked to state what they had

7 said in July.

8 MR. ROSPENDA: I interpreted it as

9 what their opinion was at that point in time.

10 MR. KEENE :' In January?

11 MR. ROSPENDA: In January.

12 MR. LUTZ: Well, that was a different

13 survey. He went around twice, didn't y.ou, Joe?

14 MR. FLYNN: That's' correct.

15 MR. LUTZ: Why don't we ask Joe what

16 he recalls.

17 MR. FLYNN: That's interesting, Paul.

18 I don't remember whether I went around twice or

19 not. What I remember is trying to.get the

20 discussion to the point of what are the

21 remaining issues, and a certain amount of that

22 necessarily involved repeating what had been

23 said earlier, but my intention, and I hope that

24 came through in the way the discussion went, .

B A R REPORTING SERVICE
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I was to set a framework for the late discussion in,

2 [
the meeting in January. That is to say, we know

3 what everybody has said. Let's focus on what are*

_

4 the issues right now that we need to work on.
,

5 THE CHAIRMAN: Jack?

6 MR. DOLAN: Jack Dolan. My recollection

7 is exactly as what Joe just said, and my notes

8 also reflect the same thing.

9 THE CHAIRMAN: The interesting thing

10 about all this is that, you know, we've taken

11 ten minutes to do this, but you can understand

12 the necessity where we're getting into such fine

13 Points and minutia as to at what time a
'(

-

I'4 particular individual may have said something or

15 other, how many minutes conversations lasted,

16 that it really is necessary to have a court

17 reporter, and I hope that you can all abide by

i
18 that. It'll certainly make for a more organized'

meeting because we're certainly only going to begg ,

20 able to have one person speaking at a time.

21
That's going to be a first for us, I think.

22 Mr. Wasserman:

23 MR. WASSERMAN: As long as we're in

24 preliminaries, I'd like to make it known

B A R REPORTING SERVICE
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1 that when I returned to New York after thi.s

2 meeting, I received a call from the Boston Globe

3 in which they were trying to coerce me into

4 answering questions regarding what went on in

the discussions here, and I refused to cooperate
5

6 and was taken to task and raked over the coals

7 by the reporter for being nonresponsive and not

8 giving a damn about what the public wants to

9 know. I don't know if this is significant or

10 not, but it was to me. Did anyone else get a

call from the Boston Globe? They called me in
11

12 New York.

13 THE CHAIRM N: The record should show

(. I i

14 that everyone else is shaking their head and
'

15 no one else is volunteering.

16 MR. FISH: He was distinguished

17 because it was his first meeting.

18 MR. WASSERMAN: Howedid they know I

gg was so distinguished?

20 MR. .KEENE: Byron Keene. I got quoted

in the Globe.21

22 THE CHAIRMAN: Byron, you did get a

23 call then from the Globe?

I
i 24 MR. KEENE: Yes. But we wanted

L 9
|
|

| B A R REPORTING SERVICE
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1 Larry Tighes' cooperation on.some other aspects,

| 2 so I was somewhat more cooperative.

3 MR. WASSERMAN: Isn't there a

. 4 position or something regarding fielding wha

5 you think went on at these meetings when you're

6 queried by reporters or are we free to say what

7 we want or forget I asked the question?

8 THE CHAIRMAN: No. I think that's a

9 fair question. Our preference would be that

10 questions -- what we have traditionally said is

11 that questions should be referred to the

12 Chairman.

. 13 MR. WASSERMAN: That's what I did.

- ''
14 THE CHAIRMAN: And the Chairman will

15 answer that the matter is in litigation on the

16 advice of counsel. Anything we say will be said

17 on the stand by their examination.

18 MR. WASSERMAN: Thank you.

19 THE CHAIRMAN: If you do end up
,

20 saying something to the reporters, I certainly

21 would like to know what it is you said.

22 MR. WASSERMAN: You'll read about it.

23 THE CHAIRMAN: But that may not be the

24 same story.

10
V
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1 Okay. Why. don't we get down to cases.

2 Jack Quinlan is passing out a Argonne staff

3 prepared document which is perhaps a good way

for us to slide into the conversation of4

5 New Hampshire's response on the beach population.

6 Get squared away about in essence where we are

7 with respect to the review of J.9, J.10m; that

8 is to say where we were when,we left the RAC

9 meeting in January. This is a write-up of that

10 as well as a write-up concerning the additional

11
information that was supplied the end of August

12 on the Resources Study. From this we can then

13 see if New Hampshire's response, or to what

~

14 extent New Hampshire's response requires us to

make additional changes in the RAC Review. So
15

16 why don't we give everybody a couple of minutes

to read through this.
|

17

|

MR. KEENE: These are proposed! 18

additions which should be read as part of this
39

with the balloons ---| 20
|

THE CHAIRMAN: What we're doing as we
21

|

| 22 go across the sheet in the left-hand col 6mn, the

i

23 previous RAC Review comment, and the middle
1

24 column does have room for the State response

|

| B A R REPORTING SERVICE
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1 action, but it generally is taken up by the

2 amended language which will be inserted into

3 the third column, the RAC Evaluation. These

4 are just simply change sheets to the RAC Review

which was issued last December. I'm sorry, the
5

December before last.6

MR. FLYNN: May.I make a
7

8 housekeeping suggestion? As an old trial

9 lawyer, I'm always conscious of the record and

how unintelligible this exchange will be when
10

someone reads it. What Byron was referring to
11

was the exhibit that Jack Quinlan has just12

| 13
handed out, and here I'm using trial attorney's

14 jargon by calling it an exhibit. It's

1

identified as Enclosure Z, as a matter of fact,
15

16 and he was looking ---

THE CHAIRMAN: 2.
17

18 MR. FLYNN: 2. Excuse me, but

he was referring to what is identified as Page 64
19

Of 134'-

20
l

THE CHAIRMAN: We will provide a copy
21

of this for the reporter, and it will be boundy

into the record.23

Are we ready to get started?
24

8 A R REPORTING SERVICE
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1 What we're trying to do here on this Page 64-134

2 is to express the majority opinion of the RAC

3 with the respect to the transient beach

4 population, to indicate the minority opinion,

5 which opinion was, by the aay, adopted by FEMA

6 in its testimony which was filed with the ASLB.

7 Mr. Fish.

8 MR. FISH: I'd like to ask a question

9 regarding the form and make sure I understand

10 what I'm looking at. I look at column -- I'm

11 reading across the very top, and it says RAC

12 Evaluation of State Response, and then we have

13 a rating that says "response adequate." Now,

I |
14 is that a RAC Evaluation that says it is

15 adequate or inadequate or is it -- I'd like an

16 explanation?

17 THE CHAIRMAN: RAC Evaluation. This

18 is sheets to the RAC Review.

19 MR. FISH: Okay. So that -- one were

20 to conclude if this was a RAC Evaluation and a
i

21 majority opinion of the RAC at that meeting was

22 that this particular J.9 was adequate, I am

23 troubled by an inadequate rating in the next

24 column.
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1 THE CHAIRMAN: I can understand that.

2 The reasoning was we had adopted a long, long

3 time ago for the reasons stated in No. 2 in
_

4 that third column, the information on the

5 transients, we had decided that this would

6 remain inadequate, that that was an inadequacy by
,

7 itself. That had all come up at the time of

8 what we all called for as one paper. In the

9 aftermath of the Bores one paper, it was my

10 understanding that Dr. Bores himself had

11 suggested that that rating remain inadequate

12 until the problem with the transients without

| 13 transportation were taken care of. Now, I think

14 that in any case is ripe for change because you'

15 can see we've got amended, the beginnings of

16 amended language -- we're at No. 2 in that

. 17 column anyway, which would then lead to that
1

18 changing it to adequate, I believe.

19 MR. FISH: Without addressing the

20 substance of your response, I just want to

| 21 clearly understand what the form was here and
!

22 what was intended here, and you have been

23 responsive. I'll resort to Bob Bores his

24 position which you alluded to with respect to

|

| B A R REPORTING SERVICE
|
|

_ _ _ _ - - - - .



_ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ .

. .

20

1 his letters.

2 MR. BORES: I thought the position was { }(
3 open. I'm not sure for that particular item,

4 but ---

5 THE CHAIRMAN: That went through such

6 permutations and discussions I was only

7 tangentially involved and pretty well stayed

8 out of it. It was one or the other. I thought

9 you guys had finally decided on inadequate, and

10 that's certainly what Argonne thouaht.

11 MR. BORES: We were clearly awaiting

12 additional information so whether it was held

13 as open or inadequate really doesn't matter at( I I

14 this point I don't think.

15 THE CHAIRMAN: That's right, because

16 what we've determined when we make our testimony

17 is if it isn't adequate, that's A, adequate, it

18 is inadequate, so ---

19 MR. FISH: I accept, you know. I just

20 wanted to be sure and you're all coming from the

21 same place.

22 THE CHAIRMAN: It would seem to me

23 that we're in a good position to consider

24 changing that rating to adequate if we're

t e;
1
.
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1 satisfied that now they have identified a

2 reasonable number of transients without

3 transportation and that they in fact have

4 sheltering for those people in accordance

5 with their cwn plan. Their own plan calls

6 for them to shelter these people until such

7 time as transportation can be provided. I'm

8 not sure that they've demonstrated they have
. .

9 sheltering for this number of people in any

10 specific way. It says that town will provide

11 shelter for them and that's it. Even though

12 it's less than two percent of the beach

13 Population, it would still be a significant

14 number of people to be sheltered, and it's'

15 still a significant number of people to have

16 transportation provided for, and I'm not sure

l'I that we necessarily have plans in place. The

18 transportation probably is not that big a

19 Problem because of the great surplus of drivers

20 and vehicles. I am, however, concerned that the

21 local plans call for sheltering these people,

22 and looking at the resources in Seabrook, which

23 is a fully cooperative town, their EOC just

21 simply is not big enough for 150 people to pack
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1 in and I don't know where else they would put

2 these people. I don't know what the plan is { }{'
3 for dealing with them. With respect to the

4 Hampton Beach people, it would be the

compensatory organization that would.be dealing
5

6 with sheltering these people in accordance with

7 the compensatory plan, and I have no idea where

8 they would be sheltered, so this may still need

9 to remain an open item. Byron?

10 MR. KEENE: What you're saying is you

11 feel that the concept that they have now

12 called for is adeguate, but they have not yet

P nned down specific spaces which one can judgei13

14 to be-either adequate or inadequate in terms of

the numbers of people you're talking -- sheltered
15

16 Spaces.

THE CHAIRMAN: In terms of the
17

18 transients without transportation. Just in

terms of those people. Yes. It seems like
39

20 we're -- we've been waiting for information from

them on numbers so we could make an evaluation21

of how those numbers fit into the plan.22

MR. KEENE: And the numbers ---23

THE Cl: AIRMAN: Now we have numbers.24
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1 MR. KEENE: The numbers probably will

2 appear reasonable once they have identified

3 those locati'ons but thni have not yet identified

4 locations.

THE CHAIRMAN: I think that's about5

6 what I'm saying there, and we've got a whole

7 bunch of hands up so why don't we start in the

8 back with Mr. Wasserman.

9 MR. WASSERMAN: I recall receiving in

10 the mail a document which shows the amount of

11 people that they can shelter versus the amount

12 of people in segments of beach by distance, and

13 they did show that they had sufficient space to

14 shelter the population and that the population

would have to walk no further than a distance X15

16 which I can't recall, but it seemed reasonable.

17
Here's the document I was referring to. It's

18 a February 23rd letter where you attached --

gg FEMA attached the supplemental analysis of,

20 potential shelter capacity of the Seabrook EPZ

21 beach area, and I thought in there there were

| 22 some convincing arguments that they could match

i 23 shelter availability to expected transient

|

| 24 population without transportation.
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1 THE CHAIRMAN: I don't disagree with

2 you. To the extent that it appears from their q g

3 numhers that a plan for achieving this sheltering

4 is quite possible and could be drawn up, but the

5 specific locations and which buildings they're

G going to use for the transients without

7 transportation, the specific buildings that

8 they're going to use for people that might be

9 stuck in traffic in a fast-breaking accident

10 certainly have not been identified. Those are

11 completely separate issues.

12 Paul, please.

, 13 MR. LUTZ: Mr. Chairman, I'd like to

14 address Paragraph No. 2 regarding the reasonable-

15 ness of their figure of two percent, and it

16 appears to me to be very reasonable. It may in

17 fact be pessimistic, and I have a reference on

18 this. I recently went over the case study for

19 the Mississagua tragedy. For those of you who.

20 may not know this case, this was a derailment of
|

21 a train outside of Toronto which had propane and

22 chlorine cars derail. The chlorine car was

23 punctured and so were the propane cars. They

24 had a terrible fire and they had the release of

C 9
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1 the chlorine, so it was an extremely serious

2 thing. The interesting thing about their

3 _
organization in Canada is that they had no

4 immediate plan for dealing with an accident

5 like this. The only plan that they had in

P ace was a general organizational plan forl6

7 their public service people. After the

8 disaster, the Canadian response was evaluated

9 by everyone as quite a fine one, and tha-j

10 conducted a study. I believe it was the

11 University of Toronto and with some other

12 people conducted a detailed study. The

13 statistics frcm the study I'd like to give

14 you because they are relevant to this

15 particular case. The evacuations were ordered

16 at three o' clock in the morning. It said there

17 was no advance planning, and there was no

18 advance knowledge of most of the people that

19
lived in the EPZ area that they even had

20 dangerous cargos going through. In spite of

21 all that, just mobilizing the public service

22 people and going forward, asking the people to

23 evacuate the area, this is the results of what

24 happened. Of the people that evacuated, and
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1 they evacuated a cuarter of a million people,

( 2 88 percent went in their own automobiles.

3 88 percent. Nine percent ride share. Nine
.

4 percent ride share. That takes us up to

5 97 percent. Of the three percent that were

6 left, one percent went in taxis, one percent

7 went in public transportation -- not emergency

8 transportation, public transportation, and one

9 percent they weren't quite sure probably the way

10 they answered the questionnaire how they got out. |

11 So there were no emergency vehicles used to take

12 the entire people out. So two percent is

13 reasonable, and the fact, I would think, that(
14 it may be in fact pessimistic.

15 THE CHAIRMAN: Thank you. Joe Keller.

16 MR. KELLER: I was trying to analyze

17 his word pessimistic. I think he means that

18 you're saying that two percent is maybe more

19 than actually need.

20 MR. LUTZ: Conservative.
1

21 MR. KELLER: I think that, in fact,

22 using this argued experience and with a plan

| 23 and with all the public knowledge that exists
!

24 pricr to the development of this particular

L 9
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1 plan that the chance of a hundred percent t

b ride share among the people who do not have2

3 their own automobiles is extremely high.

4 THE CHAIRMAN: Herb.

MR. FISH: I'm trying to get to the5

6 Point of understanding the pieces of paper that

we have submitted before us and Stan's comment7

8 with respect to the February 19th letter that'we
, .

9 received from the State, and I attempted to take

10 the February 19th letter and read it along with
1

11 the original study that was submitted to us

12 because the February 19th letter addresses

13 itself.as being a supplemental analysis of the

'

14 Potential shelter capacities,~and it goes to the

issue as to whether or not they have identified
15

16 specific locations, and I believe they have
,

| identified specific locations with shelter area
17

18 capacity, etcetera. Now, I want to be certain

that my understanding of what I have received
. 39

|
20 and I have read encompasses everything that we

|

have before us. Is there something else that I
21

am not in receipt of or I'm expecting, that I22

23 should be looking at? I want to be certain.
,

l THE CHAIRMAN: You should have two
24

|
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t'
1 submissions from the state of New Hampshire

( that we sen' out to you and that's basically ---( }
2

J MR. FISH: Submission No. 1 being_

4 the early study to identify potential shelters

in the beach areas?
*

5 i

6 THE CHAIRMAN: A letter dated
s

7 February lith.

8 MR. FISH: Yeah. Okay.

9 THE CHAIRMAN: And then in addition7

10 .the Aetter to Henry Vickers from Richard Strome'

\ (

11 dated February lith. A letter to Henry Vickers

12 from Richard Strome dated February 19th.
,

13 MR. FISH: Okay.( '

Thank you. Plus the
I I

14 original shelter' study back in August?

15 THE CHAIRMAN: To the extent that you

16 want to tie that in, yeah. We had not

17 contemplated tying that into thin

18 MR. FISH: Then once again I want a
i

g3 clarification. If I read the February 19th

4

20
'

letter from Strome to Vickers, it talks about --

21 the first page, supplement analysis -- it talks
i

22 about shelter study and update of population,

23 and it talks about the total available shelter. j

24 space has been determined by the shelter study

I |.
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1 performed by Stone & Webster. /Would you please
p . /*

2 identifv for me what shelter study that was?

. =, -

3 Is that not the shel'.or stndy of Aupast, 1987?

probably is.4 THE CHAIRMAN: **

5 MR. FISH: Is it or isn't it? I want

6 to know. y

7 THE CHAIRMAN: I don't know.
>

8 MR. FISH: Ch. I'

,

g THE CHAIRMAN: There wer9 two Stone &
' #>i

'

lWebster shelter surveys that were do'ne.r One of
10

them was sent to us for technical review, so I
11

assume he 's ref erring to 'that,/12

13 MR. BORES: This is just a revised

'
/

14 one.
,,

MR. FISH: This is Revision 1. i15

16 I should have identified it more specifically. - '

17 S then my point again is that I think if you -

;

couple that with what was submitted in 5'ebruary,18

it's responsive t'o Stan's and your original19

20 concern, I believe, that we do hav2' identified

21 space, am I correct?

22 MR. WASSERMAN: It's my recollection
,

23 that there's just one little step that's lacking,

(n., 21 and that is the official incorporation of the;
\ /

'
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1 shelter study into the plan. I believe it was

(. 2 ,

just submitted for our comments, and it still

3 ! today is not incorporated as part of the plan.
<

7
/,

4 That's my recollection ~.
,

THE CHAIRMAN: That is my understanding.5

6 MR. WASSERMAN: And that's one little

7 small step, and then it's okay.

8 THE CHAIRMAN: When we received this !

- 9 information in February, I was told by my
I

I 10 headquarte.rs to facus on the submittals as they
,

>

13) came in in February and to not spend any more''
.

12 time reviewing the Revision 1 Stone & Webster

13 Shelter Survey. q

14 MR. FISH: But I agree. I don't see

15 how you can read then without going back, because

r
16 the February thing makes direct reference to it.

, 17 THE CHAIRMAN: I don't disagree with

18 you.

ig MR. FISH: Okay.>

| 20 MR. T.EENE: It also does specifically

21 in the sheltar study provide names and addresses

22 of buildings so that that pins down locations.

23 MR. PISH: Whlch goes to the point

24 where I thought we had a feeling that it might

, ,|-

,

'
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1 be lacking. I want to make sure we're not missing

2 any information.

3 THE CHAIRMAN: We still don't know

which buildings they reviewed. We know that
4

there are buildings. They have done some
5

6 general factor analyser of those buildings, but

we don't know which ones would be in fact used.7

8 At least as I understand the situation, we don't
e

9 know which ones wou'.: be used by the State for

10 transients without transportation or for any

11 other purpose. At least I don't know which

12 buildings would actually be used and which ones

13 would actually be available in an emergency in

14 terms of being open. Bob Bores.

MR. BORES: Could I just say something
15

16 because I think it relates exactly.

THE CHAIRMAN: Jack Dolan. Go ahead.
17

13 MR. DOLAN: If you look on Page 8 of

19 the New Hampshire letter to Henry Vickers dated

20 February lith and the second paragraph indicates

21 that they have not amended their plan yet, but

22 the-f say, we propose to amend the plan to

23 identify potential shelter locations for the

24 transient beach po'pulation without transportation.

<
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1 But is far as I know, they haven't done it yet.

( 2 THE CHAIRMAN: Thank you, Jack. q g

3 Bob Bores.

4 MR. BORES: I just want to go back to

5 the supplemental information that they have

6 indicated, and I just want to indicate -- you

7 say you don't know which specific buildings they

6 intend to use. What they have done here in the

9 supplemental, of course, is identify commercial

10 and public buildings that currently exist that

11 people can use. They have also identified the

12 residential buildings which I think probably

13 will have a much lower probability of use and( | I

14 also probably poorer protection factors. So

15 they give a chart which would indicate the

16 locations of beach segments. Public available

17 shelters as well as residence shelters and total

18 shelters along with the projected or the

gg observed beach population from apparently one

20 of the highest beach use days this last summer

21 f r comparison type thing, so these are for

22 total beach goers. Now, we're talking two

23 Percent of those approximately, and in all cases

21 here from the curves that have been indicated in

L 3
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1 that exhibit, there should be more than'enough

2 shelters. Now, let's go back to the question of

3 specific buildings for use. I don't think that

4 a plan should identify a specific building for
.

5 use during a given situation. I think some of

6 this has to be left up to the local decision

7 makers at the time of the accident or situation

8 so that you are using buildings which are most

9 appropriate for the group -- building or buildings

10 so that you don't have to drag people, you know,

11 several miles to what you have identified in the

P an, but rather let the flexibility go so thatl12

13 you can get people to shelters if you choose to

14 use them in the most convenient fashion. So I

15 think the listing of shelters needs to be put

16 in the plan if you're going to use it as an

17 enhanced capability. .

'

18 THE CHAIRMAN: Excuse me. Let's not

19 get too far off track, Bob. Remember, we're

20 just talking about the transients without

21 transportation right now.

22 MR. BORES: That's correct.

23 THE CHAIRMAN: That's already been

24 decided, that that is in the plan. They have
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1 said that they would shelter transients without-

( 2 transportation. That's been in the plan for

3 some time. We're talking about No. 2. Are you

4 following?

5 MR. BORES: What they have said

6 about sheltering transients without transportation
>

7 does not apply to the beach areas as currently

8 in the plan. That's my understanding. That

9 applies to transients in the towns who are not

10 Part of that beach population. That is my

11 understanding. And what you're now addressing

12 are those who are on the beach, the day trippers

13 who may be caught without transportat' ion.-

14 THE CHAIRMAN: On Page 64 of 134,

15 Item 2, we indicated that the RAC still awaits

16 receipt of information from New Hampshire on the

17 number of transients who would need transportatior

'

18 during evacuation. It was my understanding that

19 we were essentially talking about beach goers

20 by and large. Yes. Everyone agrees. Okay.

21 That's what we're talking about now. The State

22 has told us that it's about two percent or less

23 of the peak population. They've said that they

| 24 have not identified specific buildings or how

IL 9
|
l
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' 'l the people would be placed in them, but that
g .

( 2 they'd come up with some general numbers. I

3 think we've all agreed on that. So the question

4 is do they have, had they adequately solved the

5 problem that we identified a long time ago in

6 the RAC Review, and I submit to you that, no,

7 they have not, because they have not identified

8 at least a group of buildings, not necessarily

9 only one or two or three buildings, but they

10 don't have a listing of the buildings that

11 would be used for this purpose in their prints.-

12 By their own admission they don't have that

13 listing.
[

14 MR. FISH: That they do not have it

15 in their plan or are yuo saying that they have

16 not identified. I'd like to know what you've

17 said. I mean, I'm not sure I understand what

18 you said.

19 THE CHAIRMAN: I'm happy to answer

20 both. I think those are two different

21 questions. They say they don't have it in the

22 plan. In addition, I don't think they have it

i
23 in terms of particular buildings. They have'

24 some generalized information about buildings in

s_,
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1 general. They've looked at the outside of the

2 buildings. They've come up with general factors { }

3 for commercial and residential buildings as to

4 how much space would likely be available, not

5 specific building-by-building survey. Some of

6 those buildings will have less space available,

7 some of them will have more. Some of those

8 buildings will simply not be available at all

9 because they're locked, and to the best of my

10 knowledge there are no plans for breaking down

1B 11 doors.

12 MR. FISH: Excuse me.

13 THE CHAIRMAN: Why don'.t I let Herb
| |

'

14 follow up on his question.

15 MR. FISH: I'd just like to follow up.

16 I believe -- let's zero in on what we're a. dressing.

17 We're addressing Item 2 on Page 64 of 134 which

18 says, "The RAC still awaits receipt of

19 information from the State of New Hampshire on
1

20 the number of transients who would need

21 transportation during an evacuation." Pe have

22 received information dealing with the number of

23 transients who would need transportation. "The

2. number of these transients without transportation .

t G
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1
is expected to be small and well within the

available transportation resources identified."
2

3 I believe that the State of New Hampshire has

sent to us the necessary information to close
4

this open item in J.9.5

THE CHAIRMAN: My answer to that,
6

7 Herb, is that I don't believe they have, and

the reason for my saying that is they've given8

9 us a number. Our expert in transportation,

10
Mr. Lutz, says that that is a reasonable number.

It certainly seems reasonable to me, a
11

conservative number; however, now that we have
12

the number, we then look to see whether or not
13

14 they can carry out the functions in accordance

with their plan. Their plan calls for the
15

sheltering of these people until such time as16

buses can be provided. My point was that it
17

18 appears as though the buses are well within

the realm of their transportation resources, but
19

3 I question whether or n6t they have identified

in accordance with their plans a place to shelter
21

22 these people. That's my point.

23 MR. FISH: But the point is their plan

24 does not say it yet. The plan is proposed to be

|

B A R REPORTING SERVICE

- _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ . . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - -



|
.

38 I
|

1 amended to say it, correct?

( 2 THE CHAIRMAN: That's correct.

3 MR. FISH: And that is something ---

4 But my poi nt is, and I'd just like to zero in on

5 the words and what we're addressing, is that we

6 have held this particular element open because

7 of a specific. We have now received that

8 specific. We may have to go on to another

9 element and then include differently. I don't

10 know. But I believe that they have responded.

11 We have the infor. nation. I think we're dealing

12 now with the mechanic of modifying the plan to

13 incorporate this'information.
| |,

14 THE CHAIRMAN: I don't disagree with

15 any of that, but it's still an open item.

16 Mr. Flynn.

17 MR. FLYNN: Thank you. I perceive

18 that the confusion here comes from the fact

19 that we're dealing with three separate

20 questions. One question is, was the open item

21 identified au No. 2 satisfied, and that open

22 item was how many transient dependent transients

23 are there. That's one question. The next

24 question is given the information which the
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1 State has submitted is the plan adequately

2 specific as to where the shelters are and so

3 on -- the existing plan. That's question No. 2.

The third question is the State has asked for
4

technical assistance. They have proposed a
5

P an change, and the third question then is isl.6

7 the information in the proposed plan change

8 enough? So I think yot'll help yourselves out

9 if you separate the discussion of those three

10 Parts.

THE CHAIRMAN: Thank you. Bob.
11

MR. BORES: Yeah. I think the12

question here, and Herb is going onto that, was
13

14
that within this, we only needed the number and

what RAC was concerned about was transportation
15

resources or a question as to whether or not we
16

had transportation resources, and from previous
37

reviews of that area we believe that there was18

enough, so relative to transportation, I think
39

we do not have a question at this point. Am I
20

clear?
21

MR. FISH: I'll agree.
22

23 MR. BORES: Also, in following back

to the earlier memos that I have written, since
24
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1 I don't havethe spread sheets with me, I'believe

( 2 that item was open rather than inadecuate.

3 THE CHAIRMAN: Okay. Fight that out |
|

4 with Mr. Rospenda.

5 MR. BORES: Well, this is based on

6 Bores 1 and Bores 2 if you like.
,

7 THE CHAIRMAN: Stanley?

8 MR. WASSERMAN: At the risk of

9 oversimplifying the discussions here, I believe
.

10 that if the second paragraph of Page 8 of the

11 February lith letter to Vickers from the State

12 of New Hampshire, if that paragraph, or if they

. 13 do amend the plan as they propose, there'll be

N. | |

14 nobody here that has any problems.

15 THE CHAIRMAN: Thank you. A nice

16 summary. With respect to this Item 2 on this

17 Page, I agree. I think that we can wrap it up

18 based on that. I think that the proposed plan

*

19 changes speak to something entirely different.

20 The plan changes go on to the next item on our

21 agenda, Joe. I think your attempt at

22 organization was a little off on this particular

23 issue. So can we summarize then with respect

24 to Item 2, the third paragraph, Page 64-134, and

S
B A R REPORTING SERVICE

|
..



.

41

1 any other places where it pops up in the course

2 of the RAC review, that this will remain open

3 only because the buildings and the procedures

4 for getting people to the buildings concerning
.

5 transients without transportai: ion has not been

6 identified at this time. We need a plan change

7 on that. Is that a RAC ---

8 MR. CONKLIN: - Craig Conklin. Can we

9 just maybe expand that a little bit to

10 incorporate what Bob said to specifically

11 address that what they've submitted is adequate

12 and in response to transportation resources, and

13 then . continue on with your statement. Because

14 there really are two separate issues there.

15 THE CHAIRMAN: I agree. That's

|
16 excellent. Bob Bores.

17 MR. BORES: Okay. The only other

18 thing I want to say here is that since, at least

| 19 the majority of the RAC found the plan to be
''

20 adequate. Okay. Your majority opinion in No. 1,

| 21 that what we are looking for in terms of the
|

22 listing of potential shelters and proposed

23 changes, the EBS messages and procedures are
'

24 really in terms of providing for this enhancement
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1 if you will of the plan. The plan is adequate,

2 but in order to make use of any enhancement, I I

3 then they will need to make these procedure

4 changes, EBS changes and listings of potential
.

5 shelters, and I would guess the procedure

6 changes need to also address as to who would

make the decisions as to when shelter will be7

8 used and which particular shelters will be used.

9 THE CHAIRMAN: Excuse me, Bob. Are

10
you claiming that the majority view is that

Item 2, with respect to Item 2 on Page 64-134,
11

that that was also adequate?
12

MR. BORES: Item 2 ---
13

THE CHAIRMAN: That that should not
14

have been -- that the Argonne prepared document
15

said that this is inadequate rating because of
16

that item that we've had there since ---
17

MR. BORES: It was left open. It was
18

not left inadequate.gg

THE CHAIRMAN: Depending upon who youg

talk to. I mean ---
21

MR. BORES: It was not inadequate
22

in that the RAC did not feel that this was a
23

major impediment in terms of resources toy

t G-
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1 evacuate those number of beach day tripp'ers

2 without transportation. .They felt the resources

3 were there. However, they did want to see the

4 number of potential evacuees from the beach

5 before they closed the issue, and that's why it

6' was left open rather than inadeguate to the best

7 of my recollection. So it should not ---

8 THE CHAIRMAN: What I thought you were

9 saying, Bob, was that you're now saying that it's

10 not even open, but it's adequate in any case?

11 MR. BORES: It is closed if we in fact

12 got the information we want.

L3 THE CHAIRMAN: That's right, but didn't

14 we just all agree that we didn't have the

15 information we want.

16 MR. BORES: That's a different subject,

17 Ed.

18 THE CHAIRMAN: Okay. I'm still on

|
'

19 No. 2.

20 MR. KEENE: You're looking for

21 addresses, Ed, is that correct?

22 MR. BORES: And received under 2.

23 MR. KEENE: That's under ---

| 24 THE CHAIRMAN: No, I'm just talking
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i about No. 2. Now we know how many trans'ients

( 2 without transportation, and under No. 2 the

3 transients without transportation, we need to

4 know what buildings they're going to be put in

5 until the buses come.

6 MR. BORES: That goes back to minority

7 dissension in No. 1.

8 MR. FLYNN: Again, may I suggest that

9 some clarity will come out of how you pose the

10 questions. Just looking at Page 64-134, what

11 it says, what it said before the proposed

12 changes that you have before you is, "The RAC

'

13 still awaits receipt of information.from the h

14 State of New Hampshire on the number of transients

15 would need transportation during an evacuation..

16 The number of these tra.nsients without

17 transportation is expected to be small and well

18 within the available resources identified in the

P an." Now, that can be interpreted in twol19

20 different ways. One way is simply that the

21 information that's missing is the number of

| 22 people who will need transportation, and once

23 that information is provided, you close the book

i

24 on that. The other way that it can be interpreted -'

-
|

1
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1 is once you get that information, then there's

2 the further question of how will you deal with

3 those people, and I think that's the question

4 that Ed is answering. So when you talk about

5 have you come to closure on that or not, I think

6 you need to be precise about which question it

7 is you're asking.

8 THE CHAIRMAN: To the best of my

9 knowledge at best with respect to Item 2, we

10 certainly have never before said that this was

11 adequate. Now we have a number. My point is

12 exactly the point that Joe made, is that now

13 we have a number, we have to know how these

peoP e are going to be handled. The plan callsl14

for them to be sheltered until transportation is
15

16 Provided. It appears as though they've got a

17 lock on the transportation. I'm not sure that

18 they have a lock on the sheltering. They say

19 they don't have a lock on the sheltering for

20 these people.

21 MR. KEENE: Right. I think what is

22 bothering here, Ed, is that while I agree with

'

23 your question and the need for an answer to it,

21 I think we're artificially trying to shoe horn
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1 it under this existing Item 2. Pos sibly' it

2 really does belong more under the subject matter ( |(
3 pertaining to Item 1.

4 THE CHAIRMAN: Exactly.

5 MR. KEENE: So that it would appear

6 we do have an adequate answer to Item 2, but we

7 still have a question related to Item 1.

8 MR. CONKLIN: Under the minority

9 opinion.

10 THE CHAIRMAN: Excuse me. That's the

11 reason -- it's quite possible that -- you can

12 approach this one of two ways. I approached it

13 just because we were talking.about transients'

14 without transportation under No. 2. We continue

15 to talk about them under No. 2. We could lump

16 them up with everybody else under the discussion

17 of No. 1, you know, concerning the next item on

18 our agenda which is the discussion of the

- 19 enhancement of the plan. Is it the majority
|
|

| 20 sense that now that they've identified the
;

21 number of transients and we know that number.

| 22 We know that it's a large number in terms of

23 150 in Seabrook, 480 in Hampton -- large at least

: 24 in terms of being immediately housed in the

|L 9
|
|
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1 resources that are avdilable in'those towns.

2 I've seen the EOC in Seabrook, and it's not

3 apparent to me how they would deal with -- what

4 would happen if 150 people showed up. They

5 ought to have preplanning in place for that

6 number.

7 MR. KEENE: Why do you say the EOC?

8 They're not planning to use the EOC.

9 THE CHAIRhAN: As I understand the

10 local plan,' transients without transportation

11 are going to be directed to the EOC.

12 MR. 3RES: Ed, again, I'm sorry, but

13 that was not directed towards beach population

14 group. That was for what was envisioned to be

15 the few transients within the town that were

16 without transportation. If they could not get

|

l 17 a ride out of town, you know, did not have

18 transportation, the'n they would be directed to

| 19 local buildings. That is in the town plan.

| 20 But the beach-goers would not necessarily be
1

( 21 directed to the EOCs. That still doesn't say
1

22 that.

23 THE CHAIRMAN: I don't know that there

r'T 24 is a distinction in the town plans between
( )
,,
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[ 1 beach goer transients and regular transients.

( 2 MR. KEENE: Where is the EOC located? |
|

3 - THE CHAIRMAN: The Hampton EOC, of'

4 course, it would be a compensatory EOC,
,

5 presumably these people would be directed to

6 the transportation mobilization point in Hampton. s

7 The EOC in Seabrook is some distance from the

8 beach.

9 MR. KEENE: That's what I was thinking.

10 THE CHAIRMAN: Herb Fish?

11 MR. FISH: Yeah. I would really like --

12 once again, I'm looking at this piece of paper

( 13 because this is our Bible today and we're
I I(

14 following it. If you look at the first column

15 of this piece of paper, it says, "Although no

16 response was required, this element will remain

17 OPen" -- it doesn't say inadequate, it says open.

18 "Pending" -- and it talks about two things --

19 resolution of the December '85 memorandum and

20 then, two, the information from the State on the

21 number of transients. We jump from open to a

22 statement which says inadequate, which is

23 steering some of us the wrong way.

24 THE CHAIRMAN: Herb, I don't mean to
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1 correct you, but let me correct you. Th'e

2 reading of this element, as you can see over

3 in the ---

4 MR. FISH: I see. It says I.

5 THE CHAIRMAN: Yeah. That was the

6 rating that went out in the RAC Review last

7 December.

8 MR. FISH: It is my opinion now that

9 after this discussion that we have reached the

10 marriage between majority opinion and minority

11 opinion and that the State of New Hampshire has

12 submitted the information that we have requested

,,

( ) 13 subject to a mechanical revision of the plan to
,

%.

14 incorporate that whic'h they have submitted to us

15 to date, and if it needs to remain open for that

16 submission of the mechanics, I think that that is

17 what we should call it. We should not call it

18 inadequate. We should call it open subject to

; 19 the formal plan revision.
1

20 THE CHAIRMAN: I believe it's more

21 than mechanics in terms of identifying the

| 22 buildings and the procedures to get there, but if
;

23 you want to call it mechanics ---

g4 MR. KEENE: I thought we had that as a

i

|
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1 condition of ---

( 2 MR. DOLAN : I have a suggestion q g

3 if I might. I think we should add on Page 64

4 the revised proposed comment at the bottom where

5 it says the February lith letter and so forth.

6 We should add a sentence to the end of that and

7 we should say, "The RAC awaits receipt of

8 New Hampshire's plan amendment to specifically

9 identify which shelter locations will be used to

10 . Provide for the transient beach population."

11 And I think that will cover it. Do you want me

12 to say that again? "The RAC awaits receipt of

m New Hampshire's plan amendment to specifically( | I
14 identify which shelter locations will be used to

15 Provide for the transient beach population."

16 I think that should cover it.

17 MR. KEENE: And if you wish, you can

18 add on "as referenced in" and this is why they

19 do ---

20 MR. DOLAN: Page 8 of their

21 February lith letter, yeah.

22 MR. KEENE: Because that says they

23 plan to do it, we can say on the basis ---

24 THE CHAIRMAN: I am concerned that

| |-
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1 we're focusing just on the beach population and

2 Bob Bores is pointing out to us that there might

3 be other transients without transportation in the

4 town as well, and we don't want to lote sight of

5 them. But I think Jack is headed in the right

6 direction.

7 Paul Lutz?

8 MR. LUTZ: Mr. Chairman, I'd like to

9 associate myself with Herb Fish's comments. I

10 see that the thrust of what we did before was

11 that this item essentially was adequate. We had

12 only a minor informational thing which we wanted
,

() 13 to get from the State. The State has done what

14 we've asked, and I see the thing as being

15 discharged, and it is an adequate item. I do

16 not think that we should go back in and

17 incorporate this question of specific details

18 about sheltering when we rejected it before. We

said it was correct and adequate as it was. .

19

20 THE CHAIRMAN: I don't know that the

21 group was aware that we were talking about the

peoP e who the plans themselves called forl22

23 sheltering and who are the transients without

24 transportation. At least that wasn't clear to me
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1 the last time we discussed it, obviously it

2 wasn't clear to Bob Rospenda who prepared these { |(
3 sheets either.

4 MR. BORES: Yet the plan of record does

5 not yet call for sheltering of beach transients,

6 or beach people without transportation.

7 THE CHAIRMAN: Again, Bob, I don't know

8 that it distinguishes between beach-goers and

9 other transients. It calls for, as I understand

10 it, sheltering ---

11 MR. BORES: Except that the ---

12 THE CHAIRMAN: Excuse me, Bob.

13 Sheltering transients without transportation

14 until such time as transportation can be

15 Provided for them, and that's what we're talking

16 about here under No. 2.

17 MR. DORES: The plan of record talks

18 about evacuation of beach populations. Early

19 closure of the beaches, side area emergency

20 and evacuation. It says sheltering may not

21 be feasible for the beach population, the

22 summer beach population. Clearly the emphasis

Z3 is on evacuation. That is the plan of record ~.

24 They are now in their submittal, in the testimony

_
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1 that Mr. Strome has provided, they're saying

2 that there is at least one situation in which
\

3 perhaps sheltering can be of s;me value, and

4 that is for that segment of beach population

5 who may be caught up without transportation,

6 and they would shelter those individuals or

7 would amend the plan to shelter those individuals

8 until transportation was available to another area

9 But the plan of record, if that's what we're

10 reviewing, doesn't talk about sheltering.

11 THE CHAIRMAN: The local plans, tha

12 additions that I have call for sheltering

13 transients without transportation. I think

14 that's the group that we're talking about.

Joe Keller, did you have something?
15

16 MR. KELLER: I believe that that is

17
in the meme, the first letter that was submitted

18 with the Strome letter of February the lith on

19 Page 2 of the submission of the letter, enclosure

20 to the letter. I am a little remiss because I'm

21 not all that familiar with the plan, but it

22 appears to be a quote from the plan of record,

23 and about a third of the way down the page.

24 And it says, "Transients withot.t access to
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1 indoor location will be evacuated quickly," and ;

2 they will shelter those people without
{ }

3 transportation. It does not, the way I read it, |
)

4 differentiate between beach transients without
!

5 transportation and other transients without

,6 transportation, so I think the plan of record

7 says they will go.

8 THE CHAIRMAN: That's what I'm saying.

9 MR. FISH: Except the plan also does

10 not question -- and I wish we had a copy of the

11 plan here. It would be very helpful.

12 THE CHAIRMAN: We can get it down here

13' in two shakes.
I I

14 MR. FISH: Could we? Because I thought

15 there was a specific reference to beach

16 population in the plan in which it talks about

17 evacuation- It says sheltering may -- I'm trying

18 to remember. Paul, you found the words last

19 time. May be considered.

20 MR. LUTZ: May not be.

21 MR. FISH: Or may not be ---

22 THE CHAIRMAN: May not be considered.

23 MR. FISH; Heally, I would prefer tc

24 have the words here.

t 8
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1 THE CHAIRMAN: It's Volume 2.
,

MR. FI9H: Volume 2.
2

3 THE CHAIRMAN: Volume 2, but in the

4 local plans it calls for ---

.

MR. FISH:' What I'm looking at here, |5
!

this quctation is from the State plan, not the j
6

7 local plan, am I correct?

THE CHAIRMAN: And there are quotes
8

'

in the local plans that are congruent with the
9

quote that Joe Keller just read.
10

MR. FISH: Well, I must admit to you
11

i

12 then. I am getting very confused because it was j

my understanding that we were zeroing in this."''s 13 <

)

y morning on the issue of beach population. I'm#

n t talking aboat other transients.
15

THE CHAIRMAN: We were trying to sli9,e
10

s

into it by ---
17

MR. FISH: Not slide. I thought we
18

fwere emersed.
19

THE CHAIRMAN: I thought we were going
| 20

to be able to do this very easily by going back
21

over where we were before. I thought we had all
22

92 agreed we were. Obviously, as has happened

before, there were a couple of different people'.a

|
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I that had different views of the situation.

2 MR. FISH: We need a break. | I

3 THE CHAIRMAN: But that's a very,
,

4 very intelligent suggestion for a break. But

when we had the benefit of Bores '1, we5

continued to have this comment. This is an i
6

old comment concerning the transients without7

8 transportation, and there were discussions
.

g between Bob Rospenda and Bob Bores about whether

i
that transient without transportation issue would

20

lead this. to be an open or an inadequate item,gg

12 whattver, and Bob Rospenda remembers it coming

13
out as an inadequate. Bores remembers it as

(-
14 being an open item. I'm saying it doesn't really

1

pj mte any difference for this discussion right now.'

16 The poirt is with respect to the

transients without transpertation, we've been
17

18 given a number wit:i respect to the beaches, but

no other number. Paul suggests that we accept
39

| g that number, and at least with respect to the

beaches. We haven't discussed about how about
21

the other transients without transportation to3

the extent that there are others in the town.g

Kow, we ha"e the number. We know that the local21
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1 plan calls for sheltering then. We know that

2 the State plan calls for shelter ng them until

3 such time as buses arrive. Tha question is is j'c

,l'

4 the plan adequate on that score. A'

6

5 Then we can slide into the la,rger is' sue,
i

6 the majority-minority :,osition on sheltering as a

7 whole, and I still think it's probably a better
i

8 way to proceed is to proceed along those lines,

9 and why don't we take a 15-minute breaA until
e <

' '
10 11:30.

11 MR. FISH: Could we get a plan down

12 here? It would be very helpful if we could.

13 THE CHAIRMAN: Yeah. Why dol't we

,, f14 get Volume I, Volume II, Volume IV and two '.ocal
|

'

P ans. Seabrook.l15 ,j

16 MR. BORES: Is there any of these fi
,

.) (

17 other issues that we cap take caretof before t a

;,, <

18 the break? I'm just concerned tha'c I'm going
|

to have to leave, and you know, you sai.S there
19

20 were some of these things that we could just ---

21 THE CHAIRMAN: Okay. I can rattle

22 some of this stuff off if you want to go for

23 , another 20 minutes.

1

24 Sere.
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1 THE CHAIRMAN: Item 4, we will give
i

,,

- / I' ,,

[j 2 you a -- Bob Rospenda prepared a draft of j ),

.V i,
' 3 Seabrook plan problems that need to be resolved

4 prior to an exercise. This is important so that

5 we can make sure that the State understands that

6 ) there are some items that they need to give us

d '7 ' prior to an exerc!se. We talked about one of/sy ,,

8 them at the last RAC meeting which was that we

9 needed gaffing rosters. They had promised us

10 staffing rosters at the 3.ast exercise. By and

11 large, we did not get them, and we said we would

12 not have another exercise until we had those in
'

}i
':. e

p 'L13 our hot hands before the exercise. There are

Q- j' I>

probably some other deficiencies in planning14 e
7 , j

' I n% .

15 s s" inadequacies that need to be wrapped up prior

to the' exercise, and we need to flag those for16 ',
>

17 the State. So we'll give that document out to

18 you. I d6n't see any chance of getting that'

19 done today unfortunately, so we'll probably do

20 like a seven-day turn-around or something like

r21 that on that.

22 MR. ;WAS5!:RMAN: That will be a handout
\<'

23 in the futura,'is tnat it? The document, this'
< ,

24 Item No. 4 is going to be a handout that we're
.

( l'*

'
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1 going to get?

2 THE CHAIRMAN: Yes, we'll have a

3 handout to you.

4 MR. WASSERMAN: Today?

5 THE CHAIRMAN: Today.

6 MR. WASSE3 MAN: Okay.

7 THE CHAIRMAW: Exercise dates is

8 another work load. I'm just going to report

9 to you that we're trying to negotiate exercise

10 dates constantly between Seabrook and Pilgrim

11 and the other sites and we'll do our best to

12 keep you informed as to the work load and to be

13 reasonable on the demands that are made on the

14 RAC.

15 MR. BORES: Excuse me. Could I go,

16 back to Item 4. You'll get us this listing

17 today. You're going to ask for a seven-day

! 18 turn-around ---

| 19 THE CHAIRMAN: Something like that.

20 MR. BORES: As to which items?

| 21 THE CHAIRMAN: Are needed for

22 resolution prior to an exercise.

23 MR. KEENE: And add any that we see

24 that somehow happen ---
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1 THE CHAIRMAN: Add any that you need.

2 MR. DOLAN: We'll give you Bob's { }

3 letter.

4 THE CHAIRMAN: Okay. Exercise dates --

5 I don't really have anything particular for you

6 on that right now. There may be some changes

7 coming in the tentative date for the Seabrook-

8 exercise. There may not. Who knows. We don't

9 have a tentative date for the Pil, grim exercise

10 at this point.

11 MR. FISH: What is the tentative date

12 we're talking about?

13 THE CHAIRMAN: FEMA has agreed to
| I( 14 a tentative date for the Seabrook exercise of

15 the 23rd of May, the week of the 23rd of May.

16 MR. DOLAN: Have you talked to Henry

17 since last Friday?

18 THE CHAIRMAN: I'm just saying that

19 that's what our agreement is right now, and I

20 said that that date may be changed. That date

21 was agreed to without any input from me

22 concerning the items and the matters that needed

23 to be resolved prior to the New Hampshire and

24 Maine plans being in shape for an exercise.

m,
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1 We have Pilgrim Technical Assistance

| 2 Effort. You all should have a memo on that.

3 We finally got in a couple of copies of the plans
- _

4 from the State. These are local plan revisions.

5 They're at NRC and Argonne and our office for

6 review right now. If any of you.have any special

7 interest in these local plan reviews, please let

8 us know, and we can try and get another copy for

9 your review as well. It's a technical assistance

10 effort to improve the plans.

11 MR. CONKLIN: Ed ---

12 THE CHAIRMAN: Craig.

/3 13 MR. CONMLIN: I know we got the letter.~~

( /'~'
14 I don't believe -- at least I'm not in receipt

15 of the plans themselves. I~mean, I know I got

16 the transcript.

17 MR. DOLAN: I shipped them out to you.

18 You should have got them today. .

19 MR. CONKLIN: Oh, okay.

20 MR. DOLAN: I'm surprised you didn't

21 get them last week. I sent them overnight mail

22 to you,

i

23 MR. CONKLIN: Okay. Well, they might

24 have -- I was out a good part of the week, so

i
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1 they may have been very late in the week. .

2 MR. DOLAN: Did you check with your
(

3 office?
_

4 MR. CONKLIN: Okay, I'll try to do

5 that today.

6 MR. BERNACKI: .Ed, back to the exercises.

7 exercise, that is definitely scheduled?

8 THE CHAIRMAN: There is virtually

9 nothing that's certain on our schedules. The

10 Rowe exercise is prone to change based upon

11 changes in the Seabrook or Pilgrim exercises

12 or work load demands associated with either.

E3 In addition, I was told this morning that a

| |
14 couple of the stat'es had a very importa'nt

15 training session tha't they'd like to go to to

'
16 the. State Directors. The current date of the Rowe

17 exe;;cise and there may be a change coming up

Wewilltryandkeepyouinfbrmedofall18 there.
i

19 these things.

20 MR. CONKLIN: The week of 4/29? Is

#
21 that on paper for Rowe? Something like that?

22 MR. FIS!!: April, right?

23 THE CHAIRMAN: Yes.

24 MR.DOLAN: The treek of April 24th.

i I.
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1 MR. CONKLIN: April 24th. Okay.

2 THE CHAIRMAN: So there are two states

3 that are looking -- they'll be discussing the

4 need for a change for there.

5 MR. CONKLIN: We've put out schedule
*

6 changes with A.M.s and P.M.s on them. Daily

7 isn't even good enough anymore.

8 THE CHAIRMAN: Vermont Yankee

9 Technical Assistance, much like Pilgrim, we

| 10 have had for several months now one copy of a

11 local plan, of local plan changes. Since we

12 didn't have multiple copies, we have not

13 d!.stributed that.around and really haven't

~

14 utarted reviewing it yet. When the State or

15 the utility give us the extra copies that we

16 need, we will begin starting that review off

17 with Argonne and RSC and FEMA. Since it's a
|

18 local plan, that's usually about as far as it

19 goes. If any of the rest of you have any

| 20 particular interest in it, we'll certainly get
'

|

| 21 those to you.

22 The State of Maine Plan Review -- we

23 will have a handout I guess before you

| 24 leave of some additional review comments from
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1 Argonne relative to the Maine -- really.the

Maine Yankee State Plan Review.2 ,

3 MR. CHURCH: I'm sorry. I think those I

went out to the RAC directly. You requested4

them out to the RAC ---5
.

MR. DOLAN: Dated February 23rd from
]6

7 Bob Rospenda to Ed Thomas.

8 MR. CHURCH: It's a review of

g additional lettdrs of agreement, the RHOM and the

10 FOG and a public information booklet.

THE CHAIRMAN: Okay. So we'll be trying
11

12 to turn that Maine thing around at some future

date. Bob Bores.13

| I
14 MR. BORES: On that I guess we still

15 don't have the RHOM and the FOG and things like

16 that from Maine.

MR. DOLAN: We did not send it out to
37

all of the members of the RAC. Bob had it, and18

the comments that he sent to you are based upon
39

the documents. If you feel you need all of them,20

we'll attempt to get them reproduced, but I21

really think when you read the comments thatg

23 y u'll find that you don't really need them.

If y u do, let us know.
24

i )
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1 MR. WASSERMAN: Were you referring

2 to the February 23rd letter from Argonne? I

3 happened to have received one.

4 MR. DOLAN: Yeah.

5 THE CHAIRMAN: So we're just going

6 to be -- can we agree on a two-week turnaround

7 on any additional comments on the Maine plan

8 based upon your review of the Argonne staff work?.
.

9 MR. WASSERMAN: I'm sorry.

10 THE CHAIRMAN: Can we all agree on a

two-week turnaround on comments back to11

12 Bob Rospenda on the Maine State plan, on the

13 suggestions that he's making there? If anybody

|

| 14 needs review documents, RHOMS or FOGS or

15 whatever else, we will get them to you.

#

16 MR. CONKLIN: On issues other than

Seabrook should go directly to me, not Bob.
17

18 THE CHAIRMAN: Okay. Bob.

MR. BORES: One other cuestion. We've
39

( 20 got New Hampshire here for looking at that plan

relative to problems which have to be solved
21

22 Prior to any exercise. Do we have any problems

f r Maine relative to the ingestion pathway
23

24 which may hold up an exercise?

|
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1 THE CHAIRMAN: Joe Keller is bobbing

2 his head.

3 MR. K:7LLER : Maine will be part of the

4 exercise based on the supplement.

5 THE CHAIRMAN: That was not the

6 question.

7 MR. KELLER: Well, I think it was.

8 THE CRAIRMAN: No. The question was

9 is there anything in the Maine -- are there

|

10 Problems in the Maine plan that might hold up

11 the exercise. Are you still nodding your head,

12 Joe?
|

13 MR. BORES: Are you still saying yes?

I agree with the question.| I
14 MR. KELLER:

1

l -15 MR. DOLAN: Well, let me explain it.

| 16 The. review of the.Haine Ingestion Pathway

17 Plan which relates to Seabrook was completed

.

18 and mailed to the State on February 9th, 1988.
|

19 THE CHAIRMAN: Now, the question is

20 is there anything in that review that they have

21 to solve prior to the exercise. Now,

1

l

22 Bob Rospenda has flagged one item, right?

23 MR. ROSPENDA: But not for the

24 ingestion pathway. It was about the traffic

i I-
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1 controls. I didn't pull anything out of the
,

2 Maine Ingestion Pathway Plan Review, although,

3 you know, it's safe to act upon what the PAC

4 thinks, I think it certainly could be added.

THE CHAIRMAN: So that will be one5

6 of the items. You're going to get a draft thing'

7 from Bob that talks to items in New Hampshire and

8 in Maine that need to be resolved prior to an

g exercise. If you feel that there are ingestion

10 Pathway. things in there as Joe Keller seemed to

11
be indicating that there might be that would

12 preclude an exercise, then, you know, by all
i

| means sing out. Now he's shaking his head no..O 13

k'
| 14 MR. KELLER: No. Tha't's not what I
t

tried to imply. What I said was based on my
15

16
understanding of the requirements for a

ualifying exercise, Maine must participate
17

1 in the ingestion pathway portion of the
18

exercise. I am not aware of any inadequacies
gg

r adequacies, but they've got to play
20

and if there are inadeauacies, that might -

21

22 Preclude the holding of an exercise. That's all

23 I was trying to say.

MR. DOLAN: There were no inadequacies.
24

O.
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1 Just from recommendations for improvements,.

2 if you want to call them that.

3 THE CHAIRttAN: And on that you're

4 going to get comments on Bob's draft document to

5 us by say the end of this week. How's that?

6 Written preferable or phone it.

7 Okay. With that, do you want to take

- 8 a 15-minute break? Stanley?

9 MR. WASSERMAN: How about just having

10 an early lunch instead of taking a 15-minute

11 break and coming back for lunch?

12 THE CHAIRMAN: That's fine with me.

13 MR. CONKLIN: I'd like to push on

| |w
14 myself.

15 MR. FISH: Why don't we bring a

16 sandwich back and have a working lunch?

17 THE CHAIRMAN: Is that acceptable to

18 you and Mr. Reporter, work through luncheon?

19 MR. WATERS : I'm not sure that I'm '

20 going to be able to stay through the remainder

21 of the meeting. I would like to just -- to,'you

22 know, since we came down here, and I did go over

23 the material that New Hampshire has sent, and-

24 basically my position remains unchanged. I felt

L 9
B A R REPORTING SERVICE

i
.. .

.



|
.

l

69 |

1 that New Hampshire's plan is basically a plan

2 for protective action for the beach population

3 is basically adeauate. At the end of the January

4 meeting I went along with what I felt was a

5 majority of the RAC that felt that the plan would *

6 be enhanced if the State did identify the

7 location of shelters for the transient beach

8 population. You know, they really haven't

9 provided chat, and I st.ill feel that, you know,

10 the overall plan is adequate, but they could

11 enhance it if they identified specific locations

12 to put the shelters. Obviously there's enough.

(~) 13 We've already said there's very.few of these
\__ /

14 people, and there's plenty.of possible locations

15 to put them in, so it's just a matter of

16 identifying where they're going to put these.

17 THE CHAIRMAN: And how.

18 MR. WATERS: And I don't feel that is

19 a big matter. That's something that just, you

20 know, can be done in order to enhance the plan.

21 If they don't have that, you know, the chances

22 are that they're not going to be adeauately

23 protected. I really don't see it.

24 THE CHAIRMAN: Stanley?
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1 MR. WASSERMAN: Again, maybe to

2 oversimplify this, but notwithstanding the | I

3 importance of all prior discussion, I still

4 think there's no issue because the State
,

5 proposes to amend the plan. We accept the

6 Proposal and with the amendment there's no

7 issue. Regardless of what we said or didn't

8 say in the past.- I'm not negating the importance

9 of what was said in the past, but there is no

10 issue. They're going to amend the plan, and with

11 that amendment nobody has a problem.

12 MR. KEENE: It didn't say we are going

13 to amend the plan, however. It said we propose
4 g

14 to amend the plan.

15 MR. WASSERMAN: Well, in our responses --

16 MR. KEENE: But we should say if you

00-17

18 MR. WASSERMAN: With satisfactory

19 amendment of the plan as proposed to identify the

20 Potential shelter locations for transient beach

21 Population without transportation, nobody on the

22 RAC has any problems with anything remaining with

23 the beach population issue.

24 MR. KEENE: Correct.
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1 MR. WASSERMAN: So regardless of

| 2 everything that's been said or not said in the

3 past, there is no issue if we all agree to

4 wording that others have said before me and

5 I've said earlier and bypass all of what was

6 said or not~said in the past. It could be

7 made -- as important as it was at the time, it

8 could be made immaterial to the future and to

9 the issue at hand. <

10 THE CHAIRMAN: Bob Bores.

11 MR. BORES: Just a question here. It's

12 more in the logistics I think rather than the

'r ^ 13 technical discussions here. FEMA's charge,.I
o

,

*

(_s '
14 guess -- you have to prepare testimony and

15 you're charged also with getting technical

16 feedback to the State. Is that one and the

same document?17

18 THE CHAIRMAN: It might be. It is our

current intention that there will be technical19 ,

| 20 feedback to the State, and there will be

|

21
testimony and it may or may not be one document.

22 There may be one document that'll have a

different cover letder on it.23

| 24 MR. BORES: I guess the reason for the

l [u!

1
;
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1 question is usually technical assistanen to the

2 State is, you know, you can go into more of the

3 detail. Ycu're going along the right track and

4 that sort of thing whereas testimony often gets

5 you into taking a position one way or another and

6 sometimes even before you see the final document

7 of which you want to take -- I mean, you'd like

.

to have the document in order to inake a finding| 8
|
| 9 or take a position but sometimes all you're

| 10 looking for in terms of technical assistance is

11 are we on the right track and what do we need to

12 do or is this adequate if we follow this way.

u That's the reason for the question.

I I
14 THE CHAIRMAN: Why don't we take a

15 break for lunch and we'll try and resume

u; discussions while we eat. We'll be probably

17 back here in about 20 minutes.

18 (Luncheon break.]

THE CHAIRMAN: Resuming discussion, I2A 19

20 think we came to closure with respect to the

21 transients without transportation and discussion

22 on J.9 J.10m, the language that we can use in the

23 revised RAC. Reviews. The language for the

24 Resources Study, revised RAC language with

L S
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1 respect to Resources Study, is being copied

2 right now and will be down this afternoon. We

3 can either go through it this afternoon, or we

can do a short turnaround on that -- give it out4

today and do a short turnaround.
5

6 So right now let's go to Item 3 on

7 our agenda which is New Hampshire's responses

8 concerning the beach population. We started

g talking about that a little bit before lunch.

MR. BORES: Excuse me. Would you just
10

go over J.9 and J.10m? What that is going to be,
11

I'm not sure after all the discussion that we12

had come to quota. Would you run that Ly us,em 13

( )'~''
14 please?

THE CHAIRMAN: Better than me saying
15

16 it, why don't we ask Mr. Rospenda to report

what he's got down.
17

MR. ROSPENDA: I'm afraid I'm a little18

bit in the dark, too, Ed.
gg

THE CHAIRMAN: Okay. What I would
20

have down here from the concensus was that the
21

verall rating is open, that we have a najority
22

and minority wording and with respect to Item 2,
23

we w uld put in the statement pretty much as
24
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1 Jack Dolan read it out. The statement as

2 written'in handwriting here with the addition

i i
3 of the RAC waits receipt of New Hampshire's plan

4 amendment to specifically identify which shelter

5 locations will be used to provide for the

6 transient population.

7 MR. BORES: Okay. Again, I think that

8 belongs with Item 1 rather than 2.

9 THE CHAIRMAN: I would like it to stay

10 with Item 2 because of consistency and also

11 because of the way the New Hampshire plan is set

12 up. The New Hampshire plan right now has a

13 certain logic that deals with transients without

14 transportation and that's what we're tracking | |

15 here. I'd like you to continue to track it here

16 in this way as we have done really I think for

17 a long, long time in a lot additions of the RAC

18 Review, Bob.

19 MR. BORES: I'm corry. Item 1 also

20 deals with the transients. Item 1 deals with

21 sheltering.

22 THE CHAIRMAN: .Ttem 1 does not deal

23 specifically with transients without

24 transportation. Item 2 is talking about

i >
-
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1 transients without transportation, and we have

2 kept them as a separate group. I'd like to

3 continue to do so. They are handled separately

4 in a variety of different ways in the plan. I

5 think logically we should continue to keep them

6 separate. Herb?

7 MR. FISH: The ouestion that tran3ients

8 without transportation -- are we talking about

9 transients without transportation who are members

10 of the beach population?

11 THE CHAIRMAN: Just transients without

12 transportation.

13 MR ~. FISH: Well, I thought that we had

14 firmly and convincingly resolved the transients

without transportation other than the beach
15

16 Population were adequately coverc0 in the plan.

17
And I thought that the only issue that we were

18 dealing with here and it gets back to what we

started with ver9 early this morning, that we
19

1

20 were dealing strictly with the beach population.

I'd like once again a clarification.
21

MR. CONKLIN: That's my understanding
22

! also.23

MR. KEENE: Mine, too.
24
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1 THE CHAIRMAN: You're saying that

2 your understanding is that transients without
(

3 transportation are handled adequately except

those that are in the beach population because
4

5 of the number?

6 MR. BORES: I think that was the only

7 thing that was left open, Ed. Relative to other

8 transients away from the beach, RAC had

g previously indicated that they were satisfied

10
with resources and what they had available. The

11 only item that was left open was the number of

12 transients without transportation on the beach

13 areas, and that's why I had asked for the

(: < >
14 additional information.

THE CHAIRMAN: Okay, Bob. This is the
15

16
first I've ever heard that Item 2 referred only

to the beach areas. We've always dealt with it
17

18 as being transients without transportation in

39
general. Yes, the bulk of that is almost

20 certainly going to be your beach population,

but it's transients without transportation as a
21

class.22

23 MR. KEENE: Since last summer I've

24 certainly considered this to be beach population.

| I-
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1 MR. FISH: If we go-once again' to

2 Page 64 of 134 and if RAC evaluation of the

3 State responds read through 8/86, we read those

4 words. It seems to me that we're dealing with

5 Paragraph 1 resolution deals with beach population

6 and Paragraph 2 picks up on that same thread

7 dealing with the beach, and if we go back to our

8 previous RAC meeting and Paul Lutz's comments at

9 that meeting where he specifically referred to

10 that section of the plan and th.en he turned the

11 page and I think these -- that's why I ask for

12 the plan -- these are false underlying comments
|

| 13 in this plan which singles out the beach-

14 population and that is what I thought we were
|

| 15 zeroing in on.

16 THE CHAIRMAN: The purpose of our

17 discussion this afternoon clearly is to focus

18 in on the beach population. To the best of my
|

19 knowledge, we never restricted or divided the

20 transients without transportation into beach-

21 goers or nonbeach-goers. We just never have

1

22 before. Perhaps we should have, but there is no

23 indication of this in the State or local plans

24 that I've reviewed. They just deal with
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1 transients without transportation as a group.

2 And as a group, the transients without
{

3 transportation, they're using a number of less

4 than two percent of the peak beach population.

5 That sounds like a conservative number to cover

6 all their cases of transients without

7 transportation.

8 MR. KEENE: When they say of the

9 beach population, it means they're talking

10 about the beach population, not about the whole

11 of southern New Hampshire?

12 THE CHAIRMAN: And therefore, what's

13 your conclusion?
| I

14 MR. KEENE: That what they're referring

15 to is of the beach population, not that which

16 applies to the towns, the portions of the towns

on the mainland as well.17

18 THE CHAIRMAN: Are we then saying

19 that we're going to accept that -- I had thought

20 we had said we would take that number because it

21 was so conservative it would just handle the

22 situation.

23 MR. FISH: May I refer to the piece-of

24 paper that we also received in the mail which

t 9
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1 deals with FEMA supplemental testimony on

2 shelter issues, and on Page 5 of that piece

3 of paper it deals with the range of protective

4 actions and on the preceding pages discuss the

5 majority-minority view. It says specifically,

6 In FEMA's view as the Federal agency

'

7 specialized knowledge the inner is not

8 adequate with respect to the transient beach

9 population because -- it seems as if the only

10 thing we're talking about is the beach population

11 at this point.

12 THE CHAIRMAN: That was with respect

13 to Item No.. 1 on Page 64 in that right-hand

14 column.

MR. FISH: It does say it's not
15

16 adequate ---

THE CHAIRMAN: What we were trying to37

18 capture was this morning's discussion on Item 2

of the transients without transportation.gg

20 MR. FISH: But most testimony here says

21 the entire -- it says, is not adequate with

22 respect to transient beach population be :ause

P anning standards J.9 -- it doesn't sayl23

Subset 1, Subset 2 -- and J.10m have not been met.
24
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1 It seems to me that every piece of paper that I

2 got, the memos that we received, the reason we're

3 here today is directea towards this beach

4 population icsue, and once ar; air >, I ask we have

a clarification if we are talking about the5

6 entire population or if ev'te only talking about

7 the beach population.

8 THE CHAIRMAN: I believe tha'c with

9 respect to Item 2 we were talking about the

entire population of transients without
10

transportation. Very clearly it has always been
11

12 our understanding that the vast bulk or vast

13 majority of those people are going to be beach-

[ . |'
14 goers. To the extent that'we've had any number

of transients without transportation, considering
15

16 demographics of Seabrook, the peak of that number

is going to be your summortime beach-goets, and |17

18 I think we've always assumed that. But I don't

believe that there's anything in the State orgg

20 1 cal plans that splits off the handling of the

transients without transportation, that group,
21

into beach goers and nonbeach-goers.22

MR. KEENE: It is my recollection of |23

past discussions that the RAC felt transient
21

|
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1 population without transportation, other than

2 the beach problem, was not involved, other than

3 the beach population was not a problem.
.

4 "3E CHAIRMAN: I'm not suggesting that

5 it is. I'm just saying that this item, while the

6 bulk of'those people may be beach-goers, it isn't

7 fust a beach situation. It's transients without

8 transportacion. As a class and as a group,

9 transients without transportation are handled

|
10

- in a specific way in the State and local plans,

11 and they are different than transients with

12 transportation in terms of any sheltering, and

13 I'd like to keep the. two groups separate.

14 MR. KEENS: Then you're going to have'

to split that into two groups as well because
15

16 the comments which we seem to feel are

17 satisfsetory to adding to this refer to the

18 beach population and are not designed to refer

to the entire transient population, transients
19

1

20 withcut transportation population.

THE CHAIRMAN: What additional comments --

21

Mk. KEEN 8: Certainly if we reflect
22

23
commitments, to a semi-comreiitment made in this

document that Dick StroMe submitted, becauea he's
24

1

l
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1 only. talking about the beach population.

2 MR. BORES: There's a separate section g
0 in the plan that deals with the general

_

4 population and those transients out in the

5 towns without access to transportation, and that

6 small group that is out there are told that

7 they may seek access to public buildings that

8 may be set up new, and th'at is h'andled

9 in local plans on an ad hoc basis because of

10 the very small number. That is clearly

11 different than the beach population, transients

12 without transportation. Clearly different.

13 THE CHAIRMAN: Well, it may be clear

t D.
14 to you, Bob, but it's certainly not clear to me,

15 MR. KEENE: I think it's clear to a

16 great many of the RAC members, Ed.

17 THE CHAIRMAN: Are you suggesting that

18 when the plan calls for transients without-

;g transportation getting refuge in public buildings,

20 that they were not talking about the beach

21 population transients without transportation?

22 MR. BORES: That's correct. That's

23 correct. For the beach population it says

24 shelter -- what it says is sheltering may not

t 9
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1 be considered feasible protective action on the
F*

Seabrook beaches during the summer, and for this ID
2

_

3 reason early precautionary beach closures-may be

4 implemented. That's for the beach population.

MR. KEENE: They're talking about two
5 1

-

6 different groups. '.}

7 MR. BORES: Plan citations if you're
9

8 interested are in Section '2.6, Page 2.6-6 and
.

9 2.6-7.

10 MR. LUTZ: Mr. Chairman?

THE CHAIRMAN: Yes, Paul.
11

12 MR. LUTZ: I th' ink that we're cominy to

13 again a situation on this article which is going
f~'~)
\~c'

| 14 to have two different opinions, and I believe, as-\

I'm listening to everybody, that there is a
15

16 feeling within some of us. It''s just a fdeline,

but I think some others feel the same way, that
17

18 the entire article J.9;is in our opinion, our

judgment is adequate, and that it is even more
19

20 adequate than it was when we talked about it

before because the State has provided the
21

|

l

additional information on Part 2. And then as an22

| 23 additional comment which Stanley had put out

24 very well, it appears to be the judgment of

O
Li
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ev$rybodythattherewillbeaunanimoucfooling1

2 of adeauacy provided'there is the inclusion in the

1 3 plan of some minor things from their sheltering

.
4 study. I see it as there's a sp2iv. within the

.1

5 grcup and there's scue of us who feel that theyi

6 think is adequate pe*.;od, that additional

7 supplementary information is fine and that we
, ,

8 see it what will be satisfactory to the Chr.ir,
'

g will not bother the rest of us and will make

s
10 for a unanimous conclusion and we can tell them

11 that. But I think that already there is within

12 the group a very considerable judgment that the

article is adequate period. All facets.VJ i

( / s

MR. FISH: Can I ask Paul what you | |14 s

believe to be the split that exists tNough?
15

16 You said a split.

17 MR. LUTZ: Well, I, don't think that the
:

18 Chairman feelsithat the article'is adequate.
'\

l

MR. FISH: Oh, okay.
39

20 MR. LUTZ: I sense that. He hasn't

|

21 said that, but I sense that from the way the

22 discussions have gone.

<>

23 THE CHAIRMAN: Well, I think what
! !

24 we're having is a very fragmented discussion.

'

I

,
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Let's see if we'can't really focus it id41 I

2 had felt we were recapping where we wern in the /'

3 morning, and where I thought we were very clearly
/

4 we didn't have congruence on. Bob Bores, are you

5 saying that with re'spect to Item 2 on Page 64 in

6 that right-hand co.umn where we used to say that

7 that was an open item or an inadequate item,

8 depending upcc. whose recollection you want to go

9 with. You're saying that this is no longer a

10 problem with respect to beaches, the' beach
o

11 transients without transportationiand it',s also
J

no longer a problem with any othed\ t$ansients
_

12

13 without transportation. Is that fdatyou're

14 saying? I'm not following you.} Please tell me --
)

15 you're objecting to what I'm Gaying. Plesse tell
/
'

16 me exactly what language you think should be
I

17 used there. I

'

18 MR. BORES: With regart to the beaches,

19 the information we have appear's to close that any )

20 concerns that the RAC have relative '.o thche
f

21 beach-goers who are stranded <tithuht

22 transportation because of the small number.

23 Relative to the other segments of the populatior., ,

24 away f rom the beacMs, RAC did not have a i
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1 problem -- if I can speak for the rest of the

(A ,i 2 RAC and maybe you'll want to ascertain that.

(N- | I
,

#

3 MR. FISH: I agree with Bob's statement.'/* '
2

t

'
4 MR. WASSERMAN: Speaking as a minority,

5
I don't want to sound like a broken record, but"

't

/ 6 I would fcel good if he made the statement thatj, ,
I,*

7 I've said before, just saying that with
'

8 satisfactory submission of a plan to identify

9 potential shelters, etcetera, etcetera, then it

10 / is unanimous that the RAC has no problems with
,

,

11 the plan as far as the beach issue is involved.

12 MR. BORES: Don't get me wrong.

t' MR. WASSERMAN: Now, what you read was13

I
14 very close. If you would have gone on -- you had

i

I]
read what you thought was ---'

15 ,

'
,

16 E CHAIRMAN: I had read what I thought'

ef
)
'

1j 'was the concensus.'

,

18 MR. WASSERMAN: Yeah. I think, and I

19 don't know if it's appropriate to put it in
,

20 there -- what was missing is a message to the

'/
21 utility that with satisfactory submission of their

P an to identify etcetera, etcetera, the item isl22
,

23 approved as is submitted,-

i t ',
In ther words, what you read was okay.24 ,/,

> I }
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1 You were just missing the phrase. You left it,

2 you know, it's still open or inadequate, and you

3 quit. You didn't give -- if I can remenber

4 correctly, you didn't give any clue to the

utility that the Regional Assistance Committee5

6 and our assistance team -- well, go ahead.

7 MR. BORES: We have the factual

8 statement ---

9 MR. FISH: It should be the State, not

10 the utility.

11 MR. BORES: Right.

12 MR. WASSERMAN: The State, I'm sorry.

13 Thank you.

UIE GAIRMAN: The tag line was the RAC
14

awaits receipt of New Hampshire's plan amendment
15

16 to specifically identify which shelter locations
1

will be used to provide for the transient
17

1

18 Population.1

MR. WASSERMAN: And then what's missing
I 19

20 is a phrase. If this plan is considered

21 satisfactory by the RAC, then the issue is
|

22 closed. In other words, the State would submit

23
this and we're not telling them, Hey, that's all

24
we need if it's satisfactory.
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1 MR. FLYNN: It sounded like you did,

f 2 To give a little bit of the history outside
\ | I

3 of the RAC discussions as part of the litigation,

there's been a lot of conversation back and forth4

between FEMA on one hand and the State of5

6 New Hampshire in particular ..it also the utility

7 on the other hand, and there's a sense of

8 frustration on the part of the State of

9 New Hampshire that they keep trying to meet the

10 objections that had been expressed to the RAC

11 Review process and each time they keep being

12 told there's something more that needs to be

13
done, and with the request for technical

I |
14 assistance, you have the opportunity to tell the

State what it is they need to do that they
15

16 haven't already done, and I think it's a bit

disinnenuous to say, send something in and we'll
37

18 tell you later whether we like it or not.

MR. WASSERMAN: Well, that's why I
19

20 Proposed that that phrase be -- just for that

21 very reason that they not be shooting at a moving

22 target all the time. That was the very reason I

| 23 . suggested that the final phrase be put in there,

24 that with satisfactory submission in the judgment

|
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.

1 of the RAC of that plan to identify potential

2 shelter locations, the issue would be closed.

3 That's the only outstanding issue. That would

4 be the message.

5 MR. FLYNN: But you're adding a

6 reservation there when you say satisfactory. If

7 there's more information that you need, I would

8 ask you just for the putyose of bringing this to
.

9 closure that you say what it is that you require.

10 MR. FISH: It woul6 be obvious to me

11 that we would certainly requi.re a modification

12 of the EBS messages, that you have to provide

13 the information to where these transients would

14 have to go. We could be very specific in our

communication with the State and say that tite
15

16
shelter areas identified and it has been suggested

that we ask them to be specific. It is :ny view
17

18 that we do not have to be specific. We could

list a whole range of potential shelters and then
19

;a based upon best judgment ud the deci sion makers

21 indicate which ones to go to, er they could be

I 22 incorporated into the EBS messagee when they
I

| 23 were prescripted. But I think that is the other

24 misning element of the EBS, but I'm happy to see

B A R REPORTING SERVICE

|



.

90

1 that the Chair now recognizes that we are*

2 dealing with the transient beach population
4 g

3 and we do not have an issue -- from what I

4 understood your comments were, Ed -- that we

5 do not have an issue regarding other transient-

6 dependent population outside of the beach

l7 Pe0P e-

8 THE CHAIRMAN: Forgive me if I'm a
.

g little slow tcSay. As I told you, I'm only

10 hearing out of one ear, and I think my brain is

11 about 50 percent functional, too, with this flu

12 I'm fighting. If I correctly understand you now --

13 I think I do -- we had been ~saying all along

[ l |
14 that there may be a problem with the transients

15
without transportation. We don't know what the

16 number is. There may be a problem. It's an open

17 issue or an inadequacy. The numbers that we

18 were talking about, the reason that there could

39 be a problem -- we're talking about going back

20 through many iterations of RAC Review -- is the

21 large number of beach goers, but the other

22 transients without transportation are expected

23 to be very, very few and far between and could

24 be taken carc of on an ad hoe basis.

L 9
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1 MR. FISH: I disagree with your

2 Opening remark. We were not concerned. You

3 used the term transients. We were not concerned

4 with transients other than the beach population
.

5 of transients. That is the only transient group

6 that we were concerned with. I believe that the

7 RAC was concerned with. That's why I thought

8 when you read the statement that you read that

9 you suggested other than, you know, *he specific.

10 reference to locations, that you were off the

11 other issue.

12 TrL CHAIRMAN: Please bear with me.

13 We have always talked about transients without
_

14 transportaticn. The reason we were concerned

15 about '. hat group was the numbers, potential

16 nr.mbers down at the beach. I don't think we

.
17 ever specifical'.y said as we're saying now, but

|
18 I'm not disagcoeing with you, that the transients

19 without trans,o:tation other than the beach-goers

1 20 should be a v..cy, very small number and should be
1
,

21 taken care, can be taken care of on an ad hoc

| 22 basis. The transients at the beach we now have

23 a numerical handle on, and that's what we're
|

24 focusing on. Am I on the right track now?
(
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1 I don't believe we ever articulated before when

( 2 we were talking about the transients without

3 transportation, I don't believe we ever

4 specifically said, Hey, we're only talking
.

5 about the beach-goers. Certainly the reason

6 that we were concerned about that was we just

7 didn't have a handle on the numbers. We knew

8 that there might be a lot of them down in the

g beach areas.

10 MR. KEENE: I think we probably, if I

11 remember correctly -- that was a long time back --

12 did mention the ones in town and decided they were

13 not a problem.

C | I
14 MR. BORES: That's correct, Byron..

15 MR. KEENE: Decided that did not need

16 further review. We felt that was adequately

17 handled as opposed to the beach population.
|

!

! 18 That was a long time ago.

19 THE CHAIRMAN: That was a long time

20 ago, and I don't ever remember saying that that

| 21 group wasn't a problem.
!

j 22 In any case, let's talk about today.

23 Today what we're saying is this: With respect

24 to the transients without transportation, the

L 9
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1 State has given us a number on the beach-goers.

2 We're satisfied with that number. Right? So we ;

3 want to say that. We want to say -- with |

4 respect to the -- Bob, why don't you go ahead and

5 interrupt.

6 MR. BORES: For some proposed wording,

7 because we seem to be hung up on what to say, in

8 my letter to you on the 24th, let me just read

9 from that last paragraph, and I'll give you a copy

10 of this or make a copy of this for you. I just

11 reiterate that my letter on November 13th

12 relative to the beach shelter survey indicated

'13 if sheltering is to be utilized as protective

14 action, then the situations under which it would

15 be used need to be described along with the

16 mechanisms, those procedures needed to implement

17 it. The February 11, 1988 Strome letter

18 adequately describes the situations under which

-

19 sheltering of the beach population or a portion

20 of it might be used and indicates that some

21 procedureal changes will be made. The State

22 should submit for RAC Review the procedural

23 changes necessary to implement the proposed

24 beach sheltering strategy. The changes include,

8 A R REPORTING SERVICE
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1 one, the listing of potential beach shelter

( 2 facilities; two, the proposed changes to EBS

3 messages or other procedural changes indicating

4 how the affected beach population will be

5 notified and directed to the appropriate shelters;

6 and three, procedural changes indicating who

7 would recommend and/or decide when to use the

8 sheltering option and who would decide which

9 shelters to use. Nevertheless, I wish to

10 reiterate that the plan is adequate for the

11 seasonal beach population and the comments made

12 above are provided solely to permit further

u enhancement of the new Hampshire plan. And I( I I
14 guess I'll need to get you a copy of this for

15 the record, or I guess you can get a copy from

16 Jack, either one.

17 MR. FISH: Not having read it in

18 detail, but the flavor of that seems to be that

19 the essence of the comment that could go back to

20 the State.

21 MR. DOLAN: I would agree. I thought

22 that was fine.

23 MR. BORES: I don't think we want to

24 focus too much on EBS messages because EBS may

C 9
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1 not be the aspect they want.to use. You might

2 want to use EPA that you have available on the

3 street. Sure. .

4 THE CHAIRMAN: I think you handled

5 that well in your comment. The State's

6 submission only talks to EBS message, and that's

7 almost tangental for this particular situation

8 where you're directing people to do something

9 assertive that involves generally walkers.

10 MR. BORES: }Vell , they may use PA also

11 or they talk about it.

12 (Brief pause.)

13 MR. BORES: But even at the side area,

14 you may want to use'PA because you're only

15 interested in the local population at the beach

16 area. Ten miles away, 50 miles away you don't

17 need ---

18 MR. KEENE: If I unde'rstand what you

19 were driving at, Ed, this sort of thing is fine,

as far as this part of it dealine with t))e beach population,20

21 but what we need is an additional statement

22 clarifying the RAC's position on these transients

23 without transportation who are not in the beach

24 Population. And some of these are indicating
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1 that it --- .

( 2 THE CHAIRMAN: What I was saying,

3 Byron, _and forgive me if I'm thick, I've never

4 in n., mind split the transients without

5 transportation formally into different groups.

6 The State clearly has in their handlings and I'm

7 getting a very clear se'nse that the RAC is

8 saying that the transients without transportation

9 who are not beach-goers are a problem that can be

10 handled on an ad hoc basis, and I don't disagree

11 with that. We don't have a firm number on it,

12 but how many can it really be? They've got

13 adequate transportation resources. They do have --

I
14 they call for shelterin'g people that wander in

15 off the street in the EOCs, and they can

16 presumably handle this. We have no reason to

17 believe otherwise.

18 With respect to the beach-goers, we're

19 saying that which used to be an open item based

20 on their new submission will be satisfied if
i

i

1

21 these things are met. So I guess it's still an

22 open item.

l

! 23 MR. KEENE: Yeah. But at least it
1

24 gets to what he was saying though -- in essence

; I I
|
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(~) I saying if you do this,'then we'll consider it.
L'

2 THE CHAIRMAN: And it sounds to me

3 like we're saying that probably -- maybe this

4 is a leap of faith -- that we're probably going

5 to say the same thing when we talk about the

6 enhancement, which is the majority view, the

~7 enhancement to the plan that could result from

8 further explication of sheltering, not for the

9 transit - depen' dent- people, but just for

10 transients , l'n general, and f or the ' minority

view as well. And getting on to what
11

12 Mr. Wasserman was saying.

So with respect to -- going back to
13

14 Page 64 -- we have under Item 2, would strike

what's there now, move that over into the far
15

16 left-hand column just for historical purposes,

note in the middle column that the State made a| 17

18 response February lith and February -- whatever

it was -- 19th -- whatever it was, and then go
39

| 20 into the language that's handwritten in the
1

middle column right now with the additional
21

language stating something very much like what22

| 23 Bob already has. Saying that the State should

24 submit. Do we have congruence that this item,
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1 with respect to the transit-dependent ,

1

2 transients, that this is still an open item { }

3 until we get this additional material from the

4 State?

5 MR. LUTZ: Well, Mr. Chairman, I think

6 the comment from Dr. Bores is that the judgment

7 is that the item is adequate, and that that is

8 what I would support.

9 THE CHAIRMAN: And you're saying it's

10 adequate even without this addition?

11 MR. LUTZ: I support the comments in

12 the letter that was read which says the items

13 are adequate but these are specific suggestions
| I(

14 for improvement.

15 THE CHAIRMAN: Stanley?

16 MR. WASSERMAN: I would like to go

17 along with that, but doe,sn't that remove

18 assurance that the State would proceed? I mean,

19 if we said it was adequate, then there's no

20 compelling urge for them to submit this proposed

21 refinement.

22 THE CHAIRMAN: If it's adeaunte, I

23 agree with you. They may or may not make plan

24 changes. I mean, the the point is whether or not

.
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1 we feel it's adequate. We've had this as an

2 open item pending their submission of additional

3 information on the numbers. They've given us the

4 numbers, but they haven't told us how they're

5 going to handle specifically getting those

6 people into shelter. I believe it should be

~

7 open until such time as they provide that

8 information.
.

9 MR. WASSERMAN: Since they say that

10 they want to give it, since they say they're

11 going to give it, I would feel more comfortable

12 if we made it clear to them that with the
,-

(/) 13 submission of that item, it's closed. That's
~

14 different than the majority opinion that says

15 it's closed now, but if you want to give us a

16 refinement to the plan, fine. If you don't want

17 to, that's fine, too.

18 THE CHAIRMAN: Bob.

19 MR. BORES: Since we view, the

20 majority of the RAC had viewed the plan as

21 adequate before, it would not make sense to

22 say, okay, you've given us this. Now it's

23 inadequate. Okay. We are using what we're

-r''x 24 saying. What I am saying -- the RAC has to make
)

%)
\w
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1 up the individual lines -- but what I am sayinq

{
2 is that the plan is adequate. If you plan to

{ }

3 use sheltering, then provide a mechanism for

4 using it. In other words, you have to have the

5 listing, the procedures, EBS mesnages, and think

6 out who's going to make the decisions and have

7 the methodology in place. If you're going to use

'

8 it.

9 THE CRAIRMAN: Okay, Bob ---

10 MR. BORES: So in the testimony they

11 said that they are looking at it, and they have

12 found at least one place where they might

13 consider use of shelter,.and that they will

( i i
14 change the plan. Okay. So in my view the plan,

15 since it was adequate before, if they're coming

16 along with enhancements, fine -- they ought to

17 come along with those enhancements and provide

18 them in and I think we ought to review those

19 Procedures to ensure that they would do what
.

20 they say they will.

21 THE CHAIRMAN: Bob, it was never clear
1

22 to me, and obviously not clear to our Argonne
1

23 staff writer, that you were claiming that the'

24 plan was adequate also with respect to transient-

L 9
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1 dependent transients. Today is the first I've

2 heard of that.

3 MR. BORES: Transients became closed,

4 if you will, with the submission of information

on transit -dependent beach-goers.5

6 THE CHAIRMAN: Okay. So it wasn't

7 adequate at the last meeting. It's adequate

8 with the submission of the February information.

9 Is that what you're saying?

MR. BORES: Okay. When you sayig

adequate, are you saying it was open before.
11

12 I did not see anything that indicated that that

13 Particular item was inadequate.

11 THE CHAIRMAN: Okay. It was an open

item at least before. Now with the new material,
15

16 even though they don't say how or where they will

Put these people, you're saying it's adequate?
17

MR. BORES: The how or where is a
18

different issue. It was how many in
33 ,

transportation resources ---
20

THE CHAIRMAN: Okay.
21

MR. BORES: --- was open.
22

THE CHAIRMAN: I think the transcript
g

will show, Bob, that you said earlier that the
24
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1 majority felt that the plan was adequate. Now

you're saying that the majority felt that this { g2

3 was an open item and that you're now saying that

the February material closes that open item.
4

Mr. Wasserman and I are saying that the February
5

submission does not close that open loop yet.
6

,

7 That when they give us what they promise, it

will close it. Mr. Wasserman is nine. My point
8

9 is very simple, that yes, this was at least an

open item at the last meeting.
10

MR. LUTZ: Well, I would ouestion that
11

12 very much. I didn't see it as an open item.

THE CHAIRMAN: Well, Bob just said
13

( < >
14 that he felt it was an open item until the stuff

came in.
15

16 MR. LUTZ: My memory is very strong

that the discussion was that -- and it was my
17

jg judgment at the time and I say it again today --

J.9 was adequate.
,gg

THE CHAIRMAN: I think again, Paul,
20

we were focusing in on that one paragraph, and
21

I don't think we ever talked about the second22

23 Paragraph on the transit - dependent transients

24 to the best of my recolle.c*: ion.

.
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1 MR. CONKLIN: I submit to the whole

2 board here that 1 and 2 are so closely inter-

3 twined that we're attempting to deal with them

4 separately when in fact they cannot be. We'll

'

5 have to deal with them as a single entity, and

6 when you deal with them as a single entity and

7 then look at the minority-majority opinion, in

8 my mind it becomes very clear in that the issues

9 that were given to us today, the transportation

10 closes any loop that was there in the mind of

11 the majority and that with the addition -- I

12 think Stan said it very well and you repeated

13 it and I think Bob's languace in a . letter, those i ssues

| 14 would also close the loop for the minority

15 opinion. But I think we're just spinnino wheels,

16 trying to talk about them separately. They're

17 so intertwined that to talk about them separately

18 just gets us back and forth and all we're doing

19 is bouncing it up against the wall. In my mind

i

20 it's very clear that the majority thinks it's

21 closed. With the input of the w6rds we'va heard,

i 22 the minority would also consider it closed, and |
| 1

23 therefore, we're back to concensus. To me it's

1

almost moot at this point.24
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1 THE CHAIRMAN: Joe Flynn.

|
MR. FLYNN: Once again I'm going to

2

| 3 suggest that this discussion will move along
|

with much greater precision if you define the4
'

i 5 question. We've been spending a lot of time

6 talking about pinning down what the issue is,

7 and I submit to you that the issue is really

8 very clear and has been for some time. The
,

9 previous RAC Review identified a problem; namely,

10 that the plan didn't say how many transit-

11 dependent transients there were. That

12 information has been supplied. Now, there's

13 some disagreement.about whether the State

(: < i
14 interpreted the comment appropriately, but put

15
that aside, there is agreement that the

16 information that has been supplied answers the

17 question in any case. It's close enough that

18 even though there may be some norbeach goers

19 left out of that equation, what's left out is not

20 enough to change the -- it's not enough to send

21 a message back to the State that we need more

22 information about how many people there are

23 without transportation. The other issue is now
,

24 that we know how many people there are who need

| I
_
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1 transportation, how will they be treated. Now,

2 we spent a lot of time talking about, does that

3 question fit under Element 1 or Element 2, and

4 as Craig just suggested, you're going to end up

in the sar$e place whether whichever element you5

6 put it in, and I'd like to suggest that you are

7 now in the position to move on to that question
'

8 of, has the State in its proposed plan change
.

9 appropriately addressed that question -- how

10 will they treat the people for whom they propose

11 to provide shelter.

12 MR. WASSERMAN: They have. If they'd

13 submit the proposed plan change, I believe we've

14 all said that everybody, even the minority,

15 would have no problem.

16 THE CHAIRMAN: You're using the

17 language very much like what was developed by

18 Bob Bores in his February 24th letter.

19 MR. WASSERMAN: It appears the only --
.

20 what I hear is the only difference that exists

21 is that the majority is willing to accept the

22 plan even without the proposed change, but

23 everybody agrees that with the proposed change,

24 it's unanimous.
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1 MR. CONKLIN: And better probably.

2 MR. WASSERMAN: The big difference of

3 opinion is that there's a segment, a larger

4 segment of the group here, the majority that

5 wanted to go with adequate as is, and I

6 maintain that it remain open until they give

7 what they want to give us. I won't even argue

8 whether it's adequate or not. It's going to be
.

9 better and they want to give it to us, so let

10 them give it to us.

11 THE CHAIRMAN: Herb?

12 MR. FISH: May I suggest we maybe at

13 this point get off the issue whether it's

| |%
14 adequate, inadequate, open, closed or whatever,

15 and use a statement possibly in this response

16 back to the State that we have something to the

17 effect there was incorporation by the State

18 of its proposed plan change, Item J.9, and we

19 can be specific as to what we want in the

20 proposed change. Item J.9 eill be closed and
|

| 21 Put it at that. And we get off the point of
!

22 adequacy, inadequacy. We want the State to

23 incorporate all its changes it has enumerated-

24 in its submittal to us. We want to give them

|-
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1 some specific guidances as to what those changes

2 are, and we can take from Bob Bores' memo to you.-

3 Ed, and all we need say is that with incorporation

4 by the State of its proposed plan change, and

5 then be specific, Item J.9 will be closed.

6 Therefore, that answer Stan's concern that, you

7 r w, if you don't tell them, then maybe they

8 won't do it. I think we will close this issue.

9 MR. WASSERMAN: It also answers the

10 State's concern because they know that's all

11 that's left.

12 MR. LUTZ: Then there will be silence

13 on the question of adequate or inadequate.

14 MR. FISH: Absolutely.

THE CHAIRMAN: I don't believe we can
15

16 avoid ---
.

HR. WASSERMAN: Well, you're back to
17

18 wh re it opened.

THE CHAIRMAN: The statement of
19

20 adequacy or not. I mean, it's ---

21 MR. WASSERMAN: The issue closes.

22 The issue is closed. It's adequate.

23 MR. CONKLIN: Use adequate instead of-

24 closed.
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1 MR. KEENE: How to answer them at

2 this point in time, the question is closed?

3 MR. FISH: I don't think it's necessary

4 to answer the question.

5 MR. KEENE: It probably isn't.

6 THE CHAIRMAN: Our views on whether it

7 will be necessary to answer the question are

8 unfortunately not dispositive. Counsel.

9 MR. FLYNN: Yes, you do need to answer

10 the question, but again I will suggest to you that

11 how you answer that is in the nature of the

12 technical assistance. In submitting material

13 for technical assistance, what the State of

C e14 New Hampshire is asking you in essence is this

15 is what we think you have asked us to provida.

16 Is it or is it not? If the answer is yes, you

'

17 just simply say yes. If it's not, then I think

18 it's incumbent upon the RAC and FEMA to say what

19 additional information or detail is required

20 before you can answer the question yes, this is

21 enough.

22 MR. WASSERMAN: I think we all agree

23 what they propose to give us is enough. Except

24 perhaps for that EBS statement.
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2B 1 MR. CONKLIN: The question then, in

2 Hew Hampshire's submittal back to FEMA, are they

3 responding on FEMA's contention or on the
_

4
knowledge that it's a majority-minority opinian

on that contention?5

MR. BORES: Who responded to FEMA?6

You responded to FEMA testimony.7

MR. CONKLIN: To 7EMA testimony. So
8

9 I guess my opinion is regardless of what the

RAC says, that if that is FEMA's position, then
10

the only that will close it is resolution of the
it

12 minority opinion, then I guess -- if you.'re not

g ing to change your opinion regardless of what
13-

( )
the RAC says, and I'm not saying you will or willk"

- 14

n t, if that's what vou testified, and that's
15

16 what you want to see to close it, then it's

Probably immaterial what the RAC thinks at this
17

18 point and just go ahead and use your language

with adequate submittal and it's closed.
39

Evidently, thef're responding to your testimony
20

that FEMA said that issue was inadequate. So
21

irrespective of the fact of RAC's feelings on
22

that, if FEMA's come up with the conclusion
23

that it's inadequato and they're responding to
24
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1 that -- RAC also agrees that the improvements

2 will close the minority opinion so you could |

3 use similar language that the submittal would

4 then make this issue adequate.

5 THE CHAIRMAN: What you're addresting )

6 in FEMA's testimony is not the adequacy of what

7 they have, but rather that FEMA cannot conclude

8 that the plan is adequate. That's what they're

9 addressing with this submittal.

10 MR. FLYNN: May I suggest that Craig

11 is correct in that RAC doesn't need to go back

12 and try to decipher what FEMA said in its

13 testimony. The question before you really is

i I
14 how do you react to what the State has proposed

! 15 to include in the plan.

16 MR. LUTZ: Well, Mr. Chairman, what we

17 say or don't say really is not the point. We

'

18 are all on record. We're going to have an exact

19 transcript of this,.and we've got 15 witnesses

20 here on what each of us have said. There's no

21 question what the individuals on the committee

22 think. The people have been extremely open and

23 forthright. It's t.ll there. The important

24 issue as Stanley says, tell them, do this. If
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I we can avoid saying~words to what each individual !d.

J

f -2 said, I think we should do tnat, but we are on

3 record. There's no way you can change that. l
1

4 We're on record and so be it, but as far as

5 New Hampshire has to know, they just have to

6 know, do it.

7 MR. BORES: But one of the things

8 that we have not really told New !!ampshire is

9 what we think of their plan concepts and

10 strategy.

11 MR. LUTZ: Well, I think your letter

12 states it. That should be fine. I'm all for

13 that.

- Q~
14 THE CI! AIRMAN: So there are two

15 separate aspects.
I

16 MR. LUTZ: And that's in the record,

17 too. That would be read in the record.

18 It's fihe in my opinion.

39 THE CHAIRMAN: Okay. I remain

20 concerned. If we're talking about the overall

21 sheltering of the population -- not the

22 transit - dependent transients, but the other
,

23 Population -- it appears to me that we have

24 something which is not as complete as their

<

m
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i 1 proposal for exactly what they plan to do for-

the transit -dependent transients on .the beach, g g( 2

3 That seems pretty clear and I agree w.th
,

Bob Bores' memorJndum on that.4

With respect to the other -- the5

6 minority view that looked for additional
,

7 information on the sheltering, the document

8 which we have that's dated February 19th, that

9 attachment primarily focuses on a two-mile EPZ-

as opposed to a ten-mile EPZ with espect to
10 ,

11
the beach sheltering capacities, and thei

12 Stone & Webster study does go further up and

down the beach. But,the letters that we've, 13

14 gotten here focus on two miles for the

enhancement, the sheltering enhancement option,
33

!

and it seems that we need a fair amount of
. y

,

\'

37
additional information on the specific buildings,

18 the procedures for opening the buildings and the
.

procedures for getting the people in. Not all
19

that riuch dif ferent than what we need for the \ ',
20

!.
,

transit - dependent transients, but more because
~

21

!

22 it's on a larger scale. I didn't see anything'

in terms of decision making matrix for when they
23

21 might shoo-c to use that. They did indicate

L 9
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1 that there were some circumstances that they

| 2 might want to nake use of sheltering for

3 transients who did not have access to shelter.

4 .Their proposal did not seem to focus on the

5 comparatively fast-breaking accidents where

6 you had a release within an hour or two when

7 you had some population at risk. Depending

8 upon which way you read their submission, it's

g possible shat they were talking to that. It's

10 Possible that they weren't. I was frankly a

little bit confused.11

In terms of whether or not the documents12

r^s 13 that they've submitted satisfy what the majority

L L call th'e enhancement and what the minority would
14

call the needed plan changes, they seem to.be
15

16 going in the right direction. But as
.

Warren Church said, they simply have not
17

18 Provided the necessary plan changes.

MR. CONKLIN: Warren also said it
19

20 was adequate as it was.

'fHE CHAIRMAN: That's right. I'm not
21

22 disputing'that. I'm saying that -- we're talking

about what the majority would view as an23

enhancement and the minority would view as a
24

'

1
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l' necessity. My point was very simple. It was

2 that it's not there. That which we would, in j g

3 the minority would call a necessity and what the

4 majority would call an enhancement. As I read

5 this document, it talks about in general about

6 how they might go about achieving this. Now,

I you had some comrents on -- you've| 7 Bob Rospera ,

8 analyr.ed this. What did you come up with?

9 MR. ROSPENDA: The initial submittal

10 by the State?

11 THE CHAIRMAN: Well, the two submittals.

12 MR. ROSPENDA: Okay. On the first

13 submittal the only thing that bothered me. It

t 9
14 seemed like they didn't address the original

15
concern about FEMA, about the fast-ci"4ng

16 incident. They did talk about providing
.

17
shelters for -- I'm sorry -- providing

18 transportation for transients without

10 transportation, but they didn't indicate an

20 analysis to the situation where you had talked

21 about at the last RAC, about the potential for

22 all of the transient beach populction possibly

23 hung up in a traffic jam for several hours iad
i

24 possibly being exposed for the duration of t e

C S
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1 release. And that's what one of your concerns.

2 was and what Peters' concern was was that was

3 not addressed.

4 In the second submittal I'm not sure

5 what they're saying. They should be saying

6 that they do Fave adequate numbers o.f spaces

7 in shelters available for all of these transient

8 beach population.

9 MR. CONKLIN: All of the beach

10 population?

11 MR. ROSPENDA: No, all.

12 MR. CONKLIN: All of the beach
.

13 population.

14 MR. ROSPENDA: But the total is

15 something like 30,000 and they show, in a

16 follow-up, some 80,000 spaces. ,

i
17 THE CHAIRMAN: Of course there they

'

18 were only talking about two miles.

~

19 MR. ROSPENDA: Right.

20 THE CHAIRMAN: And we're concerned
i

21 with the full stretch of beaches which go ten

22 miles on either side of the plant. Bob Bores.

23 MR. BORES: I think they did address

|

24 the fast-breaking accident as a matter of fact,
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I and that's the plan changes that you have..

2 They've done the analysis and what they've j g

3 said in their analysis is that, look, for the

4 beach population the best thing they can do

5 is get them out. He alceady had early beach

6 closing in our plan so that at the alert we
,

7 consider closing the beachea depending on what

8 the situation is. Side area emergency -- if it

9 looks like we're going somewhere, we definitely

10 will close those beaches, and at the general

11 emergency, which comes up immediately through a

12 general emergency, if we're not already

13 evacuating the beaches, we will put it into tree

14 to consider the sheltering, but that's a very

15 unlikely situation because they already should

16 be in the evacuation process at the alert for

17 the side area emergency, and the plan changes

18 that you've gotten really are submitted to*

19 clarify that in fact they would put it in

20 through that tree situation if they iminediately

21 went to that fast-breaking situation.

22 So it's there.

23 THE CHAIRMAN: Did you feel that they

24 adequately covered dealing with people that were

.
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( ' I stuck in a traffic jam for four, five or six
s

2 hours in terms of putting them in shelter rather

3 than just leaving them sitting in traffic?

4 I certainly didn't -- I missed that if it was

5 there.

6 MR. KEENE: I don't feel that I

7 should go into shelter.

8 MR. BORES: They did not address that

9 specific situation; however, it's hard to see

10 where you'd be stuck without moving for five or

11 six hours. If they're indeed moving, then the

! 12 best thing to do is to progress out of the area.

13 It they're stuck and they're going to be hung up

! 14 for hours without moving, that's another

15
situation, and that can be handled the same way

16 as the other once they've provided their

17 procedures for getting notification. But it's

|

18 unlikely you're going to be hung up for hours

|

19 in the same place.

20 MR. FLYNN : Mr. Chairman, I want to

21 address a question to Dr. Bores.

22 THE CHAIRMAN: Please.
,

23 MR. FLYNN: Bob, I think it may be

24 obvious to you why evacuation is a better
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1 alternative than shelter. You may be reading
1

( 2 a lot into what the submissicn from the State j )

3 of New Hampshire says, but I don't know that

4 it's obvious to everybody. Can you walk us

*

5 through that?

6 MR. BORES: Well,- if you put people

7 in shelter, if you're looking for a protection

8 factor of let's say 2, cutting the dose in half.

9 If in fact you have a very severe accident and

10 you're expecting behlth affects', khich means a couple

11 hundred Rads, they're still going to get

12 several hundred Rads, and in fact, what you may

13 be doing by putting people.in shelter is putting

(: i i

14 them under a plume. If you're moving them out of

15 the way, at least you're getting farther away.

16 You can take advantage of more dispersion.

17 Some of them may be under the plume for a while,

18 but they'll move through it, and others will not

19 be in the plume at all, and you will have gotten

20 them out of that area where they are vulnerable.

21 If you have them there, you still have them there.

22 I mean, you've got them trapped there. You've

23 still got to move them out.

24 THE CHAIRMAN: Well, we're really back
.
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1 to the discussion that we had at the last RAC

2 meeting where we had a majority view and a

3 minority view. Now, as I understood the majority

4 view, and I thought we. all signed of f to it was

that the plan is adequate but could be enhanced5

6 by options such as sheltering the transient

7 beach population. The minority view was that

8 the plan needed to provide the best sheltering

g alternative possible. My point is ve.ry simple.

10
That the submissions that have been made,to date

11 in my opinion neither solve neither what the

12 majority nor the minority look for in terms of

7 ,m

() 13 a sheltering option. Byron, I'm sorry.

14 MR. KEENE: I said, can you

characterize it properly in your opinion.
15

THE CHAIRMAN: Okay. That's all, and
16

I'm throwing it out. I don't want to dispute
| 17

18 any more the, you know, we've decided, the

majority, decided that sheltering at least would19

g enhance the plans for sheltering, plan to enhance

it. The minority view was that it was necessary.
21

22 FEMA's testimony was that it was necessary.

| 23 MR. BORES: No, no, no, no.

24 THE CHAIRMAN: That it was an

|
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1 inadequacy unless we could show a range of

2 protective actions. h(
3 MR. BORES: I don't want to go into

4 it, but it looks to me like FEMA's testimony

5 says you need more information.

6 MR. LUTZ: Mr. Chairman, maybe there's

7 a way out of it. We can't paper over the

8 differences in the committee. We simply cannot

9 do it. There's no way we can paper that over.

10 It would appear to me that our best approach

11 is to be absolutely honest and say in our report

12 that it has been exhaustively explored by the

13
committee without unanimous ideas, but the

14 committee was unanimous that if such and such

n; was done, that the handling of it was completely

16 adequate. Maybe that -- the adequate and the

17 inadequate, but the opinion of the adequate

ul and inadequate is there on the record'. You can

19 Put it in your report if you want to, but I

20 think to enter it and say there is a hell of a

21 split in the committee, and we think that the

22 better thing is to go forward this way. It

23 satisfies everybody. .

24 THE CHAIRMAN: In terms of the majority
.

L 9
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1 view that a sheltering option would enhance

2 the plan, are those people -- Warren said that

3 they have not provided that option with this

4 submission.

5 MR. KEENE: Excuse me. A sheltering

6 option.

7 THE CHAIRMAN: That the plan is

8 adequate but could be enhanced with other options

9 such as sheltering of the transient beach

10 population to make it a better plan.

11 MR. KEENE: All right. Beach.

12 THE CHAIRMAN: Beach, yeah. Sorry.

13 Just focusing on the beache.s.

| 14 Warren says that they have not
|

15 provided. Are there people that feel that what

16 they've sent in does provide that option for the

transient beach population, that that is -- that
17

18 the enhancement is there.

MR. CONK 3IN: They've said they're
19

20 going to do it. That's not the same as

21 submitting it. I agree to that.

22 MR. KEENE: The information we need is

23 there, but ---

24 MP. CONKLIN: I think they have all the
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1 information they need to make those changes

2 and then submit it. The fact is they have not ( )(
3 submitted it. I mean, that goes without saying.

4 THE CHAIRMAN: Well, I don't know. 1

5 thought I heard Bob saying that -- Bob Bores

6 saying that it was here.

7 MR. FISH: I'm a bit confused because

8 I didn't understand from what I've read that it

9 was the State's intention to shelter the bulk of

10 the people at the beach. That it was the State's

11 intention only to be concerned with sheltering

12 those transit -dependent individuals. Now, what

13 I've heard you just say is not that. I think( 9
14 there has to be a distinction made. I don't

15 think it's the State's intent to shelter except

16 transient people. Transit -dependent transients.

17 MR. CONKLIN: And if you reflect back

18 to Dick Strome's letter to Henry, when they

19 reiterate FEMA's position, they very specifically

20 talk about one of the problems -- transient beach

21 population.

22 MR. FISH: Correct.

23 THE CHAIRMAN: I think we're coming to

24 closure on this. We're real close. The reason!

| t e
!
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1 I had suggested that we keep tracking, two

2 separate tracks with respect to the transit -

3 dependent transients and the rest of the beach

4 population z.nd not count them all at once, was

.

because they are treated differently in the
5

P an. And appropriately so. And I think wel6

7 almost just snapped at closure that with respect

8 to the transit -dependent transients, that if

g they do the stuff that's laid out, we're all set.

10 MR. FISH: Amen.

11 THE CHAIRMAN: Okay. N o'3 , the next

12 issue is with respect to the rest of the

13 population, the rest of the beach population.

| 14 The majority said'that the plan would be enhanced

15 by a sheltering option. The minority said ifI

16 you needed a dev'eiopment or a shelterina. option,

j y7 Is there anyone that says that what we've got --

18 everyone agrees that we don't have a plan for

19 sheltering that group, right? Is that correct,

1
*

20 Craig?

21
MR. CONKI,IN : Just to go back to what

22 you said. The words that I'm reading here in

23 the letter word that it is not clear that they

24 have considered the use of sheltering. They're
| 7s

q)1 (

{
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1 going to, that they have considered the use of

2 sheltering if they have what that rationale is,
{

3 and that's the recapitulation of your position.

4 And that's a little bit different than what you

.

5 just said.

6 MR. PISH: Yeah. I'd like to clarify

7 what you just said was the majority position,

g because I'm not sure that I agree that what you

9 stated to be the majority position. No, some of

10 the interpretation that you gave me. Not the

11 words that you read, because you said something

12 to the effect that the majority's position would

13 be enhanced by sheltering of the beach

( < >
14 POPtilation, and I think the majority's position

15 dealt with the transient beach population.

16 THE CHAIRMAN: Yeah, ' hat's all we're

17 talking about.

18 MR. FISH: But you didn't say that, Ed.

19 THE CHAIRMAN: Well, then forgive me.
,

20 I meant to be reading off the thing. It's just
1

21 as stated as on Page 64.

22 MR. KEENE: I'm not sure we said

.
23 could be enhanced with other options such as

|

24 sheltering, although he said such as

t 9
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1 consideration of. I don't think we in the

2 majority said that it has to plan for

3 sheltering the entire transient beach

4 population.

MR. FISH: I think we're talking
5

6 about -- I mean, is it clear. Are we talking

7 about transit dependent, because that's what
a

8 I think that the majority was talking about.

9 THE CHAIRMAN: I don't think we were

talking last time at all about transit-
10

11
dependent people, but -- Bob Bores.

MR. BORES: Let me go back. The issue
12

last time at the meeting essentially was thati 13

14 FEMA felt you had to have a range of protective

actions, and since in your definition of a range
15

16 of Protective actions, evacuation was only one.

And you needed to have sheltering as another
17

18 Protective action. That was FEMA's interpretation

of the range that was needed.
19

THE CHAIRMAN: As borne out by the
20

New Hampshire plans, but let's not get into --
21

J e, did you want to jump in there?
22

MR. BORES: May I continue before?
23

24 MR. FLYNN: Go ahead.
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1 MR. BORES: So the RAC felt that for

the beach population the plans in place with
2

3 early closure, getting people out of there,

evacuation was the appropriate way to go.
4

However, it felt that it is possible that under
5

some situations the population protection may
6

be enhanced by some sheltering option. We did
7

not discuss sheltering specifically for8

transient-dependent population. We did not
9

discuss particularly enhanced sheltering or some
10

other option for the entire beach per se. I
11

gave an example -- the only one I could think of12

where perhaps sheltering might provide some
13

| I-

savings and the one that I gave was in fact14

f r that segment of the beach population who
15

16 might be temporarily without transportation.

Gather them together, put them in a shelter and
17

18 make it easier as a matter of fact for pick-up

later when you've got your transportation. That's
19

20 the only situation I could think of.

21 New Hcmpshire did their analyses. It essentially

22 says the same thing. For the entire beach

23 population they felt that they could not really

24 protect the people in shelters per se unless you

| I
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1 got into some really weird type situations.

2 They identified one situation where perhaps

3 sheltering may be an option, and that is again

4 for the- transit -dependent transportation. So

5 they've used this as an example. So overall

6 RAC said, consider sheltering as an enhancement,

7 all right. They've looked at sheltering as an

,
8 enhancement. New Hampshire has. And although

9 they leave it as an option in some rare

10 exceptions for the entire beach population,

11 they say that the only likelihood would be for

12 the transit dependents. That is what the

13 majority of the RAC agreed to last time.

14 THE CHAIRMAN: Okay. Can I ask this

since it's so clear to you and obviously not
15

16 quite as clear to myself or the other FEMA

17 people or poor Bob Rospenda who has to try and

18 reduce this stuff down to writing. Can you try

19 and do some wordsmithing right now with what

20 Bob has written down on Page 64 under

21 paragraph numbered 1 in the right-hand column

22 and see if we can't at least get the majority

23 view down in a correct way. Mr. Wasserman, if

24 you would look at the handwritten comments in

B A R REPORTING SERVICE

!



|

128 |

1 middle of the column and make sure that''s the
I

2 reflection of your input on the minority view.

3 We can then go on in an orderly way to see if

4 those comments need to be changed as a result

5 of'the February submission. We're coming very

6 close to congruence here. I see long faces in

7 the room, but I think we're very near the end

8 here.
.

9 MR. WASSERMAN: You wanted me to

10 comment now?

11 THE CHAIRMAN: Sure.

12 MR. WASSERMAN: The minority opinion,

13 excePt for one small phrase that I'll add,

| b
14 looks fine to me, and that is after the word F

15 possible, the phrase to be added is using

16 existing shelters. If you can recall, I wasn't

17 suggisting that they build -- when you say the

18 best sheltering alternative possible, I may

19 misconstrue that into building things. Using

20 existing shelters.

21 MR. BORES: That's just an addition at

22 the end, Stan?

23 MR. WASSERMAN: No. After the word'

24 possible.

L 9
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1 MR. BORES: Oh, okay.

p
_ 'q 2 MR. WASSERMAN: The best sheltering

3
_

alternative possible, comma, using existing

4 shelters, comma, for the transient beach

5 Population. Just to make it clear that we're

6 not. suggesting they'go into the building

7 program.

8 THE CHAIRMAN: Yes. You had made that

9 very clear the last time and I agreed to that.

10 That is a more correct reflection of the minorit9

11 view.

12 MR. KEENE: But you're C;e still

/~'- 13 speaking about,the entire transient beach

'Q)
14 population?

15 MR. WASSERMAN: Yes, but I'm also

16 still talking about what they've already done.

17 They have already done all of this. They've

\

18 identified the existing shelters.

THE CHAIRMAN: Well, at least out to
19 .

20 two miles. It's not so. clear that it's ---

21 MR. WASSERMAN: Well, I hadn't given

22 any thought to how far -- my comments hadn't
:

|

| 23 given any thought at all as to -- I don't know
.

I 24 how far out this chould be done. I don't feel

'
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1 qualified to make that comment -- two, five,

2 ten. I don't know. | |(
3 MR. CONKLIN: I believe the original

4 study in REV 1 include the entire EPZ and the

5 supplemental information includes those beach

6 areas that are most at risk which focuses in at

7 about two miles.

8 THE CHAIRMAN: Since it's a ten-mile

9 EPZ, and unless the NRC, which is the cognizant

10 agency which could tell us two, five or ten

11 miles, unless the NRC would be willing to say

12 that two miles would be all that you would need

13 to consider for sheltering people, I would want( i I

14 to see ten miles for sheltering just as we have

15 for all the other spots.

16 MR. CONKLIN: My interpretation of

17 what they've done based on what I heard Bob say

'

18 is given that one instance where they feel a

19 sheltering option is appropriate, but they've
;

20 also said that it would only be appropriate

21 given the instance and out to a distance

. 22 two miles, and that's what I've read out of what

23 I've seen. Correct me if I'm wrong, Bob, but'

24 to restate, they've done their analysis. They

I I
.

|

|
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1 said they'd come up with one instance where

2 they feel that sheltering may be viable and

3 that's transients without tran.sportation and

4 they've already gone to two miles. They don't

5 feel that it's viable beyond that two-mile

6 Point. So when you say that they haven't

7 considered ten miles, I don't believe that's

8 true. Their initial studies quite clearly go

9 all the way out. Now that they've said that

to there is a potential viable solution, it would

11 only be this far.

12 THE CHAIRMAN: Well, I'll read the

| | 13 transcript and find out if I said' considered.

I 14 The reality of the planning documents that we
1

15 have do not demonstrate them planning on

16 sneltering out beyond two miles, or whether

17 they've considered it or not. And I don't
i

18 believe that we're in a position -- and again

19 this is a minority view -- I'believe we need a

20 range of protective actions all the way out to

21 ten miles for this population.

22 MR. BORES: Do you want the words for

23 Item I?

24 THE CHAIRMAN: Sure.

|
|
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1 MR. BORES: Okay. It is th.e majority

( 2 opinion of the RAC that the plan is adequate q g

3 as is, but could be enhanced by use of a

4 sheltering option in some situations.

5 MR. KEENE: I'll buy that. I do not

6 agree that the sheltering plan should consider

7 the entire transient beach population. I

8 assume the only way to reduce their dose is to

9 evacuate.

10 MR. BORES: When you look at the

11 protective action strategies that the NRC has

12 published for years, you know, since prior to

13 '83 as a matter of fact, you're really looking

| |
14 at the first couple miles for your precautionary

15 type evacuation, and certainly if those people

16 are out first, you'u have more time for, you know,

17 t!.oce out beyond the two miles. Also, I think

18 in the Hampton Beach area once you get beyond

19 two miles, you've pretty much got the bulk of

20 the population out of there. I mean, the beach is

21 up the shore, you know, three to five miles.

22 They're not as large as the Hampton Beach.

( 23 THE CHAIRMAN: Possibly not, but then
1

24 you get into Salisbury and Plum Island,

jii -
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1 MR. BORES: We're not addressing that.

2 That's Massachusetts.

3 THE CHAIRMAN: Good point. -

4 MR. LUTZ: And the beaches north are

5 very, very sparsely populated.

6 MR. CONKLIN: It remains to be'seen

7 what.they're going to do for those beaches,

8 and that may be a very valid point.
.

9 MR. FLYNN: Can I pose another question

10 to Dr. Bores?

11 THE CHAIRMAN: Sure.

12 MR. FLYNN: It's unclear to me exactly

D what you're saying. In proposing the majority

14 language that the plan could be enhanced by

15 considering sheltering under some circumstances,

16 are you suggesting circumstances beyond those

17 which are included in the February submission?

18 MR. BORES: No. This I think is the

19 majority view coming out of the January meeting.

20 MR. KEENJ: I'll agree.

2: THE CHAIRMAN: That sounds fine to me.

22 I'm not -- if that's -- Herb ---

23 MR. FISH: I won't disagree with you.

24 That's fine,

8 A R REPORTING SERVICE
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1 THE CHAIRMAN: Great. Why don't we --

{' 2 Bob Rospenda, then we'll redo that part. Can

3 I suggest that we ---
-

4 MR, FISH: Well, this document has not

5 been released anywhere and this is the first time

6 it's been ---

7 THE CHAIRMAN: That's right.

8 MR. FISH: So it's a draft piece of

9 paper.

10 THE CHAIRMAN: It's a draft piece of

11 paper. Can I ask that we with respect, since

12 it looks like it's going to continue to be a

13 divergent split, can we come up.with some

(
14 language that possibly could satisfy both the

15 majority and the minority view with respect

16 to the submissions that we've receivedi i

17 think we already have it with respect to the

18 aajority view saying that you need some -

19 additional information in the way of plan changes

20 and procedures along the lines of what

21 Dr. Bores has given us in his February 24th

22 memo.
.

23 MR. BORES: Yes. I agree with that,

24 and I think we also -- the point I was going to

| I-
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1 make, Ed, is that we need to provide the State,

2 since we're asking for a technical review or

3 assistance, some feedback on the strategy and

4 concept that they've outlined in your testimony

5 also, for which they have not provided the plan

6 changes, procedure changes, and again in my view

7 I think what they've weighed out is certainly

8 appropriate, and I think technically feasible.

9 So I think we need some words along that line

10 if you think that's the right way to go.

THE CHAIRMAN: Bob, since nobody seems
11

12 to be able to reflect your thoughts ---

{'} g3 MR. BORES: Read Page 1.
-

| s_q
14 THE CHAIRMAN: Let us get that

15
language right now. I tell you what. Can you,

16 after - can the majority just put this in Bob's

|

hand, to work with Bob Rospenda to come up with
17

18 the appropriate language.

MR..KEENE: At least I read his letter.
19

I

20 I agree.

THE CHAIRMAN: Great. In terms of the
21

22 minority view, again just looking at the

1

23 requirements for range of protective actions,

24 I at least continue to think that what they got
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1 does not cover the situation which I'm most
~

1

' concerned with which are those people that do not| I
2

3 have an alternate protective action other than |
|

4 evacuation. People that are jammed in traffic

5 for many, many hours and many of them not moving

6 and that the proposal as it stands still does not

7 address them. Is there any other members of the

8 minority that want to work with me on that
.

9 language? Bob.

10 MR. BORES: I'm not a minority. I just

11 want to make a point that I think if somebody

12 is caught up in traffic for many, many hours,

13 they're without transportation. It would seem

14 like, and therefore the same ---

15 THE CHAIRMAN: Not according to the

16 ETE stuff and the testimony that I've read, Bob.

17 MR. BORES: If they're at a standstill,

18 then they're without transportation it seems

19 like, They could be using the same procedure,

20 same technique that they put in place for this

21 other identifiable type of situation that you're

22 trying to anticipate down the road.

23 THE CHAIRMAN: I don't disagree with

I

24 any of that except it's not in the plan and we're
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1 not prepared to deal with the magnitude of the

numbers.2

3 MR. BORES: One of the things

I'm trying to get is that I don't think that we
4

can write or expect anybody to write plans,
5

.

Procedures for every type of hypothetical
6

situation that comes along. What you try and
7

do is develop a general plan and procedures that
8

can be utilized and modified as needed to fitg

the situation. So certainly I think if you're
10

dealing with those without transportation and
11

Provide the procedures and things, that can beI 12

m dified very easily for those other people.
13

THE CHAIRMAN: I don't disagree with
14

that except it's a lot more people and let me
15

say, I think it's quite foreseeable considering
16

|

| that area, having been stuck in horrible traffic
17

in that area. If you don't hit it just right
18

n the weekends, you will sit in traffic for a
19

1 ng, 1 ng time. Stanley.
20

MR. WASSERMAN: I just realized I
21

missed the fine point here that has become
22

very clear to me. I don't understand -- I'mg

just thinking out loud here, folks. I don't
24

B A R REPORTING SERVICE

t

I
_



|
|

138

1 understand why they -- I now don't understand

( 2 why they propose to amend the plan only to { }

3 identify shelter locations for the transienc

4 beach population without transportation. My

5 interpretation being those who don't have a car

6 when they already have sufficient documentation

7 to show that given the worst scenario where

8 one hundred percent of the beach-goers don't

9 have transportation, as you say something

10 unusual happens, so even if you had a car, you

11 don't have transportation. They have the answer

12 to the question. Why -- I'm th!.nking out loud.

13 Why do they want to propose to amend the plan( | |

14 only to handle two percent of the population when

15 by their own statistics they can provide shelter

16 for a hundred percent of the population?

17 MR. KEENE: Because'you'd increase

18 the dose.

19 MR. WASSERMAN: No, no. No, no, no.

20 In no way am I suggesting thac shelter be used.

21 I'm saying that the plan should provide

22 information so that if for unforeseen reasons

23 shelter is the only thing you can use because

24 nobody has transportation. There's been a

hI
-
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1 zoonomy, that knocked all the roads or an

2 earthquake. They've already done it. They've

shown that they have shelters for more people3

than go to the beach.4
.

MR. BORES: They're probably half out
5

6 and got hit with that sign.

MR. CONKLIN: There's nobody
7

8 protective that comes in. They've already

9 been wiped out.

. THE CHAIRMAN: I guess what I'm
10

still concerned about is the same group ---
11

MR. WASSERMAN: I don't them to do
12

^0 anything that they haven't already done. Let's
\_ / 13

(
14 get that straight. I'm not trying to be an

'

obstructionist. I'm not suggesting that they do
15

anything that they haven't -- they've already
16

done this. Just put it in the plan. They
17

want to take a little piece out of what they've
18

already done and show where two percent --
19

MR. LUTZ: They weren't concerned
20

about that percent. That was an answer to a
21

22 question from FEMA.

MR. WASSERMAN: Yeah, I know, but i'n
23

their proposal they're only going to handle a
24

B A R REPORTING SERVICE
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1 sheltering alternative for two percent of the
t

( 2 beach goers. It say,s so right here. (
3 . MR. KEENE: You do not want to shelter'

i '

s t
'

L
4 the main body, because you'll increase the

.

5 population dose if you do.

6 MR. WASSERMAN: Agreed. But it just

7 registered on me what Dr. Bores said, and that '

8 was ---

9 MR. BORES: They've changed -- they've

10 sent some amended procedures. The amended

11 Procedures essentially make clear that in fact

12 there is that sheltering option for a very

13 fast-breaking situation in which they did not( | I
14 begin beach evacuation prior to a general

~

15
emergency. So they'had that in and they

16 changed the procedures to make it mere clear.

Before it had language that said sheltering
17

18 of the summer beach population may not be

feasible or some words like that, and the may
39

20 not be was read prohibitive by some and

21 Permissive by others. So they've changed the

22 Procedures to reflect the fact that they would

| 23 consider shelter. It doesn't say they would

|

24 g to shelter.'

(
I I

t

! s.
|
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1 MR. WASSERMAN: No. I agree with you.

2 MR. BOkES: But what they essentially

3 do is throv it into the decision tree at that point .

4 So maybe tha t answers your question.
.

THE CHAIRMAN: They threw it into the5.

decision tree, but they still don't have a plan6

for getting, for actually achieving it in the7

8 . event that they chose to.

MR. BORES: Again, the procedure, the9

decision making, the EBS or other messages are
10

the same as you would have for this other
11

12 sheltering.

THE CHAIRMAN: Except it's just a lot
13

,

more build'ings that would most likely be
14

involved.
15

MR. BORES: And I'd expect them to
16

provide a listing of buildings.
17

THE CHAIRMAN: I think that we may
18

have just wrapped it up right there. We're still
19

looking, at least in the minority, for that
20

listing of buildings, not just '% the transit -

.

21

dependent transients, but for the larger group,22

f r that group that Stanley and I have talked-
23

about, the people that have cued up and are not
24

.
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1 making progress for a considerable period of

( 2 time, and at that time the State makes a

3 decision that they're safer in shelter than

4 they are sitting in their cars.

5 MR. CONKLIN: They haven't said they're

6 going to give you that. Based on what ---

7 THE CliAIRMAN: Excuse me. Yes.

8 That's exactly right. Yes, they have not said

9 they will give us that.

10 MR. CONKLIN: That's right.

11 THE CHAIRMAN: They have said that

12 they would consider doing it, but that they

(' 13 haven't made any commitment to give us a plan
l |(

14 for that.

15 MR. CONKLIN: However, to restate what

16 they said, which is supposedly -- which they say

17 is FEMA's position which I'm assuming you don't

18 have problems with, is that they're saying that
~

19 FEMA is not opposed to a requirement that shelter-

20 ing be available. The State of New Hampshire

21 tends not to employ shelters for the transient

'

22 beach population which is not presently clear

23 from the plan. It did expect the state i

a to develop the rationale for such choice and

-

,
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1 provide it to FEMA for review. This is the

2 rationale. This Attachment 3, which is similar

3 to Attachment B on the top here, this is the

4 rationale, and they have concluded that there is

5 one small portion which they would shelter and

6 no means are they going to give you -- they've

7 identified. They have them, but not in the plan.

8 They're not included in the plan, and that's not

9 what they're going to put in the plan. They're

10 going to put in the plan the shelters and the

11 procedures necessary to deal'with that one small

12 Portion which they feel is the only viable

13 option where shelters would be required for.

14 THE CHAIRMAN: And they have made

P an changes as well to indicate that they mayl| 15

choose to shelter a lirger number of transients.16

17 Yes. Bob Bores has just said that yes, it is ---

18 MR. BORES: All it did is to clarify

|

what was already in the plan.
19

20 THE CHAIRMAN: According to one reading

21 the plan.

22 MR. BORES: According to one reading

23 the plan.

THE CHAIRMAN: But it clearly is in the
24
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1 plan now. This proposed language that they may

2 choose to shelter some -- more transients than | |(
3 just the transit-dependent transients. There

4 might be circumstances. What they don't have

5 is a plan of identification of the buildings or

6 saying how they will get the people there. I

7 think we finally have come cll the way around to

8 agreeir.g to this. Stanley, can I state that the

9 minority is still looking for that which it was

10 looking for before? The majority, I think we've

11 got the language wrapped up on.

12 MR. KEENE: Would the minority

13 consider the use, as long as it formalized in

14 the plan, of ad hoc procedures when it comes

15 to how they would get the people from here to

16 there since you don't know where the here is

li
and there's no way to tell ahead of time? You

18 can identify the there, your shelter location,

19 but you don't know ahead of time where you might

20 be trying to move people from if you're talking

21 traffic jams.

22 THE CHAIRMAN: You'd have to have a

23 very flexible plan.

24 MR. WASSERMAN: I'd go with that. An
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1 ad hoc plan, as long as the shelter has been 1

2 identified and the people ---

3 _ THE CHAIRMAN: And the procedures

4 for doing it. I think it's going to have to

5 be -- that's more than -- when you identify the

6 shelters and you have procedures in place,

7 that's a lot more than ad hoc planning. It's

8 flexible planning.

9 MR. LUTZ: They specified in my

10 memory that from the location of the shelters

11 and the location of the people that everybody

12 could walk to the shelters within a half an

13 hour. -That's in there. That's a documentation.'

,

14 So they specified it. It's a shank's mayor is
1

15 the way they intend to do it.

16 THE CHAIRMAN: What I'm saying by how

| 17 is, you know, that they're going to use -- just

! 18 as whac we've said with respect to the transit-

19 dependent transients. The additional information

20 in Bob Bores' letter. The EPS messages, the

21 siren announcements, whether they're going to

| 22 have guides. That kind of thing. Arc they

23 going to have shelter managers. They're using

|

24 a ten-square foot per person number. That

B A R REPORTING SERVICE I

. . .



.

146

1 number I believe is on'ly achievable if yot. have

2 an active shelter management cadre. I mean,

3 - that's the plans for major catastrophes. That's

4 how we pack them in that tight.

5 Let us hammer out some language on

6 tN s . The two Bobs, can you work together on

7 this? We're set on the minority thing.

8 MR. FISH: I'm not sure. Is it -

9 true that there's a minority? I mean, I just

10 heard Stanley swing over to a statement dealing

3A 11 with ad hoc and I'm not so sure he's ___

12 MR. WASSERMAN: Well, I'll elaborate

13 that I have no problems with what the utility
{ }

14 has proposed -- the State, I'm sorry. I have

15 no problems with what the State proposes to do,

16 but-something that dawned on me, as I said, is

17 when they use the word without transportation,

18 they're only considering those people that have

19 no cars, not considering those people who have

20 cars that can't go anywhere. And again, in the

21 plans they have submitted they have identified

22 all of the shelters up and down the beach. I'm

23 saying that's fine. Put it in the plan and

24 don't worry about what percent of the people

B A R REPORTING SERVICE
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1 .you'll be dealing with. It's immaterial. All
,

(f 2 I'm saying is identify the shelters in-the plan
4

3 that you've already identified elsewhere, put
.

4 them in the plan and let those shelters be known

5 to the emergency management people. Let the

6 whereabouts of those shelters and how to open

-7 them be known to the emergency management people

8 so that hey're available, and forget about what'

9 percent will actually have to use them. That's

10 immaterial. I'm just suggesting ---

11 THE CHAIRMAN: Or whether or not they

12 have a car.

13 MR. WASSERMAN: Or whether or not they
,

| )
14 have a car. I'm just suggesting to put in the'''

plan what they've already done and submitted to15

16 us for comment.

MR. BORES: That's the same thing, too,
17

18 that we've asked for here.

'

MR. WASSERMAN: Yeah, but they've
19

muddied their own water by throwing in the word
20

without transportation.
21

MR. BORES: Because that's the caly
22

situation that they could identify.
23

MR. WASSERMAN: Okay. But my definition
24

nv
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1 of without tran'sportation is the cama aa your |
|

( 2 definition of without trrnsportation. It doesn't )
| I)

3 mean that only that you don't have a car. It

4 means more than that. It means you have a car

5 that can't go anywhere, and they haven't

6 addressed that issue, nor do they have to.

7 MR. BORES: But it's no different.

9 MR. WASSERMAN: That's right. That's

9 right.

10 MR. BORES: And so we're asking the
.

'

11 same thing.

12 MR. WASSERMAN: Yes, but my suggestion

13 to the State is that they not make the plan

(-
I I'

14 appear to handle only two percent of the beach-

15 goer population. It's not necessary. They can
.

16 just identify the shelters and say there it is.

17 MR. BORES: Well, the two percent is

18 addressing a concern that we have raised. It's

39 been outstanding for all these years.

20 MR. WASSERMAN: Yeah. Okay, but --
>

21
that I understand, but ---

22 MR. KEENE: You "3an don't limit

23 themselves.

24 MR. WASSERMAN- That's right. They're

I |-
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1 unnecessarily lioxing themselves in. Just these

2 are the shelters we have. This is how many

3 people they can take care of. They've already

4 given us that information.

5 MR. BORES: Yeah, but clearly the thing

6 that they want to do is to move them off the

7 beach, and I think that's the appropriate thing

8 to do.

9 MR. WASSERMAN: Yes. There's been no

10 question about that.

11 MR. FISH: That's what I'm trying to

12 figure out. I can't distinguish what.the

13 minority view at this point.

14 MR. WASSERMAN: Well, the minority

15
view at this point is as soon as the plan

16 reflects what I'm talking about, it's acceptable.

The majority view it's acceptable even without
17

18 that. That is the difference.

MR. FISH: That's very different from
19

20 the statement that's conveyed here then.

MR. WASSERMAN: Well, we were talking
21

about what it would take to mahe say my opinion22

23
different so that I would consider it adequate

24 whereas ---

B A R REPOP. TING SERVICE

..



.

150

1 MR. FISH: Are you the only member

2 of the minority or is there another member of the

3 minority?

4 MR. WASSERMAN: I think FEMA is.

5 THE CHAIRMAN: We don't have Interior

6 here today.

7 MR. CONKLIN: And I guess my feeling i
1

|

8 is that Stanley has refined his minority view

'

9 and it's somewhat different from yours in that ---

10 THE CHAIRMAN: I'm not sure.

11 MR. CONKLIN: He's refined it. He

12 said identify the shelters. Put them in --

- 13 identify them and put them in and it's good.

-

THE CHAIRMAN: Why don't we hear from ---14

15 MR. WASSERMAN: No, I didn't say put

16 them in. Identify them and let the emergency

17 management people k::ow where they are and how

18 to open them so that they can be used if people

19 don't have transportation. But by people who
,

20 don't have transportation doesn't mean that they
|

21 don't have a car. It means that they can't go

22 anywhere, and I don't care. In my mind I don't

:

I 73 care if there isn't enough shelters for those

24 who don't have transportation. I'm just saying

C 9
|
|
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1 identify the shelters that you do have and put

bJ them to the best use which they've already done.2-\ms
3 I don't think I'm asking them to do anything

4 that they haven't already done. Just incorporate

it in the plan. That's all I'm saying.
5

MR. BORES: I think we have two6

minorities.7

THE CHAIRMAN: I'm not sure.
8

MR. WASSERMAN: Well, that's all I've
9

said, I think, the last time.
10

MR. BORES: No, you said that.
11

THE CHAIRMAN: The only -- there are a
12

couple of items in the terms of the minority that|]' 13

I think continue to be missing from what the
; 14

State has sent in, and that is the specific
15.

..

identification of buildings. The use first of
16

those buildings that'll, provide the best
17

shelter. The procedures and plans to get
18

gg ,

people into those buildings. I think that that

is all missing from what we've gotten, and they
20

have clarified their position on this matter,
21

but I believe there continues to be work needed,
24

and I think the language is still pretty much'
23

as we've got it here,
24

u
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1 MR. FISH: The point being that the

( 2 majority would like to see taose very specified

3 items also.

4 THE CHAIRMAN: Do you want to see it

5 go beyond the transit-dependent transients?

6 MR. BORES: Well, I think what we're

7 looking for again, you know, when we talked

8 about shelter as an enhancement. The only

9 reason we got the transit-dependent transients

10 is in fact that the only example that I can

11 think of, and that's how we got into that.

12 There may be other examples. It was not

13 intended to be limited necessarily to them.

14 If there'were other situations that could b6

15 identified, then they ought to have been used,

16 and we asked the State to go back, take a look

17 at sheltering as an option and make -

18 determination as to whether or not there were

19 some situations in which sheltering might be

20 feasible and essentially they'd come back with

21 that sort of determination. So they've made

22 that determination, and I would guess we're not

23 talking a one type of situation only a

24 shelter situation. It's just that what you're

L O.
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1 dealing with is the what ifs.

2 MR. FISH: The suggested word changes

3 that I guess Bob suggested before is that the

4 majority opinion of RAC is that.the plan is

*

5 adequate as is but could be enhanced by use

6 of a sheltering option in some situations, and

7 whatever those particular situations are, one

8 of them happens to be transit dependent.

9 THE CHAIRMAN: The option that

10 Mr. Wasserman and I have focused on are people

11 that are essentially without transportation as

12 they're stuck in traffic for long periods of

13 time as well as the transit-dependent transients.

14 Bob Rospenda, have you got enough to

15 write some language down?

16 MR. ROSPENDA: Well, it's here. It's

17 been stated already unless there's some more

18 fine tuning to do, but I think this is it.

THE CHAIRMAN: Do we have congruence
19

20 on the majority and the minority view including

21 the review of the February 19th and the

22 February lith documents from New Hampshire?

23 I think we do.

24 MR. FISH: You've rewritten the
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1 language as modified, etcetera.

2 MR. ROSPENDA: Just the addition that

C O
3 Stan Wasserman suggested and the ---

4 MR. FISH: Do you want to reread the

language sb that we all have it?5

(Off-the-record discussion.]6

THE CHAIRMAN: On the record again.
7

We have just given out a document called8
.

Enclosure 1 which will also be bound into the9

transcript which concerns Item 2B on the agenda,10

the Resources Study. We'll be talking about
11

that in a little bit.12

In terms of the issues at hand, have
13

C I I
14 we got close enough congruence that we' can turn

this matter ever to Bob Rospendh to write up the
15

16 necessary caterial on Page 64 and similar pages

that deal with the beach issues or are we going
17

18 to have a majority view, a minority view and

short statements of analysis concerning what we
19

. 20 found with respect to the New Hatapshire
1

submissions of February lith and 19th?
21

MR. FISH: And that write-up will be
22

:
available for our review this afternoon? Are

23
,

we going to in fact conclude the issues on J.924

I I%,.

|
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1 and J.10 this afternoon?

2 THE CHAIRMAN: I think we basically

3 bave. It's just a matter of writing them up.
_

4 MR. FISH: Should we separate out the

5 15, 20 minutes and see that this writing is

6 concluded, and then have us, since we're all

7 RAC assembled, review what has been written?

8 THE CHAIRMAN: What's the pleasure of

9 the group? Do you want to have this sent out

10 to you or do you want to wrap it up right now?

11 MR. FISH: I think we can wrap it up

12 today,

E3 THE CHAIRMAN: I always prefer to wrap

f'')T
.L;

.

| 14 stuff up immediately.''

;

15 MR. FISH: So would I. I'd love to

16 see us get it resolved today.

17 THE CHAIRMAN: Okay. I'll tel you what.
|

18 Bob, let's split out for 15 minutes. Enough?

19 Bob Rospenda?

20 MR. ROSPENDA: Bob has to give me the

21 wording so it's no problem for me. O

\

| 22 THE CHAIRMAN: Okay. Let's take a
l

23, half an hour break. Meanwhile, other people can

24 be reviewing Enclosure 1 so we can do a ouick
~s

kd
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I wrap-up on the Resources Study when we come

2 back. Is that okay? 2:157-( @
3 MR. BORES: What you would like from

4 Bob and I is a write-up -- essentially if the

5 technical assistance portion to go back to the

6 State, is that fair?

7 THE CHAIRMAN: No. What I'm looking

8 for is the stuff to go on Page 64. If you want

g to have some additional thoughts on the technical

assistance stuff, that would be great, too.
10

MR. FISH: Well, it would seem to me
11

that what wotild come out of this would be that12

which would be going back to the State which
13

14 would encompass the technical recommendations. | I

Isn't that what we're ---
15

16 THE CHAIRMAN: If you feel that there's

17
stuff that you want to put down that goes beyond

18 what would normally go in a FAC Review, we can
,

just call that additional technical assistance19

20 information. That can go in a letter.

MR. FISH: Well, I would think that
21

22 the enhancement that we want to see in the plan

23 would be the very things that would come out of"
,

the technical assistance review and24

C 9
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1 recommendations that we would make to the State

2 that they should come back to us. Am I

3 incorrect about it?

4 THE CHAIRMAN: No, that's it.

5 MR. ROSPENDA. Well, I'm confused now.

6 Are we saying that some material from

7 Bob Bores' February 24th will go into Item 1

8 on Page 64?

9 THE CHAIRMAN: I think so.

MR. BORES : Yes, it could.
10

MR. FISH: Would it be the majority
11

view? That's the same view that we hope12

13 you're saying from the state.

14 MR. R'OSPENDA: Okay. What about

Item No. 2 now? I thought we were going to ~ ~~
15

16 add something there also?
l

MR. BORES: I thouaht we were going
17

18 to say that some of us are close this time.

Well, some of us are close.
; gg
1

MR. LUTZ: Well, that mcy be what you
20

want to say.
21

THE CHAIRMAN: I thought on Item No. 2
22

we were going to strike out what was -- or move
23

l
' that over to the far left column, and we had

24
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'
1 language that we had read out, but I thought

~

2 we had congruence on it. j )

3 MR. DOLAN: Which I just changed

4 based on the things you were saying.

5 THE CHAIRMAN: With that, why don't we

6 go off record until 2:15.

7 [ Recess 2:00 p.m. to 2:30 p.m.]

8 THE CRAIRMAN: We're almost at the,

9 I think, pretty much at the end of the meeting.

10 We're going to have a lot of follow-on to the

11 meeting, and sa're going to go back over that

12 after the meeting is over as to what is owing

13 and when it's owed. The changes to J.9 and

( < l
14 J.10m are being xeroxed right now, proposed

15 changes.

If The next item that I really would like

17 to fully discuss is the Resources Gtudy. Byron

18 glanced at it and said that he really didn't

19 have any particular comments one way or the

30 other. While we're waiting for the xeroxes

21 to come, maybe if you could look at Enclosure 1.

22 It's again designed by the FEMA staff,

23 specifically by the Argonne staff to reflect the

24 changes necessary to incorporate the results of

-
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.1 the Resources Study submitted by New Hampshire.

2 It has been sent out to the RAC.

3 MR. ROSPENDA: Ed, if I may say one

4 thing. Maybe some people might be confused.

5 What you're referring to is the Resource Study.

6 You con't mean the personnel resource summary?

7 THE CHAIRMAN: I do, don't I?

8 MR. BORES: That's right. Thank you.

9 THE CHAIRMAN: Yes, yes, yes. *

MR. BORES: That's not what the spread 9'
10

sheets are.11

THE CHAIRMAN: I think I have about12

a 102 fever, so everybody please bear with me.
13

14
The spread sheets actually deal with-

the letters of agreement. The personnel
15

resources -- did we review that and ---16

MR. ROSPENDA: Yeah, but what happened
17

18 with that -- we had some original comments that .

Argonne prepared. We got some comments from
39

Warren at the last RAC meeting. Then Bob Borcs
20

called me with seme verbal comments. I sent
21

those raut in handwritten marked-up form so you
22

could see where the changes were. "' hose went -
23

24
all out to the RAC several weeks ago last month,
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1 so the RAC should have received that, Ed.
,

2 THE CHAIRMAN: With respect to the

3 personnel resources stuff, are there any

4 additional comments, any changes to the material

5 that was given to you by Bob Rospenda? Can we

6 call that a wrap?

7 MR. LUTZ: Ed, my only concern

8 there is that some of Bob's comments, which

9 were incorporated into there, struck the need

10 for personnel rosters, and I think you're thinking

11 that we still do need those rosters.

12 THE CHAIRMAN: Bob.

13 MR. BORES: I've only indicated. I

14
did not think that they needed to be part of the. I I

15 plan.

16 THE CHAIRMAN: I entirely agree with

17 you they don't need to be part of the plan.

18 But we've got to have them before the next

19 exercise.

20 MR. BORES: Right. No problem with

21 that.

22 THE CHAIRMAN: However they choose to

23 Provide them.

24 MR. FISH: Is that your January 20th

I'

-
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1 memo, right?

2 MR. BORES: Yes.

3 MR. FISH: This is the one. Okay.

4 THE CHAIRMAN: Okay. Are we done then

5 with the Resources Study? Going once, going

6 twice -- sold.

7 Then Item C under No. 2, which is

8 the letters of agreement which is Enclosure 1,-

9 and the only question I have is why it is that

10 tnose of you that aren't besieged by a flu bug

11 didn't spot earlier that I kept talking about

12 Enclosure 1 as the Resources Study.

13 MR. FISH: Because this in fact does

14 talk about resources, number of buses, number

15 of private, etcetera, and that's what we thought

16 you were talking about.

17 THE CHAIRMAN: Oh, that's good.

18 MR. FISH: So your fever is not

19 overtaking you yet. Maybe I'm getting it.

20 THE CHAIRMAN: Close. It's going to

21 be a close call.

22 Can you look through that stuff while

23 we're waiting for the xeroxes to come down?

24 In terms of the letters of agreement,

N.
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1 are there any inadequates or epen items that

( 2 are changed to A as a result of the new letters j |

_

3 of agreement?

4 MR. BORES: I don't believe so. I

5 don't believe so. I think they just clarified

6 items which we have raised guestions on in the

7 past even though they were rated as adequate.

8 MR. CONKLIN: Bob, these are just

9 additional comments, revisions, right?

10 MR. BORES: Yes.

11 THE CHAIRMAN: While we're sitting

12 here, if I may, Joe, could I suggest that we

13 task Bob Rospenda to check the testimony? I

(; -

i i
14 believe we've already drafted changes to the

15 testimony based upon the letters of agreement

16 and the Resources Study. This is outside the

17 RAC meeting. Just to check that revision over.

18 That was sent to you around January from the*

19 revised draft of the testimony?

20 MR. FLYNN: Yes.

21 THE CHAIRMAN: Maybe we could have

22 Bob Rospenda check it over against this

23 language because we didn't have the RAC meeting

24 and hopefully we'll soon have congruence on this

I'

.
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1 stuff and make sure that we're all set on the

2 testimony changes and we'll go with it. And

3 he may be able to get some help from Tanzman

4 with that to the extent that Tanzman

~

5 has any free time.

6 MR. FLYNN: That's fine.

7 THE CHAIRMAN: Comments, additions,

8 deletions on this letters of agreement stuff?
.

9 Looks good to me. Going once, going twice --

10 sold.

11 Okay. So we got a wrap on that.

12 While we're waiting on the xeroxes,

13 rather than wasting time, can I suggest that

14 you turn to an Argonne letter dated

15 February 26th, 1988, which you all should have*

16 by now from Bob Rospenda to me, and it talks to

17 the plan inadequacies, the areas requiring

18 corrective action and the deficiencies in the

exercise both in New Hampshire and the plan
19

20 inadequacies in Maine that need to be corrected

21 Prior to an exercise. I t ;. ink it's very, very

22 important that we communicate this to the State.
,

23 I mean, they know what the inadequacies are.

24 They know what the ARCA's are. They know what
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I the deficiencies are, but they may not.

(' 2 understand which of them we're really insisting

3 be corrected prior to the exercise.

4 MR. DO LAN : Yeah. I wrote at the top

5 of it seven-day turnaround.

6 THE CHAIRMAN: I'd love to have it by

7 Friday if we could, but ---

8 MR. WASSERMAN: What'you want is

9 additions ---

10 THE CHAIRMAN: Additions, deletions,

11 comments, yes. Seven days is okay. Friday is

12 even better.

m MR. FISH: While we've got time here,(
14 can we go collectively through these items?

15 THE CHAIRMAN: I think it's a great

16 idea.

17 MR. FISH: I think some of us may not

18 specifically recall, and it might be helpful.

19 MR. BORES: These are all taken

20 from either the exercise report or the plan*

21 review.

22 MR. FISH: Excuse me. Or the what?

23 MR. BORES: Or the plan review.

24 MR. BORES: These are all anticipated

| |-

I
|
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] needs prior to being able to do an exercise?.

THE CHAIRMAN: Yes. That's what we're
2

3 looking for. What I'd like to be able to do is

to give Dick Strome and the State of Maine a
4

list of the stuff that we need to have in hand
5

6 Prior to an exercise. We've agreed to target

dates for the exercise, but obviously ve're going
7

to have to set some time frame during which this
3

9 stuff be provided or we do not have an exercise.

10 MR. LUT2 : Some of these I don't

think fall in that category, and I'll just ---
11

THE CHAIRMAN: No, that's what we're
12

saying in this review.
13

14 MR. BORES: Do you want these stapled

together in any way, all three of them stapled?
15

16 MR. ROSPENDA: No, not stapled.

MR. BORES: These two?
17

18 MR. ROSPENDA: The two 8h x lls

should be stapled I think.ig

20 MR. FISH: These may have been

Previously identified in the exercise report
21

as ARCA defi'ciencies, or what have you.
22

What you've done here is now summarized,23

incorporated some plan problems into a single24
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I document and you have now collected all'of those.

( 2 particular items necessary for the State to take
{ } ;

3 cert.in corrective actions on.

4 THE CHAIRMAN: No, that is not

5 hat I ---*

6 MR. FISH: Well, then let's understand

7 it.

8 THE CRAIRMAN: Okay. What I had asked

9 Bob to do is to look at the documents we've

10 already sent the State -- the plan review, the '

11 exercise report -- 2nd look at those items in

12 terms of what we had to have in our hands prior

13 to an exercise. L'et me give you a specific( | |
14 example. We have said, and we've had congruence

15 on the RAC on this, that we had to have staffing

16 rosters prior to an exercise. One thing, it has

17 a whole theme of deficiencies runs through them

18 not having those staffing rosters. It makes

39 it a different kind of planning inadequacy or

20 exercise deficiency than some other kind that can
.

21 just simply be remedied during the course of'an

22 exercise.

23 MR. ROSPENDA: Okay. Ed, what I did

24 was to, you know, since I wasn't totally a
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l' . ~hundred percent sure what you wanted, I included
' p.,-

) 2 all deficiencies, all-ARCA boiled them down,>

\. M
3' you know,' combined them where I could so there

4 may be_a lot of cases in there where it's

# something that we don't want to have in this5

6 listing.
V

7 THE CHAIRI:AN: Okay. So you were'

8 overinclusive where I was underinclusive. That's

9 fine and that makes it easier for us to go through

10 MR. BORES: For example, to implement

11 betterfloe of technical information f rom EOS to
,

12 IFO, that may be an exercise type of a problem

r3 with individuals rather than a machine fix of

14 some sort.

THE CHAIRMAN: I don't disagree with
15

10 that.

17 MR. BORES: Then there are probably

18 others. I'm sure that the bus drivers are

'

i provided the tageratmsin a timely manner and19

20 they're familiar. It sounds like an exercise'

21 training type of thing rather than a procedure

22 plan fix.

THE CHAIRMAN: What I would look for23

there -- let me be very specific about that one --24

,6'
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1 what I would want is assurance from the State

2 that they have an adequate number of dosimeters

3 and that they had trained the bus drivers.

4 MR. BORES: Yeah. That's different.

5 THE CHAIRMAN: Yeah. That's all that

6 we -- and that's what I would put down on that

7 to Strome. You've got enough dosimeters for the

8 bus drivers and you've trained them in how to use

9 them, and we will be able to demonstrate that in

10 an exercise.'

MR. BORES: That's a little bit11

12 different than what ---

THE. CHAIRMAN: Yeah, and that's -- so
13

we'll have to amend this as we go.alo'ng.
14

This document that has just been handed
15

16 out, been xeroxing, I think we'll all need help

17
in and Attorney Flynn, in terms of the use of

18 this transcript, would you like these three

sheets of paper to be bound into the transcriptgg

20 at this point or would you prefer that people

21 be totally in the dark as to how we're doing

this?22

MR. FLYNN: Of course I'm not going'to
23

24 say that I want people to be in the dark.

I I
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1 Isn't there a way to read this so ---

2 MR. BORES: Well, what I would do is

3 go over and try and help us fit in

4 with what Bob Rospenda has already started.

5 THE CHAIRMAN: Why don't we bind these

6 three sheets of paper into the transcript at

7 this point. The three sheets of paper are a

8 marked-up copy of Robert Bores' letter of

9 February 24th, 1988 to me and a marked-up sheet,

10 Page 64 of 134 draft of 1/25/88 as amended

11 2/29/88. We'll bind those three sheets into the

12 transcript so that people can follow along with

'

( i 13 this illustrious discussion which will be led
i i

14 by the two Bobs. Take it away, guys.

15 MR. ROSPENDA: Okay. We would start

16 off with what is there presently. Overall

17 rating is inadequacy Item 2, and then starting

18 with Item No. 1, we would indicate that this

19 was the position of January 7th and 8th, 1988..

20 With regard to protection of the beach

21 population, transient beach population and

22 summer residents who inhabit unwinterized

23 accommodations on or near the beach, it is the

24 majority opinion of the RAC that the plan is
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1 adequate as is but could be enhanced by use of

( 2 a sheltering option in some situations. Then

3 we would follow with the minority opinion. Is

4 the ninority opinion of the RAC that the plan is

5 inadequate because it does not provide for a

6 range of protective actions for the transient

7 beach-goers? The plan needs to provide for the

8 best sheltering alternative possible using

9 existing shelters for the transient beach

10 population. And then at that point we would get

11 into the items from Bob Bores' letter which

12 would be indicated as the additional input I

13 guess as of February 29th, '88, and that would( < i
14 incorporate some of the technical assistance to

15 the State, the feedback. Essentially, that starts

16 at the bottom of the page there. The

17 New Hampshire submittals of February 11, 1988

18 and February 19th, 1988 on the sheltering

19 strategy and the shelter availability relative

20 to the beach users were reviewed. Enclosure 1

21 of the February 11, 1988 submittal and then that

22 No. 1 just takes you back to that paragraph up

23 on top, discusses in some that the strategy for

24 the beach population protection giving the

| |
-
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1 heaviest weight to the beach evacuation ~nd
~

a

continuation of that choice of protection action
2

3 if already initiated. The concept and approach

4 as described in Enclosure 1 appear to be

technically sound and appropriate. The enclosure
5

also discusses at least one situation in which6

sheltering might provide some dole savings to7

8 some beach-goers. The situation considers the

use of shelters for that segment of daytrippersg

to the beach who may be without transportation
10

when beach evacuation is recommended. Since
11

12 this segment of the beach population in this

f 13 category is likely to.be small, estimated to be

14 about two percent, and a ---

THE CHAIRMAN: Can we amend as we go
15

16 along here or would that be ---

MR. ROSPENDA: If you'd like. Or shall
17

18 we go through it first and then go back and

amend?
19

THE CHAIRMAN: Okay.
20

.

MR. ROSPENDA: Okay. Estimated to be
21

22
about two percent, and a large number of

23 potentially available shelters has oeen

24 previously identified. Such sheltering

L
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1 strategi'es should be practical. Page 8 of

( 2 Enclosure 1 of the Strome letter discusses -- ( )
3 I probably should be now up to February lith

4 the Strome letter -- discusses several areas

5 in which the New Hampshire -- in which
.

6 New Hampshire proposes to amend the RERP to

7 accommodate this shelter concept.

8 And we flip to the next page -- let's

9 start near the bottom -- new paragraph. CNHRERP

10 and procedures should be amended to reflect this

11 beach sheltering strategy, and we go back up to

12 2. Those changes should include ---

13 MR.. FISH: This should now be A.

{
14 MR. ROSPENDA: Should include --

15 pardon?

16 MR. FISH: I think you should start

17 making that an A.

18 MR. ROSPENDA: Why?

MR. FISH: Because you've got 2 ---
19

20 MR. ROSPENDA: ho, no. The 2 is

21 only to show you ---

22 MR. FISH: Oh, okay.

23 MR. ROSPENDA: Those changes should

24 include one, the listing of potential beach
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' I sheltered facilities; two, the proposed changes

#m
;( ) 2 to EBS messages or other procedural changes

3 indicating how affected beach population will

4 be notified and directed to appropriate shelters,

5 and three, procedural changes indicating who

6 would recommend and/or decide when to use the

7 sheltering option and who would decide which

I 8 shelters to use.

9 Now, I put down the majority of the

10 RAC reiterates that the plan is adequate for the

11 seasonal beach population, and the comments made
:

12 above are provided solely to permit further

- 13 enhancement of the NHRERP. I would say that

L
14 the current plan.

15 Now, that would be the proposal. Now,

16 if there is a minority view, then that probably

17 , ought to be similarly expressed; however, I'm

18 happy this way.

19 THE CHAIRMAN: I'm happy this way.'

20 Stanley?

21 MR. WASSERMAN: It looks good.

22 THE CHAIRMAN: The only change that I

23 would make is with respect to where we have the

24 bracket on the first page dated February 24th.

n-
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1 It says estimated to be two percent. I'think we

2 should be very clear that it's estimated by the
(

3 State of New Hampshire to be two percent and the

4 RAC concurs in this judgment. So just for the

5 completeness of the record, we were very clear

6 on that and Paul was very clear in his

7 discussions, and I think we ought to ---

8 MR. ROSPSNDA: Let's just say estimate

9 be about two percent by ---

10 THE CHAIRMAN: Tha State of

11 New Hampshire.

12 MR. ROSPENDA: --- the State of

13 New Hampshire.
~ I |

14 THE CHAIRMAN: And the RAC concurs in

15 this estimate.

16 MR. BORES: What are we doing? We don't

17 concur with anything, as you know.

18 THE CHAIRMAN: I think it was

19 wonderful that for once in our lives we
,

20 concurred. Great. What do you want to say?

21 He agree with them.

22 MR. ROSPENDA: Right after -- in the

| 23 middle paragraph right after about two percent

24 and before the end of the closed parens, insert

i
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1 what Bob just said.

2 MR. WASSERMAN: And the RAC concurs

3 with this.

4 THE CHAIRMAN: RAC accepts. The

5 bureaucrats in the group got too nervous when

6 it was concurs. I figure we better pull back.

7 Is that a wrap then on this?

''
Is that a RAC on this?8

g THE CHAIRMAN: It's a RAC and a wrap.

10
Before somebody opens their mouth, let us'

11 quickly move on.

12 MR. ROSPENDA: What are we moving

(

('' 13 onto?

V]-

14 THE CHAIRMAN: Moving on to anything

else.
15

MR. ROSPENDA: Still the same document,16

because we still got to talk about| 17 right --

18 Item 2.
'

Item 2, the way I understand it, weig

20 would leave the paragraph as is except we would

indicate this was the position at the January 7th
21

22
and 8th, 1988 meeting, and then follow up with

23
the handwritten insert indicating that that is

24
the additional input, the position at the

-

B A R REPORTING SERVICE

- -. _ , - . ~



176

1 February 29th RAC meeting. Have I missed

( 2 anything? Is there anything else that's going

3 in there?

4 MR. BORES: Okay. Now, all the

5 handwritten will disappear though, right?

6 You might as well type it all in, right.

7 THE CHAIRMAN: You lost me.

8 MR. BORES: We're going to provide

9 this back to the State now, right? That's our

10 technical input to the State, right? So we get

11 this typed in.

12 THE CHAIRMAN: Oh, yeah.

13 MR. BORES: And we give it back to the(
14 State, right?

15 MR. FISH: This form goes to the State,

16 doesn't it?

17 MR. BORES: Yes.

18 THE CHAIRMAN: I don't understand why

19 it is that we have the stuff that's numbered 2

20 here, where we're still awaiting receipt of

21 information, why we have that in at this point.

22 That is an old story. We're not awaiting for

23 it any more at all.

24 MR. BORES: Okay. But that was the

I |
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1 status -- oh, I'm sorry.

2 THE CHAIRMAN: But this column, this

3 RAC evaluation of the State response is a total

4 sum of these two meetings, and I don't think we
.

5 need to rehash that particular thing at all.

6 MR. FISH: Then eliminate it and just

7 Put the letter in.

8 THE CHAIRMAN: Because what we say

9 there in No. 2 is in essence a rehash of some

10 comments that were under -- up above under J.9.

11 MR. FISH: Sure. Okay.

12 THE CHAIRMAN: And so there's no point

13 in going back through that~again because it's

14 going to confuse the devil out of everybody. So

I'd just strike that and put in what we said, what
15

16
we have written there, and don't we want to put in

the other language that Jack Dolan had read out?
17

18 MR. DOLAN: I gave it to Bob.

MR. BORES: Well, does that say| 39

go anything different, Ed?

THE CHAIRMAN: I don't know.
21

22 MR. BORES: I don't know. Let's listen

23 to it.

|
MR. PISH: It doesn't say anything

24
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1 different than it's saying in 1.

( 2 MR. BORES: Okay. What Jack has

3 provided is the RAC awaits receipt of the

4 details of the New Hampshire plan changes to

5 specifically identify which shelter l'ocations

6 will be used.

7 THE CHAIRMAN: And how about we say

8 as indicated above under 1 because we're going

g to have that whole thing in under No. 1 from

10 the Bores letter as is indicated above, but

11 we're still waiting for details on this. All

12 right?

13 We'll refer very obliquely -- we'll( . | |
14 have the handwritten stuff that starts the

15 February lith, blah, blah, blah. Right? This

IS would be equivalent to 480 in Hamptom Beach and

17 150 in Seabrook Beach period. See above for

18 concerns about additional details being supplied.

19 Okay. Do we have concurrence on that?

20 MR. FISH: I just wonder why you have

21 to say that.

22 THE CHAIRMAN: Just to make it clear

23 because it's two separate paragraphs.

24 MR. FISH: If you could track back to

I'
.
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1 . Column 1, and you have Paragraph 2 -- information

2 from the State of New Hampshire and~the number
,

3
_

of transients who would need transportation and

4 then you now have the February lith from the

5 State of Maine which provides an estimate, so

6 I think that tracks back to there. Why do you
,

7 need a specific on reference to the same point

8 that you made in l?

9 THE CHAIRMAN: I'd rather have it

10 just to be on the safe side because these things
.

11 go into such a microscope. We do mean to refer

12 back, don't we?

( } 13 MR. BORES: Yes.

. .

14 THE CHAIRMAN: We do mean to refer back,

15 don't we?

16 MR. BORES: The information is given

17 to Bob so ---

'

18 THE CHAIRMAN: So why don't we just say
"

19 so and that way maybe it'll avoid a lot of

20 pointless and uninteresting questions. Four

21 hours of hearing time.

22 MR. ROSPENDA: The wording there was

%) see above about additional concerns?

24 THE CHAIRMAN: Or additional

u
;
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1 information needed.

( 2 MR. BORES: For your information, what

_

Jack had provided on in terms of the details3

4 maybe, the RAC awaits the receipt of the details

5 of the New Hampshire plan changes to specifically

6 identify which shelter locations will be used

7 before their use, how they will be provided

8 if these facilities are used.

9 MR. DOLAN: The way it is is fine.

10 MR. FISH: Excuse me, but I really

11 still question this additional statement because

12 I don't know what you're ---

13 MR. BORES: We're not going to use

| |
14 that.

15 MR. FISH: We're not using it at all

16 now?

17 MR. BORES: It's not going to be used,

*

18 no.

19 MR. FISH: Oh. So we're stopping with

20 Seabrook Beach period?

21 MR. BORES: No.

22 MR. FISH: What are you saying? I'd

23 like to know what we're saying.

24 MR. ROSPENDA: We're adding after

| I-
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1 Seabrook Beach, see above about additional

2 informational needs.

3 MR. FISH: All right. Now, may I

4 specifically ask you: What additional

5 informational needs are you supplementing when

6 you're dealing with the issue regarding the two

7 percent of the population is what I'd like to

8 know.
.

9 MR. DOLAN: Bob's comments on Page 2

10 of his letter.

11 MR. FISH: No. I understand Bob's

12 comments, but why do you have to say see above,

13 for what purpose? It's a small. point. I just

14 don't understand why we're saying it.

15 THE CHAIRMAN: I just feel that it's

16 more clear and we'll avoid ---

17 MR. FISH: To my point of view

18 it confuses it.

19 MR. BORES: We will have

20 that though, too, hopefully before they get down

21 to this point.

22 THE CHAIRMAN: My feeling is generally

| 23 if you have two separate thoughts and they

24 interrelate to eacn other, it's better to just,3

m

1
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'
|I simply state right out that they interrelate.
1

( 2 And Herb, this just comes from long and painful

!
3 experience dealing with my brother lawyers.

|

4 Joe, do you have any wisdom to share with us

5 on this?

6 MR. FLYNN: I'm always in favor of

7 anything that adds clarity. Leave the cross-

8 reference in.

9 MR. LUTZ: We still need to decide

10 what we're going to do with that opening

11
statement, overall rating is inadequate. See

12 Item 2, and under rating of inadequate, the

13 column. Are we saying now that the whole item

( |

14 is adequate?

15
MR. BORES: Most of the RAC says yes.

16 THE CHAIRMAN: Then the majority should

17 show that as an adequate, that is to say an a,

1P, adequate. The minority would view it as

19 inadequate, I guess.

20 MR. ROSPENDA: So we can clear the column ---

THE CHAIRMAN: Yes, the minority view,
21

22 at least as expressed by FEMA is that it's

inadequate until the additional information23

24 is provided. Stanley?

l 9
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1 'MR. WASSERMAN: I just want to ,

(m,
( ) 2 brainstorm for a second to see if -- this isn't

3 my position. I just want to see if you people

4 go along with another small change. Where you

5 write those changes include and then you have

6 in parentheses 1 and parentheses 2, looking on

7 Page'2 of your letter, you start out by, Those

8 changes include the listing of potential beach

9 shelter facilities. What does the group here

4

10 think about changing that to read, Those changes

11 include one, the listing of all potential beach

12 shelter facilities and then after the word

13 facilities, comma not just that needed to house

14 two percent of the beach population. Otherwise,*

15 they, in my opinion, mistakenly create a plan

16 that can only handle two percent of the beach

17 population when in fact they've already got a

18 plan that can handle a hundred percent of the

19 beach population. Is there any harm in putting

20 that in? The benefits, as I said, is so that

21 they don't restrict themselves to providing

22 facilities for only two percent of the ---

23 MR. BORES: All is very inclusive. ,

24 That's a problem,

u
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1 MR. WASSERMAN: Wall, mcyba -- it's

( 2 the concept that I wanted you to think about,
9

3 not the exact wording. You see, I'm concerned

.

4 that they may think that the message from the

5 RAC is, hey, if you can only give us enough

6 housing, wherever you choose to pick it, to

7 place it, to handle two percent of the population,

8 that would be sufficient when in fact it may not.

9 This isn't my position. I'm asking for comments

10 on what I'm raising.

11 MR. BORES: I guess the only question

12 I would have vith that is if you plan for two

13 Percent, then they have to know where this two

14 percent is going to be and it would make it kind

15 of difficult if you take three houses, or three

16 buildings, because that's adequate, and they're

17 at the far end of the beach. So from a pracc. cal

I don't think th't they would do18 standpoint, a
,

19 that.
,

20 MR. WASSERMAN: But we're not giving

21 them a clear message the way it's written.

22 MR. FISH: But then regarding that

23 little tangent put on 2, it said see above for

24 details, you're talking about two percent in j

L G
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1 that section, and you're referring to see above,

2 aren't yeu in fact talking about two percent?

3 I mean, isn't that Stanley's point? That's

4 what the cross-reference takes you to. I mean,

5 by putting that tag on 2, and 2 deals with two

6 percent, it takes you back to the first paragraph.
.

7 Stanley's point may be well stated.

8 MR. BORES: I don't like the wording,

9 you know, listing all potential beach shelters.

10 From the standpoint that you can clutter up

11 the listing with hundreds of shelters that are

12 of marginal value, although they have potential

| 13 sheltering.

14 THE CHAIRMAN: I think that that is a

15 concept that we need to get in here regardless of

16 whatever we do with respect to the two percent

17 problem. We need the concept of prioritization.

18 You go for the best first. The best that is

19 achievable considering the distance and the

20 magnitude of the structure.

3B 21 MR. BORES: That's part of what I had

22 in mind with No. 3.

23 MR. PISH: When you tell which

24 shelters to use?
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1 MR. BORES: Yes.

2 If they have questions, Ed -- they
(

3 being the State -- have questions, is there a

4 mechanism where they can talk to the RAC, ask

5 specifically without having to go before the

6 Hearing Board?

7 THE CHAIRMAN: Telephone. Pick up the

8 phone. Call.

9 MR. BORES: Well, I guess I've been

10 reluctant to talk to the State.

11 THE CHAIRMAN: The normal procedure

12 that we've established is that if they have

13 questions, they come in to the FEMA office, and

( | |

| 14 the FEMA office gets the RAC members involved
1

15 as necessary in answering the questions.

16 My sense is this, Stanley. Certainly I agree

17 with the concepts that you're articulating.
!

1
l

18 My sense is that we've got congruence here with

19 what we're saying. We know what we're saying.

20 We think the State knows what we're saying, and

21 if there's any unciarity, we can clarify it.

22 MR. WASSERMAN: I just want to remind

23 everyone here that the State is on record on

24 Page 8 of their memo that their proposal is to

.
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1 just handle that -- handle shelter g with that

p).,, 2 segment of the beach population t'tt does not!
'%

3 have transportation, so they've .ndicated

4 already to us their intent is ,o answer the

*

5 sheltering needs for no more than what they

6 estimate to be the maximum needed and that's two

7 Percent of the total. If that'* what we went,

8 fine. Again, I'm not taking a position. I'm
.

9 just bringing these points up for thought here.

10 THE CHAIRMAN: Well, they've also taken

11 the position that sheltering for more than the

12 two percent is also provided in the plan and

13 that's something that they would consider.-~ .

'

14 MR. DOLAN: We're saying that in~'

15 Paragraph 1. Paragraph I we are saying that,

16 that they have potentially -- they have identifieo

17 a large number of potentially svailable shelters,

18 previous input. I think it covers pretty well.

19 MR. WASSERMAN: Well, if everybody
_

20 feels comfortable with the letter as originally

21 read, I'll go along with it. I just wanted you

22 to think a little.
,

23 THE CHAIRMAN: Well, I think it was
,

.

24 well worth thinking about. Let's go with it as

(-
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1 it is. The transcript should be clear on what

( 2 we mean. We are talking about more than just

O
3 the two percent. We think they are, too. The !

4 minority is saying that we need that for plan

5 adequacy. The majority is saying we do not need

6 it for plan adequacy. The minority view, however,

7 is the one that FEMA subscribes to and if FEMA

8 feels fairly strongly that in terms of the

9 protective -- for the criteria, we do need to

10 arrange protective actions to the extent

11 achievable, and has so stated that clearly and

12 emphatically.

13 MR. FISH: Is it conceivable that

I
14 FEMA's position, whether it be Ed Thomas or'

15 Mr. Vickers or headquarters, may be altered

16 after the digestion of the RAC's evaluation

17 of this process? Or are we still going with the

la majority-minority view here? I'd like to know

19 where we are.

20 THE CHAIRP.AN'i *I'm comfortable with

21 the view as stated. Certainly we can refer

to our headquarters elements and ---22

IIR , FISH: I'm sorry to put somebody
23

n the line, but I'd like to know where the hell
24

' G
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I we are.

2 MR. FLYNN: I'm not sure that anybody

3 here can answer that and I'm also not sure that

4 this is an appropriate fonra to get into that.

5 MR. FISH: Okay.

6 MR. BORES: The question here now --

7 I guess, Bob, we'll get these typed up and up

8 to New Hampshire, right?

9 THE CHAIRMAN: No. One more time they

10 got to go past the RAC.

Il MR. BORES: Okay. RAC and then

12 New Hampshire.

13 THE CHAIRMAN: These will be out of

14 here hopefully tomorrow morning in the Faderal

15 Express. That's wnat I'm looking for.

16 MR. DOLAN: Bob's going to be here

17 tomorrow morning.

18 THE CHAIRMAN: Bob's going to be here,

19 right. We're going te cut and paste this very

20 night and we have typing capability and even I

21 can try and help in. We'll get them out tomorrow

22 morning to everybody and it'll be sort of like a

23 24-hour turnaround just to make sure that it's

24 what we all think we agreed to here and the

1
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1 transcript will show what we really did, but

( 2 . we won't have the transcript, you know, within | |

3 24 hours.

4 MR. BORES: Okay. So then after

5 24 hours, like lcter this week, it should go

6 back out to New Hampshire, right, since they've

1

7 asked for technical assistance. That's the

8 point I'm trying to get at as opposed to being

9 faced with the testimony.

10 THE CHAIRMAN: The first product that

11 will be ready will be the revised sheets of the

12 RAC Review, and the revised sheets of the RAC

D Review will concern the letters of agreement,

14 the resources assessment, the beach population,

15 and as far as I'm concerned, as soon as they're

16 ready to go, they will go to the RAC for a final

17 concurrence, and as I said, we'll try and get

18 them out tomorrow. I would hope that they would

19 get up to New Hampshire very, very soon and prior

20 to the FEMA testimony, but I don't know.

21 Attorney Flynn?

22 MR. FLYNN: I don't know that I'm the

23 one who has the final say on that. As you point

24 out there is a normal process of review that
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1 involves headquarters, and I think that's where

2 the answer lies.

3 THE CHAIRMAN: We will move along as |
|

4 quickly as is possible. On sites that are in
.

5 licensing, we run changes i. the RAC Review

6 past headquarters cefore they go out, and we'll

7 get them down there and try and move along as

a quickly as is possible.

9 MR. BORES: I guess then one of the

10 things that I would suggest in the transmittal

11 letter to the State is that and offer that if

12 they would like to meet with the RAC or have

13 questions this area, that we make an offer to

14 meet them.

15
THE CHAIRMAN; I think that's a good

16 suggestion. We'll go in.

17
Wel'., I thank you again very, very much

18 all of you for your patience in putting up with

19 my coughing and weczing and in getting through

this agenda.

21 To recap, going down the agends now,

22 Item 2A, we have just finished going through

23 concurrence on that that had a majority end a

24 minority view and we have finished off the
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I

I Resources Study. We have finished off the

( 2 letters of agreement, so Item 2 is taken care

3 of. Item 3 we have just finished off what was |
|

4 really a review that we all concurred in, even |

5 though we still have a najority-minority view

6 on the overall adequacy, we have a one single

7 Position on New Hampshire's responses on the bea'ch

population, and I appreciate that. The plan-

problems that must be resolved prior to an

10 exercise, asking for a one-week turnaround on

11
that, bur .,ain we'd appreciate it earlier if we

12 possibly s- Robert?

13 MR. BORES: The point.of contact on

". I

14 that is Bob or is it you?

THE CHAIRMAN: Bob Rospenda for right
15

16 now, especially since I have a feeling I'm going

to be out a couple of days this week.
17

18 MR. ROSPENDA: Phone comments?

THE CHAIRMAN: Phone comments would
19

20 be fine. Also, written comments would be

21 acceptable. Obviously thia is going to get

22 marked up a lot judging from what we saw today,

23 so, you know, written comments really would be

much more useful and probably faster.
24

L 9
B A R REPORTibK) SERVICE

- , . . - . .-



. .-. ._-

. .

,

193

1 Okay.- No. 5, the exercise dates and

(g) 2 other work load. FEMA will do its best to keep

3 you up to date _on this. It is a rapidly

4 evolving target. Lots of permutations there.

5 We've talked in other RAC meetings about the

6. possibilities of cancelling exercises, deferring

7 exercises in order to make sure that we don't

8 delay Pilgrim and Seabrook, and we'll try and

9 keep you informed on that.

10 Pilgrim technical assistance -- we

11 told you that Argonne and NRC and FEMA are going

12 to be looking at those plans, The same with

(f~} 13 Vermont Yankee, Item 7 on the agenda.

'% 1 .

'

14 Item 8 on the agenda -- FEMA owes

15 NRC a copy of the RHOM and the FOG, and then

16 hopefully we'll be in a position of concluding

| 1- that State plan review and making the State of

l '
'

18 Maine real happy.

19 MR. FLYNN: For the benefit of the

i

20 uninitiated, what are the RHOM and the FOG?
i

21 THE CHAIRMAN: FOG is the Field

22 Operating Guide and the RHOM is the Radiological

23 Health Operations Manual.
,

24 MR. FISH: The health manual, public
i
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I health manual -

(: 2

03 MR. BORES: Well, one point before
_

4 we leave here, I guess for the RAC because it

5 does involve RAC assistance, and Joe Keller and

6 Dick Donova' end two other co'ntractors were up --

7 well, one other contractor, ene other FEMA person

8 was up to Seabrook last week looking at the

9 Mass. side facilities, the Massachusetts side.

10 I was also up there, and the review of the Mass.

11 plan by FEMA was identifiec something like 21.

12 21, I think it was, Joe? About 21 items

13 impede and exercise plus an additional 16 or

14 thereabouts plan inadequacies which probably I I

15 should be corrected before the exercise, but

16 not necessarily needing to impede it.

17 The utility's been given till April 1

18 essentially to get in'any plan changes, equipment

19 in place, letters of agreement, etcetera, that

20 it needs in fact to say go or no go,

21 in terms of an exercise. April 1, and then

22 Dick Donovan and company have -- and RAC I guess
|

23 if they're going to get any. review in, has till

24 the 15th, I guess, to file a report down at the

< >
|
'
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1 headquarters, FEMA he'adquarters, so that can

2 meet the May 1 deadline. Is there anything

3 else you want to elaborate on that, Joe?

4 MR. KELLER: No, that's fine.

5 There were 16 originally from the piece of

6 paper that you all got, and these were rated

7 by FEMA headquarters. Then in the process of

8 our review and interviews and site tour we added

9 four more -- three to the Group 1 that were

10 inadequacies which might impede holding

11 an exercise, and one to the other group. So

12 it's 19 that have to be fixed and they can

{ 13 give us -- anything they would like to give

14 us up to the beginning of business April 1st,

15 and that's in hand, delivery not in the mail.

16 MR. BORES: Otherwise, that doesn't

17 get into the FEMA review and therefore is not

18 correct before the exercise. So words to the

19 RAC members that they have other work besides

20 these lists and that's Region 1 only.

21 (Brief pause.)

22 MR. CONKLIN: Earthquakes if you want

23 to know about that.

24 THE CHAIRMAN: With that, I thank you
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1 all very much. Mr. Vickers, did you want to

( 2 say anything on the rc:ord before we ---

3 MR. VICKERS: No comment.
|

4 THE CHAIRMAN: That will close the

5 record. Thank you very, very much again. I I

6 appreciate your patience.

7 )

8 [ Proceedings concluded
at 3:17 p.m.]
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ARGONNE NATIONAL LABORATORY ~ 7I#A M M j.
9700 south CASS AVENUE, AAGONNE, ILLINol$ 60439 ' " TELEPHONE 312M72-7643

O
-_

,

February 26,1988'

.

**Mr. Edward A. Thomas
Federal Emergency Management Agency
Rooc 462
J.W. McCormack Post Office and Courthouse
Boston, MA 02109

Dear Ed:

In accordance with your request during our telephone conversation on 2-23-88,
we have prepared a draft listing of items which need to be addressed by the states of
New Hampshire and Maine in order to be prepared for the upcoming Seabrook exercise.

The enclosed listing is based on a review of information provided in the Seabrook
exercise report dated 6/2/86, and the 12/88 RAC review of the New Hampshire plan

O (Rev. 2,8/86) for Seabrook. We have taken care to reference each listed item to specific *

portions. of the exercise report and plan review in the event that more detailed
information on the' Item is desired. With the exception of the last itent relative to
traffic management and control by the State of Malne, alllisted items apply to the State
of New Hampshire.

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Sincerely,

$
Robert E. Rospenda
Energy and Environmental Systems Division

RER/dd
:

Encl.

ces J. Dolan (FEM A-Boston)
M. Lawless (FEM A-D.C.)
K. Bertram (ANL)
T. Baldwin (ANL)

O.

; u.s. OEPARTMNT W ENOWY THE UNIVERSI(T W 041 CMC

. - , - _ . . - . . _ _ _ . - . _ . . ,.. _ _ _ _ . - _____ _ .__ _ _ ._ __ _ - _ --
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Draft 2/26/88

Actions Needed in Preparation for
Seabrook Exercise

.

.

Action Needed References

ca====icatione-Equipment

1. An adequate number of telephone lines must be in * Report = #10, 14, 44
place at the IFO and at the local EOCs. The 53, 57, 66, 72, 77,

adequacy of the available telephone lines was ,82, 88, 98, 105.
not demonstrated during the exercise. Plan = Section IV

(Compensatory Plan),
p. 8.

2. Additional telefax machines should be available Report = #8, 12, 16.

at the State EOC, the IF0, and the EOF for trans-
mission of hard copy messages and documents. Dur-
ing the exercise the available machines! were in-
sufficient for the volume of transmittali.

3. Improvements should be made in the communications Report = #29.

system used for communicating between the St' ate
,

Police troopers and the IFO. During ths exercise,
communications problems were evident.

Commanications - Procedures

1. Implement improved communications flow and in- Report = #13.

structions from the IFO Local Liaisons to the
local officials.

! \

'2. Implement better flow of technical 16 formation Report = #17.

from the EOF to the IFO.

3. Implement improved cosuunications to keep the Report = #37.
' Reception Center manager updated on the status

of the emergency.

1

*Wumbe'r of deficiency or area requiring corrective action as ilsted in Table 3
of Seabrook Final Exercise Assessment Report dated 6/2/86.

**Section and page number from December 1986 RAC review of New Hampshire plan
(Rev. 2, 8/86) for Seabrook.

- _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ . _ _ _
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Draft 2/26/88

O
Action Needed References

,

.

4. Implement more direct communications from the IFO Report = $43.

to the Rockingham Co. staging area so that mes-
sages do not have to go first to the Sheriff's
office, then to the staging area by runner.

5. Implement effective coensunications e,ystem be- Report = #47.

tween the Brentwood EOC to the Manchester Re-
caption Center.

Radiological Exposure Control - Dosimetry

1. An adequata supply of the required dosimetry Report = #15,25, 54,
' should be obtained and stored at the appropri- 58, 59, 78, 91, 99,

ate locations, and should be available to all 106.
emergency workers in a timely manner. During Plan = Section I,

the exercise it was observed that the quantity pp. 11, 105.
of dosimeter kits at many locations was insuf- Section IV (DRED
ficient for all potential emergency workers, Procedures), p.5.
and in many cases,.the mid-racge (0-20 R) dosi-
meters were not available. .

Radiological Exposure Control - Procedures

1. Insure that bus drivers are provided dosimeters Report = #25, 39.
,

in a timely manner and are familiar with their
' use.

2. Insure that the personnel at the Kingston EOC, Report = d60, 90,

Portsmouth EOC, and police in the Town of 100.
Seabrook are familiar with radiological expos-
ure control procedures including the use of
dosimetry.

Statflag

1. The adequacy of personnel resources must be es- Report = (1, 9, 21,

tablished at both the state and local level. 26, 28, 42, 61, 92,

In particular, sufficient staffing must be 107, 112.
demonstreted for Local Liaisons, State Police Plan'= Section I, p.

Troop A access control, bus drivers, bus guides, 12.a.
personnel monitoring / decontamination, state Section II, p. 6.

agencies, and local emergency response staff. Section III, pp. 4, 15.

The adequacy of personnel resources for pro- Section IV (Compen-
Longed around-the-clock operations must be satory Plan), pp. 3, 6.
established by the availability of staffing Section IV (DRED Pro-
rosters. cedures), p. 1

Section V (DPMS), p. 4.
|

|

.- . _ . _ _ . _
_

. . .. .. .- .-.
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Draft 2/26/88

Action Needed References
,

.

EOC Maps

1. The appropriate maps should be obtained and Report = #32, 46, 55,

displayed at the EOCs and the Media Center. 64, 68, 74, 80, 84,

During the_ exercise it was observed that 93, 102, 110.
many of the appropriate maps were either
unavailable or were not posted for use at
the local EOCs. At the Media Center a key

'

map was ineffectively used during briefings.

Bus Driver Maps

1. A north directional arrow and a distance Plan = Section I, p.

scale should be added to the maps to be used 73.
by bus drivers. Section IV (Compensa-

tory Plan), p. 9.

gcilities

1. Appropriate fuels for buses t.hould be. avail- Report = #40.

able at the Rockingham County staging area.
During the exercise one bus had to be turned .

back bacause no diesel fuel was available at
the staging area.

EOC Facilities

1. Appropriate improvements should be sade at Report = f45, 73, 79.

the Brentwood, New Castle, and Newfields EOCs'

so that the facilities are cc tble of sustain-
ing extended operations. The Brentwood EOC was
very small and lacked adequate furniture, while ,

the New Castle and Newfields EOCs lacked back- .

up power.

Listicas of Special Needs Persons

1. . Current listings of special needs persons need Report = #51, 56, 65,

to be available at all local E0Cs and at the 71, 101, 111.
IF0, and need to be reflected in the local Plan = Section IV
plans. During the oxercise it was observed (Compensatory Plan),
that these lists were either unavailable or p. 10.
were available but not reflected in the plans.

. - _ .-- - . _ _ . - __ - -- _ -- - .
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Draft 2/26/88 ;

O\
l

Action Needed References
,

. .

t

Fielct Monitoring Teams - Procedures

1. Implement more effective use of field monitor- Report = $18, 19.

ing teams in taking air samples, plume track- Plan = Section I, p.

Ing, and obtaining field data to support dose 64a.
calculations. Also improve the sampling
point map in the plan so that it illustrates
radial distances and directions from the Sea-
brook plant. *

Field Monitoring Teams - L'puipment

1. Insure that field teams have proper equitxnent Report = #20.

and complete set of equipment indicated in Plan = Section IV
the inventory. (Compensatory Plan),*

p. 7.
Section V (DFHS), pp.
15, 16.

I.aboratory capabilities

1. The capabilities of laboratory facilities must Plan = Section I,
be established, particularly in regard to the p. 17.

State's ability to obtain outside support from Section V (DP8S), p. 7.
the New England Compact or federal resources.

State-Local Coordination for Providing Evacuation

Buses

1. More effective coordination procedures must be Report = #22, 23, 52,
established between the State IFO and the local 62, 83, 96, 108.
EOCs to insure that buses requested by the local
EOCs arrive in a timely mac.nar. Arrival of -

buses should be confirmed. If buses are late
in arriving, procedures must exist for ths
local EOC to report the fact to the IFO so that

*

corrective measures can be taken if needed.

Alesting and Notification
!

| 1. The ERBS and EBS should be integrated and mado Report = #2.

operational in order to demonstrate the ability
to provide an alert signal and instructions to

|

! the public throughout the plume EPZ within 15
| minutes.

|

.. _. . . . . . . . . . . .. ._
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Draft 2/26/88

Action Needed References,

.

2. Procedures should be in place to identify new Plan = Section II,
residents and businesses who would receive p. 8.
tone alert radios and should establish how
the tone alert radios are distributed.

3. The coast cuard should be notified at the Report = #6.
"Alert" level so that notification of the
boating public can begin promptly when re-

| quired.
,

;

i 4. Procedures should be in place at the New- Report = #81.
fields Eoc to insure direct notification of
the local industrial facility (Kingston
Warren Factory) during an emergency.

Pubile Instructions
;

1. More effective coordination procedures must Report = #3, 4, 5,

O be established at the State E0C, Media' 31, 35,'48, 86.-

Center, and local EOC to insure that accurate, '

,

consistent and timely instructions are issued
to the public regarding protective actions.

Evacuation of Schools

1. Preparations should be made to demonstrate Report = #7.
the capability to evacuate schools in an
orderly manner. Schools were not in session
during the exercise, requiring simulation of
most related activities.

,

EOC Operations and Mananament ,

1. Implement procedures at the IFO to insure that Report = #11.
the status board is updated in a timely and
orderly fashion.

2. Procedures need to be implemented at the East Report = #69, 75.
Kingston and New Castle 30Cs for more effic-
isnt message handling and distribution.

'

3. Staff responsibilities at the Portsmouth EOC Report- = #89.
need to be reviewed and redistributed to re-

-'

duce overloading some staff members. As an
alternative, supplementary staff can be added
to reduce individual responsibilities.

.

v,r -,m-r -w-,-w.m- nn,,_.,, . _ _ , , , , , _ _ _ , _ _ _ , , ,__ _ , _ ___ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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O
Action Needed References

,

4. Provisions for adequate security need to be Report = #94.
I made at the Portsmouth EOC.

Transportation Coordination

1. Transportation resources availability and the Report = d21, 24 27,3

ability to mobilize the resources to the ap- 41.
propriate locations must be insured for the
transit dependent and special needs people.

2. Information must be made available on the Plan = Section I, p.

aumber of trar.sients who would need transpor- 64.
tacion during ar. evacuation. Section II, p. J/.

Public Information Materials

1. The public information materials must be up- Plan = Section I, p.

graded to includet (a) descriptions of 41.
evacuation routes to the reception centers
'(information calendar and brochures); and-
(b) bus routs information for transients -

(where information poster is displayed).

Trai g

1. Additional training should be provided to Repere = #33, 34.
the Covernor's Press Secretary and the State
PIO at the Media Center to insure chey are
better prepared for required coordination
of public information activities.

2. Additional training should be provided to ths R_eport = $36.
Rad Cross representative at the reception /

~mass care canter to insure ti'mely arrival and
lateraction with the facility mans.ger.

3. Additional training of Town of Seabrook polico Report = $103.

staff should be provided to insurs that they
-

are aware of specific traffic control proced-
ures at traffic control points.

'

'.

O

.. .. . . - . . . . . - . .. . . . . - . . . . - . . . . - . - . . . - . . . . . . . . . - _ _
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Action Needed References
.

.

Planning and Coordination

1. Brentwood emergency response officials should Report = #49.

coordinate with the State and Rockingham
County to determine the anticipated craffic
volume attributable to the staging area at
th2 Rockingham Ccunty Complex. Lack of this
coordination was noted during the exercise.

2. The Brentwood emergency plan should indicate Report = #50.

the e-istence of the Rockingham County
nursing home and the fact that the nursing
home has its own emergency preparedness plan
which does not require participation by
Brentwood.

3. Kingston needs to increase coordination Report = d63.

with the team's day care centers to insure
O th e evacuation is carried out according to

plan. During the exercise, simulated calls.
we.% placed to parents requesting them to
pick up their children. This is not the
planned method of evacuation. ,

4. In East Kingston, emergency procedures Report = #67.

should be developed for the YMCA camp and the
Rosenberg Conference Center and included in
the town plan. During the exercise, it was
noted that emergency response activities for
these facilities would be strictly on an

ad-hoc basis.

5. Mew castle emergency response off,3cials Report = #76.

should review, with the State, New Castle's
informal procedure to evacuate New Castle

.whenever Portsmouth is evacuated. As
noted during the exercise, this procedure is
not in the local plan.

6. Additional planning work needs to be done Report = $83, 87.

by the town of Newton regarding traffic
control at local schools, and emergency
procedures for the Packer Meadows Home, a
special facility not listed in the Newton
plan.,

._ ._. -
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7.* Additional planning, work needs to be done by Report = #95, 97.

the City of Poetsmouth regarding the identi-
fication, in the plan, of additional traffic
control points and a substitute bus staging
area.

.

8. The town of Seabrook emergency response ef- Report = #104.

ficials need to insure that all public and
private schools in their jurisdiction have

,

the correct, updated telephone number of the
Seabrook EOC.

9. Procedures at Stratham need to be reviewed Report = $109.

to insure that special needs people are not
relocated to an area which itself is being

evacuated.

Personnel Monitoring and Decontamination

't . The monitoring probe movement rate of one inch Report = $38.

per second indicated in the Manchester host
community plan'should be changed to conform
to the three inches per second specified in
the State plan.

2. Emergency response officials at East Kingston Report = #70.

should insure that when a sheltering or
evacuation order is in effect for the town,
all personnel entering the EOC should be ,

monitored for radioactive contamination.

3. The availability of sufficiently trained per- Report = #112.

sonnel resources and monitoring equipment Plan = Section III,

to conduct personnel monitoring and decontami- pp. 10, 15.
nation at the various reception centers must
be insured. The resources must be sufficient
to monitor the expected number of evacuees
at the reception centers within a 12-hour
period. Rosters of local trained personnel
must be available and the availability of
these personnel during a radiological emerg-
ency must be insured. Inventory lists of
monitoring equipau nt must show the quantity
of instruments available.

O
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Traffic Management

1. The availability of good quality maps illus- Report = #30.

trating access control points and traffic
~~

**8 - control points for use by the State Police
must be insured. During the exercise, State
Police troopers indicated that better maps
were needed, especially for troopers not
familiar vich the area.

2. It needs to be established whether Police Plan = Section VI,

Chiefs have reviewed the Traffic Management p. 3.

and Control section (Appendix I) of the
Evacuation Time Estimate study. It is not
clear in the study whether this review has
taken place.

3. It needs to be established that the State Plan = Section VI,

O- of Maine has plans and procedures in place pp. 3, 4.

to implement the traffic management and
.

control (access control points,' diversionI
routes) assumed in the Evacuation Time Es-'

timate study.
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Mr. Edward A. Thomas, Chairman
Regional Assistance Comittee
Federal Emergency Management Agency
Region I
John W. McCormack Post Office & Courthouse
Boston, Massachusetts-. 02109

Dear Mr. Thomas:

Reference: Your undated memo to the RAC (February 12,1988?) requesting review
of New Hampshire Response to FEMA Testimony on Beach Population

As requested, I have reviewed the New Hampshire submittals on the above
subject provided in a letter from Richard H. Strome to Henry G. Vickers on
February 11, 1988. Enclosure 1 of that submittal discusses in some depth the
strategy for beach populatien protection, giving heaviest weight to beach
evacuation and continuation of that choice of protective action if already
initiated. The concept and approach as described in Enclosure 1 appear to be

.O technically sound and appropriate.

The enclosure also discusses at least one situation in which sheltering might
provide some dose savings to some beach goers. This situation considers the
use of shelters for that segment of day-trippers to the beach who may be

| without transportation when beach evacuation is recorsnended. Since the segment
of the beach population in this category is likely to be small (estimated to be
about 2%) and a large number of potentially available shelters has been
previously identified, such sheltering strategy should be practical. Page 8 of
Enclosure 1 of the Strome letter discusses several areas in which NH proposes
to amend the RERP to accomodate this shelter concept.

;

The plan and procedure changes submitted by NH with the February 11, 1988
letter from Strome clarify that NH does consider sheltering of the beach
population as a protective action oWon under some very limited conditions.
The procedural changes and EBS message modifications referenced on p. 8 of
Enclosure 1 have not yet been submitted for review, however.

|
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In sumary, my letter to you on November 13, 1987 relative to the beach shelter

~

survey indicated that if sheltering is to be utilized as a protective action,
the situations under which it would be used'.need to be described along with the*

mechanisms (procedures) needed to implement it. The February 11, 1988 Streme
letter adequately describes the situations under which sheltering of the beach
population (or a portion of it) might be used and indicates that some
procedural changes will be made. The state should submit for RAC review the
procedural changes necessary to implement the proposed beach sheltering
strategy. Those changes include (1) the listing of potential beach shelter
facilities, (2) the proposed changes to EBS messages or other proi.edural

directed to appropriate shelters, and (3) population will be notified and
changes indicating how the affected beach

procedural changes indicating who
would recomend and/or decide when to use the sheltering option and who would
decide which shelters to use. Nevertheless, I wish to reiterate that the plan
is adequate for the seasonal beach population and the coments made above are

; provided solely to permit further enhancement to the NHRERP.

u ve any questions concerning these coments, please contact me at

Robert J. Bores
Technical Assistant
Division of Radiation Safety
and Safeguards,

l
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strategy for beach population protection, giving eaviest weight to beach
evacuation and continuation of that choice of protective action if already
initiated. The concept and approach as described in Enclosure 1 appear to be

O technically sound ~and appropriate.)

p: :g 1 _u: & r also discusses at least on's situation in which sheltering ~ might
..

.N- provide some dose savings to some beach goers. This situation considers the
b use of shelters for that segment of day-trippers to the beach who may be / ,

without transportation when beach evacuation is recomended. Since the segmentI
,

of the beach population in this category is likely to be small (estimated to be
about 25) and a large number of potentially available shelters has been \
previously identified, such sheltering strategy should be practical. Page 8 of \

Enclosure 1 of the Strome letter discusses several arejs in which NH proposes (
to amend the RERP to accomodate this shelter concept "
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