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RAC Review section reflecting the
last meeting concerning J.9 and

Rescurces Study. The primary

reviews,
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prepared.

With that I'd like to make mention of
the fact that we have a court reporter here
today transcribing the meeting, and
Attorney Flynn from Washington is also here as
well as Joe Keller from Idaho National Lab as
well as the usual FEMA staff and RAC members.

Joe, did you want to say anything?

MR. FLYNN: Yes, thank you, Ed. I
realize that it's unusual, if not unprecedented,
in the RAC meetings in this regicon to have a
court reporter. We have used a court reporter
in connection with the SHCRM RAC meetings, I
believe.

THE CHAIRMAN: Well, a lot of people
shaking their heads. That's not the recollection
of the people in the room.

MR. FLYNN: The matter was given some
serious thought, and the decision was
essential) \de by the state and lLocal
Programs Director in Washington. Ue realize
that there mignt be an adverse affect on the
freedom of your discussions. Ue hope that's not

the case, hut the reason the decision was made
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to ask the court reporter to transcribe the
meeting is you're all aware that it was intense
interest in what was said at previous RAC
meetings, the nuances of what was said and so
on, and it's reasonable to expect there will be
equally intense interest in this meeting, and
the thought was that those questions can be put
to rest once and for all by simply making a
record, and we hope that this will avoid having
the RAC members bothered later on with guestions
about did you say this, did you not say this,
who said what, what were the views of the people
at tr2 RAC meeting. That wil® all be the subject
with a clear record. So we offer apologies for
not having invited your comments before this
decision was made. Actually it was made late
last week, and I don't know that we would have
had a chance to call everybody, and I'll
apologize for not having brought it to a head
earlier. But that's why this action was taken.
We hope you;ll Qnderstand and we also hope that
this in no way affects the discussion that will
go on.

THE CHAIRMAN: Bob Bores.
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MR. FLYNN: Certainly
will get copies and you can distribute them
you see fit. We have not been asked by the
intervenors or any of the parties to provide
copies, but as soon as the existence

anscript becomes known, we will be

roviding cop
as well as the agencies he
RAC.

THE CHAIRMAN: If I may say the
someone had suggested we transcribe
meetings four months ago by having

/4 Ol a My

reporter here, I would have opposed

I would fear that it would have put

N - ~ +ha -~ -
iness to the conversation

been through

maade +he
made, th
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to manufacture real and imagined differences,

I think it's absolutely necessary that we have

this, and I really do ask for everycne's
indulgence in this matter.

Bob Bores and I spent the better part
of almost two days, a day and a half, describing
what had gone on in last January's RAC meeting,
and I think we did fairly well. There was one

difference of recollection between Bob and I

that stands out in my mind, but basically I

think we gave them a very full report. It was

interesting that it took us just about as long
to repor: on the meeting as it took us to do

the meeting collectively. In view of the one
difference between Bob's recollection and mine,
let me tell everyone what it was. It was
probably a fairly minor and innocuous point
which concerned the conduct of the meeting. As
I recall what Bob recalled, Bob indicated to the
group that one of the things we did in January |
was go around the table with Attorney Flynn
acting as traffic cop and solicit the views of
the members, not as to how they they were

currently viewine the Seabrook beach situation, bu&
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rather what they had said last July 30th. I

indicated I remembered absolutely no such
discussion, that in fact Attorney Flynn and I

had discussions with virtually everybody that |

January meeting, and we had satisfied ourselves
as to what had gone on in July and had no reason
to go back over that again in January, and that

is the best of my recollection at this time,

that we discussed where people were currently ,
as of January and moved on from there. There
were some times when comments were made about

what had happened in July did come up in the

course of the January meeting, but generally we

were looking at where we were in January and

looking forward to solutions as opposed to
going back over past history.

For the sake of the record, if no one
objects, I'd like to just take a few minutes
and see on this one point.

First of all, Bob, did I correctly

state your view?

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

just add the context of that was really, I think, | I
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trying to determine what points the RAC had

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

move forward, and that's why we went back to
the July 30th meeting.

THE CHAIRMAN: And w.at I reported to
everyone is that I just had no recollection of
going around saying what did you say last
July 30th because we already knew what everyone
had said last July 30th, and we only want to

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

move forward. !

Herb?

MR. FISH: Herbert Fish, Department of
Energies. My recollection of the January meeting
when Joe Flynn attempted to get us onto a steady
course in the track that we in fact did discuss
the position of the RAC on July 30th. That is
my recollection.

MR. CONKLIN: Craig Conklin, and again
I'll =--

MR. WASSERMAN: Stanley Wasserman.

MR. CONKLIN: Oh, I'm sorry.

MR. WASSERMAN: I wasn't here in the

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

indicate what my position was at that time

because I hadn't even been here to recapitulate
what may have gone on in the earlier meeting.
However, most of the presentations and a good
deal of the discussion did revert back to what
had previously been said, but when we went
around the table, I wouldn't have had anything
to contribute if it had been restricted only

to what had happened in the earlier meeting.

THE CHAIRMAN: Craig?
MR, CONKLIN: Craig Conklin. I could

say the same thing that Stan said, that the

initial parts of the discussion were directed
towards each member's recollection of what had
happened in July and then my participation wasn't
until we moved forward to the point where we
were at that meeting.

MR. CHURCH: Warren Church, FDA.
I do recall at the January meeting that
Joe Flynn had canvassed each of us as to our
recollections for the July 30 meeting.

THE CHAIRMAN: Byron?

MR. KEENE: Byron Keene. I think I
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mentioned to Joe who interviewed me with regard
to that meeting, but I didn't back into it.

THE CHAIKMAN: Well, that's just
interesting.

MR. LUTZ2: I don't remember =---

THE CHAIRMAN: Paul?

MR. LUTZ: =~--- the details of how it
was being done, but I recall making a statement
to Joe Flynn that my views in the earlier meeting
I had already given to him in the discussion in
Vermont, the Vermont exercise, and that I
repeated that.

THE CHAIRMAN: Byron?

MR. KEENE: It appeared that we
referred back to the other meeting, but we did
not go back and replow the grounds. It was a
matter of just establishing a lapse where we
were and therefore we're here now. Let's go on
from here. So possibly both of you were right.

THE CHAIRMAN: Bob Rospenda?

MR. ROSPENDA: Bob Rospenda, Argonne.
I seem to recall Joe going around and getting
everybody's input. I don't remember if it was,

you know, a vote as such.
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THE CHAIRMAN: No, nc. What we're
trying to ascertain is if everyone uncergtyod
that when they were being asked to give thel:s
views, they were being asked to give their views
as January or whether some people thought that
they were being asked to state what they had
said in July.

MR. ROSPENDA: I interpreted it as
what their opinion was at that point in time.

MR. KEENE: In January?

MR. ROSPENDA: In January.

MR. LUTZ: Well, that was a different
survey. He went around twice, didn't you, Joe?
MR. FLYNN: That's correct.

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

MR. FLYNN: That's interesting, Paul.

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

not. What I remember is trying to get the
discussion to the point of what are the
remaining issues, and a certain amount of that
necessarily inveolved repeating what had been
said earlier, but my intention, and I hope that

came through in the way the discussion went,
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was to set a framework for the late discussion in
the meeting in January. That is to say, we know
what everybody has said. lLet's focus on what are
the issues right now that we need to work on.

THE CHAIRMAN: Jack?

MR. DOLAN: Jack Dolan. My recollection
is exactly as what uoe just said, and my notes
also reflect the same thing.

THE CHAIRMAN: The interesting thing
about all this is that, you know, we've taken
ten minutes to do this, but you can understand
the necessity where we're getting into such fine
points and minutia as to at what timé a
particular inlividual may have szid something or
other, how many minutes conversations lasted,
that it really is necessary to have a court
reporter, and i hope that you can all abide by
that. 1It'll certainly make for a more. organized
meeting because we're certainly only going to be
able to have one person speaking at a time.
That's going to be a first for us, I think.

Mr. Wasserman:
MR. WASSERMAN: As lona as we're in

preliminaries, I'd like to make it known
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that when I returned to New York after this
meeting, I received a call irom the Boston Glokte
in which they were trying to coerce me into
answering questions regarding what went on in
the discussions here, and 1 refused to cooperate
and was taken to task and raked over the coals
by the reporter for being nonresponsive and not
giving a damn about what the public wants to
know. I don't know if this is significant or
not, but it was to me. Did anyone else get a
call from the Boston Globe? They called me in
New York.

THE CHAIRMAN: The record should show
that everyone else is shaking their head and
no one else is volunteering.

MR. FISH: He was distinguished
because it was his first meeting.

MR. WASSERMAN: How:did they know I
was so distinguished?

MR. KEENE: Byron Keene. I got guoted
in the Globe.

THE CHAIRMAN: Byron, you did get a
call then from the Globe?

MR. KEENE: Yes. DBut we wanted
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Larry Tighes' cooperation on some other aspects,
so I was somewhat more cooperative.

MR. WASSERMAN: Isn't there a
position or something regarding fielding what
you think went on at these meetings when you're
queried by reporters or are we free to say what
we want or forget I asked the question?

THE CHAIRMAN: No. I think that's a
fair question. Our preference would be that
questions -- what we have traditionally said is
that questions should be referred to the
Chairman.

MR. WASSERMAN: That's what I did.

THE CHAIRMAN: And the Chairman will
answer that the matter is in litigatin»n on the
advice of counsel. Anything we say will be said
on the stand by their examination.

MR. WASSERMAN: Thank vyou.

THE CHAIRMAN: If you do end up
saying something to the reporters, I certainly
would like to know what it is you said.

MR. WASSERMAN: Ynu'll read about it.

THE CHAIRMAN: But that.may not be the

same story.
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Okay. Why don't we get down to cases.
Jack Quinlan is passing out a Argonne staff
prepared document which is perhaps a good way

for us to slide into the conversation of

New Hampshire's response on the beach population.

Get squared away about in essence where we are
with respect to the review of J.9, J.10m; that
is to say where we were when we left the RAC
meeting in January. This is a write-up of that
as well as a write-up concerning the additional
information that was supplied the end of August
on the Resources Study. From this we can then
see if New Hampshire's response, or to what
extent New Hampshire's response reguires us to
make additional changes in the RAC Review. So
why don't we give everybody a couple of minutes
to read through this.

MR. KEENE: These are proposed
additions which should be read as part of this
with the balloons =--

THE CHAIRMAN: What we're doing as we

go across the sheet in the left-hand column, the

previous RAC Review comment, and the middle

column does have room for the State respons=
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action, but it generally is taken up by the

amended language which will be inserted into

the third column, the RAC Evaluation. These
are just simply change sheets to the RAC Review
which was issued last December. I'm sorry, the
December before last.

MR, FLYNN: May I make a
housekeeping suggestion? As an old trial

lawyer, I'm always conscious of the record and

how unintelligible this exchange will be when
somecne reads it. What Byron was referring to
was the exhibit that Jack Quinlan has just
handed out, and here I'm using trial attorney's
jargon oy calling it an exhibit. 1It's
identified as Enclosure Z, as a matter of fact,
and he was looking =---

THE CHAIRMAN: 2.

MR. FLYNN: 2. Excuse me, but
he was referring to what is identified as Page 64
of 134.

THE CHAIRMAN: We will provide a copy
of this for the reporter, and it will be bound
into the record.

Are we ready to get started?
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What we're trying to do here on this Page 64-134
is to express the majority opinion of the RAC
with the respect to the transient beach
population, to indicate the minority opinion,
which opinion was, by the ~ay, adopted by FEMA
in its testimony which was filed with the ASLB.
Mr. Fish.

MR. FISH: 1I'd like to ask a question
regarding the form and make sure I understand
what I'm looking at. I look at column =-- I'm
reading across the very top, and it says RAC
Evaluation of State Response, and then we have
a rating that says "response adeguate." Now,
is that a RAC Evaluation that says it is
adequate or inadequate or is it -- I'd like an
explanation?

THE CHAIRMAN: RAC Evaluation. This
is sheets to the RAC Review.

MR. FISH: Okay. So that -- one were
to conclude if this was a RAC Evaluation and a
majority opinion of the RAC at that meeting was
that this particular J.9 was adequate, I am
troubled by an inadequate rating in the next

¢olumn.
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THE CHAIRMAN: I can understand that.
The reasoning was we had adopted a long, long
time ago for the reasons stated in No. 2 in
that third column, the information on the
transients, we had decided that this would
remain inadequate, that that was an inadequacy by
itself. That had all come up at the time of
what we all called for as one paper. In the
aftermath of the Bores one paper, it was my
understanding that Dr. Bores himself had
suggested that that rating remain inadequate
until the problem with the transients without
transportation were taken care of. Now, I think
that in any case is ripe for change because you
can see we've got amencded, the beginnings of
amended language -- we're at No. 2 in that
column anyway, which would then lead to that
changing it to adequate, I believe.

MR. FISH: Without addressing the
substance of your response, I just want to
c¢learly understand what the form was here and
what was intended here, and you have been
responsive. I'll resort to Bob Bores his

position which you alluded to with respect to
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THE CHAIRMAN: That went

permutations and discussions I was on

tangentially involved and pretty well stayed

out »f it. It was one or the other. I thought
you guys had finally decided on inadequate, and

that's certainly what Argon

as open or inadequate really doesn
this point I don't think.

TAE CHAIRMAN: That's right,

is inadequate, so

MR. FISH: I accept,
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satisfied that now they have identified a
reasonable number of transients without
transportation and that they in fact have
sheltering for those pecople in accordance
with their cwn plan. Their own plan calls
for them to shelter these people until such
time as transportation can be provided. 1I'm
not sure that they've demonstrated they have
sheltering for this number of people in any
specific way. It says that town will provide
shelter for them and that's it. Even though
it'es less than two percent of the beach
population, it would still be a significant
number of people to be sheltered, and it's
still a significant number of people to have
transportation provided for, and I'm not sure
that we necessarily have plans in place. The
transportation probably is rot that big a
problem because of the great surplus of drivers
and vehicles. I am, however, concerned that the
local plans call for sheltering these people,
and looking at the resources in Seabrook, which
is a fully cooperative town, their EOC just

simply is not big enough for 150 people to pack

B A R REPORTING SERVICE




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

21

24

22

in and I don't know where else they would put
these people. I don't know what the plan is
for dealing with them. With respect to the
Hampton Beach people, it would be the
compensatory organization that would be dealing
with sheltering these people in accordance with
the compensatory plan, and I have no idea where
they would be sheltered, so this may still need
ta remain ar open item. Byron?

MR. KEENE: What you're saying is you
feel that the concept that they have now
called for is adeguate, but they have not yet
pinned down specific spaces which one can judge
to be either adequate or inadequate in terms of
the numbers of people you're talking -- sheltered
spaces.

THE CHAIRMAN: In terms of the
transients without transportation. Just in
terms of those people. Yes. It seems like
we're -- we've been waiting for information from
them on numbers so we could make an evaluation
of how those numbers fit into the plan.

MR. KEENE: And the numbers ---

THE CIIAIRMAN: Now we have numbers.
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MR. KEENE: The numbers probably will
appear reasonable once they have identified
those locations but uiiv have not yet identified
locations.

THE CHAIRMAN: I think that's about
what I'm saying there, and we've got a whole
bunch of hands up so why don't we start in the
back with Mr. Wasserman.

MR. WASSERMAN: I recall receiving in
the mail a document which shows the amount of
people that they can shelter versus the amount
of people in segments of beach by distance, and
they did show that they had sufficient space to
shelter the populatioﬂ and that the population
would have to walk no further than a distance X
which I can't recall, but it seemed reasonable.
Here's the document I was referring to. It's
a February 23rd letter where you attached --
FEMA attached the supplemental analysis of
potential shelter capacity of the Seabrook EP2
beach area, and I thought in there there were
some convincing arguments that they could match
shelter availability to expected transient

population without transportation.
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THE CHAIRMAN: I don't disagree with
you. To the extent that it appears from their
numhers that a plan for achieving this sheltering
is quite possible and could be drawn up, but the
specific locations and which buildings they're
going to use for the transients without
transportation, the specific buildings that
they're going to use for people that might be
stuck in traffic in a fast-breaking accident
certainly have not been identified. Those are
completely separate issues.

Paul, please.

MR. LUTZ: Mr. Chairman, I'd like to b
address Parag;aph No. 2 regarding the reasonable-
ness of their figure of two percent, and it
appears to me to be very reasonable. It may in
fact be pessimistic, and I have a reference on
this. I recently went over the case study for
the Mississagua tragedy. For those of you who
may not know this case, this was a derailment of
a train outside of Toronto which had propane and
chlorine cars derail. The chlorine car was
punctured and so were the propane cars. They

had a terrible fire and they had the release of

@
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the chlorine, so it was an extremely serious

thing. The interesting thing about their

organization in Canada is that they had no
immediate plan for dealing with an accident
like this. The only plan that they had in

place was a general organizational plan for

their public service people. After the
disaster, the Canadian response was evaluated
by everyone as quite a fine one, and they
conducted a study. I believe it was the
University of Toronto and with some other
people conducted a detailed study. The
statistics from the study I'd like to give

you because they are relevant to this
particular case. The evacuations were ordered
at three o'clock in the morning. It said there
was no advance planning, and there was no
advance knowledge of most of the people that
lived in the EPZ area that they even had
dangerous cargos going through. 1In spite of
all that, just mobilizing the public service
people and going forward, asking the people to
evacuate the area, this is the results of what

happened. Of the people that evacuated, and
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they evacuated a quarter of a million people,
88 percent went in their own automobiles.
88 percent. Nine percent ride share. Nine
percent ride share. That takes us up to
97 percent. Of the three percent that were
left, one percent went in taxis, on2 percent
went in public transportation -- not emergency
transportation, public transportation, and one
percent they weren't quite sure probably the way
they answered the questionnaire how they got ouc.
So there were no emergency vehicles used to take
the entire people out. So two percent is
reasonable, and the fact, I would think, that
it may be in fact pessimistic.
THE CHAIRMAN: Thank you. Joe Keller.
MR. KELLER: I was trying to analyze
his word pessimistic. I think he means that
you're saying that two percent is maybe mc.e

than actually need.

MR. LUTZ: Conservative.

MR. KELLER: I think that, in fact,
using this araued experience and with a plan
and with all the public knowledge that exists

pricr to the development of this particular
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plan that the chance of a hundred percent
ride share among the people who do not have
their own automobiles is extremely high.

THE CHAIRMAN: Herb.

MR. FISH: 1I'm trying to get to the
point of understanding the pieces of paper that
we have submitted before us and Stan's comment
with respect to the February 19th letter that we
receivéd from the State, and I attempted to take
the February 19th letter and read it along with
the original study that was submitted to us
because the February 19th letter addresses
itself as being a supplemental analysis of the
potential shelter capacities, and it goes to the
issue as to whether or not they have identified
specific locations, and I believe they have
identified specific locations with shelter area
capacity, etcetera. Now, I want to be certain
that my understanding of what I have received
and I have read encompasses everything that we
have before us. 1Is there something else that I
am not in receipt of or I'm expecting, that I
should be looking at? I want to be certain.

THE CHAIRMAN: You should have two
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submissions from the state of New Hampshire
that we sent out to you and that's basically ---

MR. FISH: Submission No. 1 being
the early study to identify potential shelters
in the beach areas?

THE CHAIRMAN: A letter dated
February 1lth.

MR. FISH: Yeah. Okay.

THE CHAIRMAN: And then in addition
the letter to Henry Vickers from Richard Strome
dated February 1llth. A letter to Henry Vickers

from Richard Strome dated February 19th.

MR. FISH: Okay. Thank you. Plus the ’

original shelter study back in August?

THE CHAIgMAN: To the extent that you
want to tie that in, yeah. We had not
contemplated tying that into thie.

MR. FISH: Then once again [ want a
clarification. 1If I read the February 19th
letter from Strome to Vickers, it talks about =--
the first page, supplement analysis -- it talks
about shelter study and update of population,
and it talks about t%:> total available shelter

space has been determined by the shelter study
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performed by Stone & Webster. Would vou please
identifv for me what s-2luer study that was?
Is that not the shel‘er study of August, 19872

THE CHAIRMAN: '* procably 1is.

MR. FISH: 1Ie it or isn't it? I want
to know.

THE CHAIRMAN: I don't know.

MR. FISH: Ch.

THE CHAIRMAN: There weres two Stonz &
Webster shelter surveys that were done. One of
them was sent to us for tachnical review, so I
assume he's referring %o that,

MR. BORES: This is just a revised
one.

MR. FISH: This is Revision 1.
I should have identified it more specifically.
So then my point again is that I think if you
couple that with what was submitted in February,
it's responsive to Stan's and your original
woncern, I believe, that we do hav: identified
space, am I correct?

MR. WASSERMAN: 1It's ny recollection
that there's just one lictle step that's lacking,

and that is the otficial inccrporation of the
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shelter study into the plan. I believe it was
just submitted for our comments, and it still
today is not incorporated as part of the plan.
That's my recollection.

THE CHAIRMAN: That is my understanding.

MR. WASSERMAN: And that's one little
small step, and then it's okay.

THE CHAIRMAN: when we received this
information in February, I was told by my

headguarters to f.cus on the submittals as they

came in in February and to not spend any more
time reviewing the Revision 1 Stone & Webster
Shelter Survey.

MR. FISH: But I agree. I don't see
how you can read them without going back, because
the February thing makes direct reference to it.

THE CHAIRMAN: I don't disagree with
you.

* MR. FISH: Okay.

MR. FEENE: It also does specifically
in the shelt:r study provide names and addresses
of buildings so that that pins down locati§ns.

MR. FISH: Which coes to the point

where I though: we had a feeling that it might ’
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But (s far as I know, they haven't done it yet.
THE CHAIRMAN: Thank you, Jack.
Bob Bores.

MR. BORES: I just want to go back to
the supplemental information that they have
indicated, and I just want to indicate -- you
say you don't know which specific buildings they
intend to use. What they have done here in the
supplemental, of course, is identify commercial
and public buildinas that currently exist that
people can use. They have also identified the
residential buildings which I think prcbably
will have a much lower probability of use and
also probably poorer protection factors. So
they give a chart which would indicate the
locations of beach segments. Public available
shelters as well as residence shelters and total
shelters along with the projected or the
observed beach population from apparently one
of the highest beach use days this last summer
for comparison type thing, so these are for
total beach goers. Now, we're talking two
percent of those approximately, and in all cases

here from the curves that have been indicated in
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that exhibit, there should be mcore than enough

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

specific buildings for use. I don't think that
a plan should identify a specific building for
use during a given situation. I think some of
this has to be left up to the local decision
makers at the time of the accident or situation
so that you are using buildings which are most
appropriate for the group -- building or buildings
so that you don't have to drag people, you know,
several miles to what you have identified in the
plan, but rather let the flexibility go so that
you can get people to shelters if you choose to
use them in the most convenient fashion. So I
think the listing of shelters needs to be put

in the plan if you're going to use it as an
enhanced capability.

THE CHAIRMAN: Excuse me. Let's not
get too far off track, Bob. Remember, we're
just talking about the ttaﬂsients without
transportation right now.

MR. BORES: That's correct.

THE CHAIRMAN: That's already been

decided, that that is in the plan. They have
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MR. BORES: What they have said

about sheltering transients without transportation

does not apply to the beach areas as currently

in the plan. That's my understanding. That
applies to transients in the towns who are not

1

of that beach population.

y be caught without

THE CHAIRMAN: On Page 64 of

during evacuation. It was my
we were essentially talking about beach goers
Everyone agrees.
talking about now.

! Wl -
it's about two percent
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the people would be placed in them, but that
they'd come up with some general numbers. I
think we've all agreed on that. So the question
is do they have, had they adequately solved the
problem that we idertified a long time ago in
the RAC Review, and I submit to you that, no,
they have not, because they have not identified
at least a group of buildings, not necessarily
only one nr two or three buildings, but they
don't have a listing of the buildings that
would be used for this purpose in their prints.
By their own admission they don't have that
listing.

MR. FISH: That they do not have it
in their plan or are yuo saying that they have
not identified. 1I'd like to know what you've
said. I mean, I'm not sure I understand what
you said.

THE CHAIRMAN: I'm happy to answer
both. I think those are two different
guestions. They say they don't have it in the
plan. 1In addition, I don't think they have it
in terms of particular buildings. They have

some generalized information abcut buildings in
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general. They've looked at the outside of the
buildings. They've come up with general factors
for commercial and residential buildings as to
how much space would likely be available, not
specific building-by-building survey. Some of
those buildings will have less space available,
some of them will have more. Some of those
buildings will simply not be available at all
because they're locked, and to the best of my
knowledge there are no plans for breaking down
doors.

MR. FISH: Excuse me.

THE CHAIRMAN: Why don't I let Herb b
follow up on his question.

MR, FISH: 1I'd just like to follow up.
I believe -~ let's zero in on what we're a dressin
We're addressing Item 2 on Page 64 of 134 which
says, "The RAC still awaits receipt of
information from the State of New Hampshire on
the number of transients who would need
transportation during an evacuation." e have
received information dealing with the number of
transients who would need transportatinn., "The

number of these transients without transportation
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THE CHAIRMAN: My answer to that

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

the reason for my saying that is they've given

us a number Our expert in transportation,

Lutz ys that that is a reasonable

they can carry out

appears t h buses are well within

the realm of their

rdance with their plans

these people. That's my point.

But the pol
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amended to say it, correct?

THE CHAIRMAN: That's correct.

MR. FISH: And that is something «---
But my point is, and I'd just like to zero in on
the words and what we're addressing, is that we
have held this particular element open because
of a specific. We have now received that
specific. We may have to go on to another
element and then include differently. I don't
know. But I believe that they have responded.
We have the info.mation. I think we're dealing
now with the mechanic of modifying the plan to
incorporate this information.

THE CHAIRMAN: I don't disagree with
any of that, but it's still an open item.

Mr. Flynn.

MR. FLYNN: Thank you. I perceive
that the confusion here comes from the fact
that we're dealing with three separate
questions. One guestion is, was the open item
identified as No. 2 satisfied, and that open
item was how many transient dependent transients
are there. That's one question. The next

question is given the information which the
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State has submitted is the plan adequately
specific as to where the shelters are and so
on =-- the existing plan, That's question No. 2.
The third question is the State has asked for
technical assistance. They have proposed a
plan change, and the third question then is is
the information in the proposed plan change
enough? So I think you'll help yourselves out
if you separate the discussion of those three
parts.

THE CHAIRMAN: Thank you. Bob.

MR. BORES: Yeah. I think the
gquestion here, and Herb is going onto that, was
that within this, we only needed the number and
what RAC was concerned about was transportation
resources or a question as to whether or not we
had transportation resources, and from previous
reviews of that area we believe that there was
enough, so relative to transportation, I think
we do not have a gquestion at this point. Am I
clear?

MR. FISH: I'll agree.

MR. BORES: Also, in following back

to the earlier memos that I have written, since
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I don't havethe spread sheets with me, I believe
that item was open rather than inadequate.

THE CHAIRMAN: Okay. Fight that out
with Mr. Rospenda.

MR. BORES: Well, this is based on
Bores 1 and Bores 2 if you like.

THE CHAIRMAN: Stanley?

MR. WASSERMAN: At the risk of
oversimplifying the discussions here, I believe
that if the second paragraph of Page 8 of the
February llth letter to Vickers from the State
of New Hampshire, if that paragraph, or if they
do amend the plan as they propose, there'll be
nobody here that has any problems.

THE CHAIRMAN: Thank you. A nice
summary. With respect to this Item 2 on this
page, I agree. I think that we can wrap it up
based on that. I think that the proposed plan
changes speak to something entirely different.
The plan changes go on to the next item on our
agenda, Joe. I think your attempt at
organization was a little off on this particular
issue. So can we summarize then with respect

to Item 2, the third paragraph, Page 64-134, and
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any other places where it pops up in the course
of the RAC review, that this will remain open
only because the buildings and the procedures
for getting people to the buildings concerning
transients without transporta ion has not been
identified at this time. We need a plan change
on that. 1Is that a RAC ---

MR. CONKLIN: - Craig Conklin. Can we
just maybe expand that a little bit to
incorporate what Bob said to specifically
address that what they‘ve submitted is adequate
and in response to transportation resources, and
then continue on with your statement. Because
there really are two separate issues there.

THE CHAIRMAN: I agree. That's
excellent. Bob Bores.

MR. BORES: Okay. The only other
thing I want to say here is that since, at least
the majority of the RAC found the plan to be
adequate. Okay. Yoﬁ} majority opinion in No. 1,
that what we are looking for in terms of the
listing of potential shelters and proposed
changes, the EBS messages and procedures are

really in terms of providing for this enhancement
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if you will of the plan. The plan is adequate,
but in order to make use of any enhancement,
then they will need to make these procedure
changes, EBS changes and listings of potential
shelters, and I would guess the procedure.
changes need to also address as to who would
make the decisions as to when shelter will be
used and which particular shelters will be used.

THE CHAIRMAN: Excuse me, Bob. Are
you c¢laiming that the majority view is that
Item 2, with respect to Item 2 on Page 64-134,
that that was also adequate?

MR. BORES: Item 2 =--~-

THE CHAIRMAN: That that should not
have been -- that the Argonne prepared document
said that this is inadequate rating because of
that item that we've had there since =---

MR. BORES: It was left open. It was
not left inadequate.

THE CHAIRMAN: Depending upon who you
talk to. I mean ==~

MR. BORES: It was not inadeguate
in that the RAC did not feel that this was a

major impediment in terms of resources to
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evacuate those number of beach day trippers
without transportation. .They felt the resources
were there. However, they did want to see the
number of potential evacuees from the beach
before they closed the issue, and that's why it
was left open rather than inadeguate to the best
of my recollection. So it should not ==--

THE CHAIRMAN: What I thought you were
saying, Bob, was that you're now saying that it's
not even open, but it's adequate in any case?

MR. BORES: It is closed if we in fact
got the information we want.

THE CHAIRMAN: That's right, but didn't
we just all agree that we didn't have the
information we want.

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

THE CHAIRMAN: Okay. I'm still on
No. 2.

MR. KEENE: You're looking for
addresses, Ed, is that correct?

MR. BORES: And received under 2.

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

THE CHAIRMAN: No, I'm just talking
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about No. 2. Now we know how many transients
without transportation, and under No. 2 the
transients without transportation, we need to
know what buildings they're going to be put in
until the buses come.

MR. BORES: That goes back to minority
dissension in No. 1.

MR. FLYNN: Again, may I suggest that
some clarity will come out of how you pose the
questions. Just looking at Page 64-134, what
it says, what it said before the proposed
changes that you have before you is, "The RAC
still awaits receipt of information from the
State of New Hampshire on the number of transients
would need transportation during an evacuation..
The number of these transients without
transportation is expected to be small and well
within the available resources identified in the
plan." Now, that can be interpreted in two
different ways. One way is simply that the
information that's missing is the number of
people who will need transportation, and once

trat information is provided, you close the book

&

on that. The other way that it can be interpreteﬂ.
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it under this existing Item 2. Possibly it

really does belong more under the subject matter
pertajining to Item 1.

THE CHAIRMAN: Exactly.

MR, KEENE: So that it would appear
we do have an adeguate answer to Item 2, but we
still have a question related to Item 1l.

MR. CONKLIN: Under the minority
opinion.

THE CHAIRMAN: Excuse me. That's the

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

|
i
|
|
approach this one of two ways. I approached it
just because we were talking about transients p
without transportation under No. 2. We continue
to talk about them under No. 2. We could lump
them up with everybody else under the discussion
of No. 1, you know, conéerning the next item on
our agenda which is the discussion of the
enhancement of the plan. 1Is it the majority
sense that now that they've identified the
number of transients and we know that number.
Wwe know that it's a large number in terms of

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

in terms of being immediately housed in the I
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resources that are available in those towns.
I've seen the EOC in Seabrook, and it's not
apparent to me how they would deal with -- what
would happen if 150 pecple showed up. They
ought to have preplanning in place for that
number.

MR. KEZENE: Why do you say the EOC?
They're not planning to use the EOC.

THE CHAIRMAN: As I understand the
local plan, transients without transportation
are going to be directed to the EOC.

MR. DJRES: Ed, again, I'm sorry, but
that was not directed towards beach population
group. That was for what was envisioned to be
the few transients within the town that were
without transportation. If they could not get
a ride out of town, you know, did not have
transportation, then they would be directed to
local buildings. That is in the town plan.

But the beach-goers would not necessarily be
directed to the EOCs. That still doesn't say
that.

THE CHAIRMAN: I don't know that there

is a distinction in the town plans between
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The EOC in Seabrook is some distance from the

beach.
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MR. KEENE: That's what I was

THE CHAIRMAN: Herb Fish?

our Bible tocday and we

I1f you look at the firs umn

"Although

"

-=- and it ks abo two th

resolution of the December '85 memoranc
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correct you, but let me correct you. The
reading of this element, as you can see over
in the =--

MR. FISH: I see. It says I.

THE CHAIRMAN: Yeah. That was the
rating that went out in the RAC Review last
December.

MR. FISH: It is my opinion now that
after this discussion that we have reached the

marriage between majority opinion and minority

opinion and that the State of New Hampshire has

submitted the information that we have requested

subject to a mechanical revision of the plan to

incorporate that which they have submitted to us

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

submission of the mechanics, I think that that
what we should call it. We should not call it
inadeguate. We should call it open subject to
the formal plan revision.

THE CHAIRMAN: I believe it's more
than mechanics in terms of identifying the
buildings and the procedures to get there, but
you want to call it mechanics ~---

MR. KEENE: I thought we had that as
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condition of ==~

MR. DOLAN: I have a suggestion
if I might. I think we should add on Page 64
the revised proposed comment at the bottom where
it says the February llth letter and so forth.
We should add a sentence to the end of that and
we should say, "The RAC awaits receipt of
New Hampshire's plan amendment to specifically
identify which shelter locations will be used to
provide for the transient beach population."

And I think that will cover it. Do you want me
to say that again? "The RAC awaits receipt of
New Hampshire's plan amendment to specifically
identify which shelter locations will be used to
provide for the transient beach population.”

I think that should cover it.

MR. KEENE: And if you wish, you can
add on "as referenced in" and this is why they
do ===

iR. DOLAN: Page 8 of their
February llth letter, yeah.

MR. KEENE: Because that says they
plan to do it, we can s=ay on the basis ---

THE CHAIRMAN: I am concerned that
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we're focusing just on the beach population and
Bob Bores is pointing out to us that there might
be other transients without transportation in the
town as well, and we don't want to lote sight of
them. But I think Jack is headed in the right
direction.

Paul Lutz?

MR. LUTZ: Mr. Chairman, I'd like to
associate myself with Herb Fish's comments. I
see that the thrust of what we did before was
that this item essentially was adegquate. We had
only a minor informational thing which we wanted
to get from the State. The State has done what
we've asked, and I see the thing as being
discharged, and it is an adequate item. I do
rot think that we should go back in and
incorporate this question of specific details
about sheltering when we rejected it before. We
said it was correct and adequate as it was.

THE CHAIRMAN: I don't know that the
group was aware that we were talking about the
people who the plans themselves called for
sheltering and who are the transients without

transportation. At least that wasn't clear to me
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the last time we discussed it. Obviously it
wasn't clear to Bob Rospenda who prepared these
sheets either.

MR. BORES: Yet the plan of record does
not yet call for sheltering of beach transients,
or beach pe2ople without transportation.

THE CHAIRMAN: Again, Bob, I don't know
that it distinguishes between beach-goers anrd
other transients. It calls for, as I unaerstand
it, sheltering ==~

MR. BORES: Except that the =---

TYE CHAIRMAN: Excuse me, Bob.
Sheltering transients without transportation
until such time as trﬁnsportation can be
provided for them, and that's what we're talking
about here under No. 2.

MR. BORES: The plan of record talks
abont evacuation of beach populations. Early
closure of the beaches, sidg area emergency
and evacuation. It says sheltering may not
be feasible for the beach population, the
summer beach popuiation. Clearly the emphasis
is on evacuation., That is the plar of iecord.

They are now in their submittal, in the testimony
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that Mr. Strome has provided, they're saying
that there is at least one situation in which
perhaps sheltering can be of s.me value, and
that is for that segment of beach population
who may b2 caught up without transportation,
and they would shelter those individuals or
would amend the plan to shelter those individuals
until transportation was available to another area
But the plan of record, if that's what we're
reviewing, doesn't talk about sheltering.

THE CHAIRMAN: The local plans, the
additions that I have call for sheltering
transients without transportation. I think
that's the group that we're talking about.

Joe Keller, did you have something?

MR. KELLER: I believe that that is
in tne memc, the first letter that was submitted
with the Strome letter of Februa:y the 1llth on
Page 2 of the submission of the letter, enclosure
to the letter. I am a iittle remiss because I'm
not all that familiar with ﬁhe plan, but it
appears to be a gquote from the plan of record,
and about a third of the way down the page.

And it says, "Transients without access to
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indoor location will be evacuated gquickly," and
they will shelter those people without
transportation. It dces not, the way I read it,
differentiate between beach transients without
transportation and other transients without
transportation, so I think the plan of record
says they will go.

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

MR. FISH: Except the plan also does
not gquestion -- and I wish we had a copy of the
plan here. It would be very helpful.

THE CHAIRMAN: We can get it down here
in two shakes.

MR. FISH: Coula we? Because I thought
there was a specific reference to beach
population ir the plan in which it talks about
evacuation It says sheltering may =- I'm trying
to remember. Paul, you found the words last
time. May be considered.

MR. LUTZ: May not be.

MR. FISH: Or may not be =--

THE CHAIRMAN: May pot he considered.

MR. FISH. ©Rreally, I would prefer to

have the words here,
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THE CHAIRMAN: It's Volume 2.

MR. FISH: Volume 2.
THE CHAIRMAN: Volume 2, but in the

local plans it calls for ---

MR. FISH:' What I'm looking at here,
this quctation is from the State plan, not the
local plan, am I correci?

TLE CHAIRMAN: And there are quotes
in the local plans that are congruent with the
guote that Joe Keller just read.

MR, FISH: Well, I must admit to vQu
then. I am getting very confused because it was
my understanding that we were zeroing in this
morning on the issue of beach population., I'm
not talking about other transients.

THE “HAIRMAN: We were trying t2 slide
into it by ===

MR, FISH: Not slide. I thought we
were emersed.

THE CHAIRMAN: 1 thought we were going
to be able to do this very eacily by going back
over where we were before. 1 thought we had all
agreed we were. Cbviously, as has happened

before, there were a couple of different people
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that had Aifferent views of the situation,
MR. FISH: We need a break.
THE CHAIRMAN: But that's a very,
very inteiligent suggestion for a break. But

when we had the benefit of HBores 1, we

continued to have this comment. This is an
old comment concerning the transients without
transportation, and there were discussions
between Bob Rospenda and Bob Bores abocut whether
that transisnc without transportation issue would
lead this t¢ be an open or an inadeguate item,
whatever, and Bob Rospenda remembers it coming
out as an inadeguate. Bores remembars it as ‘
being an open item. I'm saying it docesn't really
m.ke any difference for this discussion right now.
The poirt is with respect to the
transients without transpcrtation, we've been
given a number wit. respect to the beaches, but
no other number. Paul suc¢cgests that we accept
that number, and at least with respect to the
beaches. We haven't discussed about how about
the other transients without transportation to
the extent that there are cthers in the town.

New, we ha'e the numbter. We Xnow that the local
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plan calls i1or sheltering them. We know that

*he State plan calls for sheltering *hem until

such time as buses arrive. =h. Juestion is is
the plan adequate on that score.

Then we can slide into the larger issue,
the majority-minority ~osition on sheltering as a
whole, and I still think it's probably a better
way to proceed is to proceed along those lines,
ard why don't we take a 15-minute breai until
11:30.

MR. FISH: Could we get a plan down
here? It would be very helpful ii we covld.

THE CHAIRMAN: Yeah. Why do't we
get.Volume I, Volume iI, Volume IV and 'two local
plans. Seabrook.

MR. BORES: Is there any of these
other issues that we ca- take care of before
the break? I'm just concerned that I'm going
to have to leave, and you know, you sai. there
were some of these things that we could just ---

THE CHAIRMAW: Okay. I can rattle
some of this stuff off if you want to go for
another 20 minutes.

sSvra,
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THE CTHAIRMAN: 1Item 4, we will give
you a -- Bcb Rospenda prepared a draft of
Seabrook plan problems that need to be resolved
prior to an exercise. This is important so that
we can make sure that the State understands that
there are some items that they need tc give us
prior to an exercise. We talked about one of
them at Che last RAC meeting which was that we
needed -taffing rosters. They had promised us
staffing rosters at the last exercise. By and
large, we did not get them, and we said we would
not have another exercise until we hai those in
our hot hands before the exercise. There are
probably some other deficiencizs in planning
inadequacies that need to be wripped up prior
to the exercise, and we need tc flag those for
Lhe State. So we'll give that Jdocument out to
you. I din't see any chance of getting that
done today unfortunately, so we'll probably do
like a seven-day turn-around or something like
that on that.

MR. WASE .RMAN: That will be a handout
in the future, is tnat it? The document, this

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

THE CHAIRMAN: Yes, we'll have a
handout to you.

MR. WASSERMAN: Tcday?

THE CHAIKMAN: Today.

MR. WASSE:MAN: Okay.

THE CHAIRMAi: Exercise cates is
another work load. I'm just going to report
to you that we're trying to negotiate exercise
dates constantly between Seabrook and Pilgrinm
and the other sites and we'll do our best to
keep you informed as to the work load and to be
reasonable on the demands that are made on the
RAC.

MR. BORES: Excuse me. Could I go
back to Item 4. You'll get us this listing
today. You're going to ask for a seven-day
turn-around ---

THE CHAIRMAN: Something like that.

MR. BORES: As to which items?

THE CHAIRMAN: Are needed for
resolution prior to an exercise.

MR. KEENE: And add any that we see

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

MR. DOLAN: We'll give you Bob's
letter.

THE CHAIRMAN: Okay. Exercise dates =--
I don't really have anything particular for you
on that right now. There may be some changes
coming in the tentative date for the Seabrook
exercise. There may not. Who knows. We don't
have a tentative date for the Pilgrim exercise
at this point.

MR. FISH: What is the tentative date
we're talking about?

THE CHAIRMAN: FEMA has agreed to
a tentative date for the Seabrook exercise of
the 23rd of May, the week of the 23rd of May.

MR. DOLAN: Have you talked to Henry
since last Friday?

THE CHAIRMAN: I'm just saying that
that's what our agreement is right now, and I
said that that date may be changed. That date
was agreed to without any input from me
concerning the items and the matters that needed
to be resolved prior to the New Hampshire and

Maine plans being in shape for an exercise.
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We have Pilgrim Technical Assistance
Effort. You all should have a memo on that.

We finally got in a couple of copies of the plans
from the State. These are local plan revisions.
They're at NRC and Argonne and our office for
review right now. If any of you have any special
interest in these local plan reviews, please let
us know, and we can try and get another copy for
your review as well. 1It's a technical assistance
effort to improve the plans.

MR. CONKLIN: Ed4d =-~-

THE CHAIRMAN: Craig.

MR. CONNLIN: I know we got the letter.
I don't bel‘eve -~ at least I'm noc in receipt
of the plans themselves. I mean, I know I got
the transcript.

MR. DOLAN: I shipped them out to you.
You should have got them today.

MR. CONKLIN: Oh, okay.

MR. DOLAN: I'm surprised you didn't
get them last week. I sent them overnight mail
to you.

MR. CONKLIN: (kay. Well, they might

have -- I was out a good part of the week, so
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they may have been very late in the week.

MR. DOLAN: Did you check with your b

office?
MR. CONKLIN: Okay. 1I'll try to do
that today.
MR. BERNACKI: Ed4, back to the exercises
exercise, that is definitely scheduled?
THE CHAIRMAN: There is virtually
nothing that's certain on our schedules. The
Rowe exercise is prone to change hased upon
changes in the Seabrook or Pilgrim exercises

or work load demands associated with either.

In addition, I was told this morning that a

couple of the states had a very important
training session that they'd like to go to to
the State Directors. The current date of the Rowe
exe. cise and there may be a change coming up
there. We will try and keep you informed of all
these things.

MR. CONKLIN: The week of 4/29? 1Is
that on paper for Rowe? Something like that?

MR. FISH: April, right?

THE CHAIRMAN: Yes.

MR. DOLAN: The week of April 24th.
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MR. CONKLIN: April 24th. Okay.

THE CHAIRMAN: So there are two states
that are looking =~ they'll be discussing the
need for a change for there.

MR. CONKLIN: We've put out schedule
changes with A.M.s and P.M.s on them. Daily
isn't even good enocugh anymore.

THE CHAIRMAN: Vermont Yankee
Technical Assistance, muéh like Pilgrim, we
have had for several months now one copy of a
local plan, of local plan changes. Since we
didn't have multiple copies, we have not
Jd.stributed that around and really haven't
.tarted reviewing it yet. When the State or
the utility give us the extra copies that we
need, we will begin starting that review off
with Argonne and RSC and FEMA. Since it's a
local plan, that's usually about as far as it
goes. If any of the rest of you have any
particular interest in it, we'll certainly get
those to you.

The State of Maine Plan Review ~-- we
will have a handout I guess before you

leave of some additional review comments from

B A R REPORTING SERVICE




10

11

12

14

15

16

17

18

21

64
Argonne relative to the Maine =-- really the
Maine Yankee State Plan Review.

MR. CHURCH: I'm sorry. I think those
went out to the RAC directly. You requested
them out to the RAC ~=-~

MR. DOLAN: Dated February 23rd from
Bob Rospenda to Ed Thomas.

MR. CHURCH: 1It's a review of
additional letters of agreement, the RHOM and the
FOG and a public information booklet.

THE CHAIRMAN: Okay. So we'll be trying
to turn that Maine thing around at some future
date. Bob Bores.

MR. BORES: On that I guess we still b

don't have the RHOMand the FOG and things like

that from Maine.

MR. DOLAN: We did not send it out to
all of the members of the RAC. Bob had it, and
the comments that he seﬁt to you are based upon
the documents. If you feel you need all of them,
we'll attempt to get them reproduced, but I
really think when you read the comments that
you'll find that you don't really need them.

If you do, let us know,.

B A R REPORTING SERVICE




10
11
12
Q 13
14

15

16
17
18

19

21

24

65

MR. WASSERMAN: Were you referring
to the February 23rd letter from Argonne? I
happened to have received one.

MR. DOLAN: Yeah.

THE CHAIRMAN: So we're just going
to be -~ can we agree on a two-week turnaround
on any additional comments on the Mzine plan
based upon your review of the Argonne staff work?

MR. WASSERMAN: 1I'm sorry.

THE CHAIRMAN: Can we all agree on a
two-week turnaround on comments back to
Bob Respenda on the Maine State plan, on the
suggestions that he's making there? If anybody
needs review documents, RHOMS or FOGS or
whatever else, we will get them to you.

MR. CONKLIN: On issues other than
Seabrook should go directly to me, not Bob.

THE CHAIRMAN: Okay. Bob.

MR. BORES: One other augstion. We've
got MNew Hampshire here for looking at that plan
relative to problems which have to be solved
prior to any exercise. Do we have any problems
for Maine relative to the ingestion pathway

which may hold up an exercise?
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THE CHAIRMAN: Joe Keller is bobbing

his head.

uxercise based on the supplement.

THE CHAIRMAN: That was not the
question.

MR. KELLER: Well, I think it was.

THE CHAIRMAN: No. The question was
is there anything in the Maine -- are there
problems in the Maine plan that might hold up
the exercise. Are you still nodding your head,
Joe?

MR. BORES: Are you still saying yes?

MR. DOLAN: Well, let me explain it.

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

The review of the Maine Ingestion Pathway
Plan which relates to Seabrook was completed
and mailed to the State on February 9th, 1988.
THE CHAIRMAN: Now, the guestion is
is there anything in that feview that they have
to solve prior to the exercise. Now,
Bob Rospenda has flagged one item, right?
MR. ROSPENDA: But not for the

ingestion pathway. It was about the traffic
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1 controls. I didn't pull anything out of the
Q’ 2 Maine Ingestion Pathway Plan Review, although,
3 you know, it's safe to act upon what the RAC |
4 thinks, I think it certainly could he added. |
5 THE CHAIRMAN: So that will be one
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
9 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
13 means sing out. Now he's shaking his head no.
Q 14 MR. KELLER: No. That's not what I
15 tried to imply. What I said was based on my
16 understanding of the requirements for a
17 qualifying exercise, Maine must participate
18 in the ingestion pathway portion of the
19 exercise. I am not aware of any inadequacies
20 or adequacies, but they've got to play
21 and if there are inadeauacies, that might
preclude the holding of an exercise. That's all
23 I was trying to say.
24 MR. DOLAN: There were no inadequacies.
]
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Just from recommendations for improvements,
if you want to call them that.

THE CHAIRMAN: And on that you're
going to get comments on Bob's draft document to
us by say the end of this week. How's that?
Written preferable or phone it.

Okay. With that, do you want to take
a 15-minute break? Stanley?

MR. WASSERMAN: How about just having
an early lunch instead of taking a 1l5-minute
break and coming back for lunch?

THE CHAIRMAN: That's fine with me.

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

MR. FISH: Why don't we bring a
sandwich back and have a working lunch?

THE CHAIRMAN: 1Is that acceptable to
you and Mr. Reporter, work through luncheon?

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

going to be able to stay through the remainder

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

know, since we came down here, and I did go over
the material that New Hampshire has sent, and

basically my position remains unchanged. 1 felt
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that New Hampshire's plan is basically a plan
for protective action for the beach population
is basically adeauate. At the end of the January
meeting I went along with what I felt was a
majority of the RAC that felt that the plan would
be enhanced if the State did identify the
location of shelters for the transient beach
population. You know, they really haven't
provided chat, and I séill feel that, you know,
the overall plan is adeguate, but they could
enhance it if they identified specific locations
to put the shelters. Obviously there's enough.
We've already said there's very few of these
people, and there's plenty of possible locations
to put them in, so it's just a matter of
identifying where they're going to put these.
THE CHAIRMAN: And how.
MR. WATERS: And I don't feel that is
a big matter. That's something that just, you
know, can be done in order to enhance the plan.
If they don't have that, you know, the chances
are that they're not goinag to be adequately
protected. I really don't see it.

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

oversimplify this, but notwithstanding the

importance of all prior discussion, I still

think there's no issue because the State

proposes to amend the plan. We accept the

proposal and with the amendment there's no

issue. Regardless of what we said or didn't

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

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

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

that amendment nobody has a problem. f
MR. KEENE: It didn't say we are going

to amend the plan, however. It said we propose '

to amend the plan.

T

MR. WASSERMAN: Well, in our responses -

MR. KEENE: But we should say if you
do.

MR. WASSERMAN: With satisfactory
amendment of the plan as proposed to identify the
potential shelter locations for transient beach
population without transportation, nobody on the
RAC has any problems with anything remaining with
the beach population issue.

MR. KEFNE: Correct.
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MR. WASSERMAN: So regardless of
everything that's been said or not said in the
past, there is no issue if we all agree to
wording that others have said before me and
I've said earlier and bypass all of what was
said or not said in the past. It could be
made -- as important as it was at the time, it
could be made immaterial to the future and to
the issue at hand.

THE CHAIRMAN: Bob Bores.

MR. BORES: Just a question here., 1It's
more in the logistics I think rather than the
technical discussions here. FEMA's charge, 1I
guess ~-- you have to prepare testimony and
you're charged also with getting technical
feedback to the State. 1Is that one and the
same document?

THE CHAIRMAN: It might be. It is our
current intention that there will be technical
feedback to the State, and there will be
testimony and it may or may not be one document.
There may be one document that'll have a
different cover letter on it.

MR. BORES: 1I guess the reason for the
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istance %o

a posi one way or

sometimes even before you see the final document

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

to have the document in order to make a finding
or take a position but sometimes all you're
looking for in terms of technical assistanc

the right track

the reason {or the question.
THE CHAIRMAN: Why don't we take a
break for lunch and we'll try and resume
cussions while we eat. We'll be probably
about 20 minutes

Luncheon break.]

THE CHAIRMAN: Resuming discussion, I

language

m

Reviews., The
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respect to Resources Study, is being copied
right now and will be down this afternoon. We
can either go through it this afternoon, or we
can do a short turnaround on that -- give it out
today and do a short turnar-und.

So right now let's go to Item 3 on
our agenda which is New Hampshire's responses
concerning the beach population. We started
talking about that a little bit befcre lunch.

MR. BORES: Excuse me. Would you just
go over J.9 and J.10m? What that is going to be,
I'm not sure after all the discussion that we
had come to gquota. Would you run that Ly us,
please?

THE CHAIRMAN: Better than me saying
it, why don't we ask Mr. Rospenda to report
what he's got down.

MR. ROSPENDA: I'm afraid I'm a little
bit in the dark, too, EA4.

THE CHAIRMAN: Okay. What I would
have down here from the concensus was that the
overall rating is open, that we have a majority
and minority wording and with respect to Item 2,

we would put in the statement prctty much as
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Jack Dolan read it out. The statement as
written in handwriting here with the addition

of the RAC waits receipt of New Hampshire's plan
amendment to specifically identify which shelter
locations will be used to provide for the
transient population.

MR. BORES: Okay. Again, I think that
belongs with Item 1 rather than 2.

THE CHAIRMAN: I would like it to stay
with Item 2 because of consistency and also
because of the way the New Hampshire plan is set
up. The New Hampshire plan right now has a
certain logic that deals with transients without
transportation and that's what we're tracking
here. 1I'd like you to continue to track it here
in this way as we have done really I think for
a long, long time in a lot additions of the RAC
Review, Bob.

MR. BORES: 1I'm sorry. Item 1 also
deals with the transients. 1Item 1 deals with
sheltering.

TEE CHAIRMAN: Ttem 1 does not deal
specifically with transients without

transportation. Item 2 is talking about
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transients without transportation, and we have
kept them as a separate group. I'd like to
continue to do so. They are handled separately
in a variety of different ways in the plan. 1
think logically we should continue to keep them
separate. Herb?

MR. FISH: The question that transiients
without transportation -- are we talking ahout
transients without transportation who are members
of the beach population?

THE CHAIRMAN: Just transients without
transportation.

MR. FISH: Well, I thought that we had
firmly and convincingly resolved the transients
without transportation other than the beach
population were adeguately covere? in the plan.
And I thought that the only issue that we were
dealing with here and it gets back to what we
started with very early this morning, that we
were dealing strictly with the beach population.
I'd like once again a clarification.

MR. CONKLIN: That's my understanding
also.

MR. KEENE: Mine, too.
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MR. BORES I think tha% was the only
thing that was left open, Ed. Relative to other

transients away from the beach, RAC had

previously indicated that they were satisfied

with resources and what they had available. The

open was the number

hy I had asked
additional information.
THE CHAIRMAN: Okay, Bob. This is the
I've ever heard that Item 2 referr

t

We've always dealt wi
as being transients withouvt transportation
general. Yes, the bulk of that is almost
g to be your beach population,
3ients without transpc ation as

i

SIIMme v
summer

3
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MR. FISH: If we go once again to
Page 64 of 134 and if RAC evaluation of the
State responds read through 8/86, we read those
words. It seems to me that we're dealing with
Paragraph 1 resolution deals with beach population
and Paragraph 2 picks up on that same thread
dealing with the beach, and if we go back to our
previous RAC meeting and Paul Lutz's comments at
that meeting where he specifically referred to
that section of the plan and ther he turned the
page and I think these -- that's why I ask for
the plan -- these are false underlying comments
in this plan which singles out the beach
population and that is what I thought we were
zeroing in on.

THE CHAIRMAN: The purpose of our
discussion this afternoon clearly is to focus
in on the beach population. To the best of my
knowledge, we never restricted or divided the
transients without transportation into beach-
goers or nonbeach-goers. We just never have
before. Perhaps we should have, but there is no
irdication of this in the State or local plans

that I've reviewed. They just deal with
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transients without transportation as a group.
And as a group, the transients without
transportation, they're using a number of less
than two percent of the peak beach population.
That sounds like a conservative number to cover
all their cases of transients witiout
transportation,

MR. KEENE: When they say of the
beach population, it means they'fe talking
about the beach population, not about the whole
of southern New Hampshire?

THE CHAIRMAN: And there«fore, what's
your conclusion?

MR. KEEWNE: That what they're referring
to is of the beach population, not that which
applies to the towns, the portions of the towns
on tne mainland as well.

THE CHAIRMAN: Are we then saying
that we're going to accept that -- I had thought
we had said we would take that number because it
was s0 conservative it would just handle the
situation.

MR. FISH: May 1 refer io the piece of

paper that we also received in the mail which
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deals with FEMA supplemental testimony on
shelter issues, and on Page 5 of that piece
of paper it deals with the range of protective
actions and on the preceding pages discuss the
majority-minority view. It says specifically,
In FEMA's view as the Federal agency
specialized knowledge the inner is not
adequate with respect to the transient beach
population because -- it seems as if the only
thing we're talking about is the beach population
at this point.

THE CHAIRMAN: That was with respect
to Item No. 1 on Page 64 in that right-hand
column.

MR. FISH: It does say it's not
adegquate ---

THE CHAIRMAN: What we were trying to
capture was this morning's discussion on Item 2
of the transients without transportation.

MR. FISH: But mecst testimony here says
the entire -- it says, is not adequate with
respect to transient beach population because
planning standards J.9 ~-- it doesn't say

Subset 1, Subset 2 =-- and J.10m have not been met,
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It seems to me that every pilece 2f paper that 1

qot, the memos that we receivcd, the reason we're

here today is directea towards this b=ach
populatior i~sue, and once aj ain, I ask we have
a clarification if we are talking abcut the
entire population or if v«'ie only talkirg about
the beach population.

THE CHAIRMAN I believe thac with
respect to Item 2 we were talking abou% th
entire population of transients without

transportation. Very clea:ly it has always heen

our understanding that the vast bulk or vast
majority of those people are going to be -each-
goers. To the extent that we've had any nurber
of transients without transportation, considering

demcographics of Seabroock., the peak of that number

is going to be your summeitime beach-goers, and
I think we've always assumad that. But I don'®%
believe that there's anything in the State or

local plans that splits off :iie handling of the |
transients without transportation, that group,

into beach-goers and nonbeach-goers.

MR. KEENE: It i3 my recollection of

past discussions that the RAC felt transient
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population without transportation, other than
the beach problem, was not involved, other than
the beach population was not a problem.

~4E CHAIRMAN: I'm not suggesting that
it is. I'm just saying that this item, while the
bulk of those people may be beach-goers, it isn't
just a beach s.tuation. 1It's transients without
transportacion. As a class and as a group,
transients without transportation are handled
in a2 specific way in the State and local plens,
and they are different than transients with
t.ransportation in terms ~f any sheltering, and
I'd like to keep the two groups separate.

MR. KEENS: Then you're going to have
to split that into twe groups as well because
the comments which we seem to feel are
satisfactory to adding to this refer to the
beach population and are not designed to refer
to the entire transient population, transients
withcut transportation population.

THE CHAIRMAN: What additional comments

M. KEENE: Certainly if we reflect
commitments, to a semi-commitment made in this

document that Dick Strorme submitted, becauc2 he's
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only talking about the beach population.

MR. BORES: There's a separate section
in the pian that deals with the general
pupulation and those transients out in the
towns without access to transportation, and that
small group that is out there are told that
they may seek access to public buildings that
may be set up new, and that is handled
in local plans on an ad hoc basis because ol
the very small number. That is clearly
different than the heach population, transients
without transportation. Clearly different.

THE CHAIRMAN: Well, it may be clear
to you, Bob, but it's certainly not clear to me.

MR. KEENE: I thirk it's clear to a
great many of the RAC members, Ed.

THE CHAIRMAN: Are you suggesting that
when the plan calls for transients without
transportation getting refuge in public buildinygs,
that they were not talking about the beach
population transients without transpcrtation?

MR. BORES: That's correct. That's
correct. For the beach populaticn it says

shelter -~ what it says is sheltering may not
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be considered feasible protective action on the
Seabrook beaches during the summer, and for this
reason early precautionary beach closures may bhe
implemented. That's for the beach population.

MR. KEENE: They're talking about two
é¢ifferent groups.

MR. BORES: Plan citations if you're
interested are in Section ‘2,6, Page 2.6-6 and
2.6=7,

MR. LUTZ: Mr. Chairman?

THE CHAIRMAN: Yes, Paul.

MR. LUTZ: I think that we're coming to
again a situation on this article which is going
to have two differant opinions, and I believe, as
I'm listening to everybody, that there is a
feeling within some of us. TIt's just a feelino,
but I think scme others teel the same way, that
the entire article J.9 is in our opinion, our
judgment is adequate, and that it is even more
adequate than it was when we talked about it
before because the State has provided the
additional information on Part 2. And then as an
additional comment which Stanley had put out

very well, it appears to be the judgment of
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everybody that there will be a unanimous feeling
of adeauacy provided there is the inclusion in the
nlan ¢f some minor things from their sheltering
study. I see it as thern's a splic: within the
grcup and there's scue of us who feel that they
think is adequate je¢ od, that additional
supplementary information is fine and that we
see it what will be satisfactory to the Chair,
will not bother the rest of us and will make-
for a unanimous conclusion anu we can tell them
that. But X think that already there is with:in
the group a very c<ounsiderable judgment that the
article is adequate period. All facets.

MR. FISH: Can I ask Paul what you
believe to be the split that exists though?

You said a split.

MR. LUTZ: Well, I don't think that the
Chairman feels that the article is adequate.

MR. FISH: Oh, cokay.

MR. LUTZ: 1 sense that. He hasn't
gsaid that, but I sense that from the way the
discussions have gone.

THE CHAIRMAN: Well, I think what

we're having is a very fragmented discussion.
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let's see if we can't really focus it iw. I

had felt we were recapping where we wer" in the
morning, and where I thought we were very clearly :
we didn't have congruance on. Bob Bores, are you |
saying that with respect to Item 2 on Page 64 in
that right-hand column where we used to say that
that was an open item or an inadequate item,
depending upc.. whosz recollection you want to go
with., You're saying that this is no longer a
problem with respect to opeaches, the beach
transients without transportation and it's also
no longer a problem with any othel transients ‘
without transportation. 1Is that tAat you're
saying? I'm not following you. Plezse tell me --
you're objecting to what I'm caying. Please tell
me exactly what language you think should be

used there.

MR. BORES: With regari to the beaches,
the irformation we have appears to close that any
concerns that the RAC have relstive %o thcse
beach-goers who are stranded /i“hout
transportation because of the smail number.
Relative to the other segments of the populatior

away from the beaches, RAC did not have a
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problem -- if I can speak for the rest of the

RAC and maybe you'll want to ascertain that.
MR. FISH: 1 agree with Bob's statement.’
MR. WASSERMAN: Speaking as a minority,
I don't wart to sound like a broken record, but
I would feel good if he made the statement that
I've said before, just saying that with
satisfactory submission of a plan to identify
potential shelters, etcetera, etcetera, then it
is unanimous that the RAC has no problems with
the plan as far as the heach issue is involved.
MR. BORES: Don't get me wrong.

MR. WASSERMAN: Now, what you read was

very close. If you would have gone on -- you had
read what you thought was ---

THE CHAIRMAN: I had read what I thought
was the concer=us.

MR. WASSERMAN: Yeah. I think, and I
don't know if it's_approptiate to put it in
there -- what was missing is a message to the
utility that with satisfactory submission of their
plan to identify etcetera, etcetera, the item is
approved as is submitted

In other words, what you read was okay.

>
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You were just missing the phrase. You left it,
you know, it's still open or inadequate, and you
quit. You didn't give -- if I can remember
correctly, you didn't give any clue to the
utility that the Regional Assistance Committee
and our assistance team ~-- well, go ahead.

MR. BORES: We have the factual
statement ---

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

MR. BORES: Right.

MR. WASSERMAN: The State, I'm sorry.
Thank you.

THE CHAIRMAN: The tag line was the RAC
awaits receipt of New Hampshire's plan amendment
to specifically identify which shelter locations
will he used to provide for the transient
population.

MR. WASSERMAN: And then what's missing
is a phrase. If this plan is considered
satisfactory by the RAC, then the issue is
closed. 1In other words, the State would submit
this and we're not telling them, Hey, that's all

we need if it's satisfactory.
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MR. FLYNN: It sounded like you did.
To give a little bit of the history outside
of the RAC discussions as part of the litigation,
there's been a lot of conversation back and forth
between FEMA on one hand and the State of
New Hampshire in particular . at also the utility
on the other hand, and there's a sense of
frustration on the part of the State of
New Hampshire that they keep trying to meet the
objections that had b2en expressed to the RAC
Review process and each time they keep being
told there's something more that needs to be
done, and with the request for technical
assistance, you have the opportunity to tell the
State what it is they need to do that they
haven't already done, and I think it's a bit
disinaenuous to say, send something in and we'll
tell you later whether we like it or not.

MR. WASSERMAN: Well, that's why I
proposed that that phrase be -- just for that
Very reason that they not be shooting at a moving
target all the time. That was the very reason 1
suggested that the final phrase bé put in there,

that with satisfactory submission in the judgment
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of the RAC of that plan to identify potential

shelter locations, the issue would be closed.

That's the only outstanding issue. That would
be the message.

MR. FLYNN: But you're adding a
reservation there when you say satisfactory. If
there's more information that you need, I would
ask you just for the puirrose of bringing this to
closure that you say what [t is that you require.

MR. FISH: It woula be obvious to me
that we would certainly require a modification
of the EBS messages, that you have to provide
the information to where vhese transients would
have to go. We could be very specific in our
communication with the State and say that tne
shelter areas identified and it has been suggested
that we ask them Lo be specific. It is :ay view
that we do not have to be specific. We could
list a whole range of pctential shelters and then
based upon best judgment aud the decision makers
indicate which ones to go to, (tr they could be
incorporated into the EBS message. when they
were prescripted. BulL I think that is the other

missing element of the EBS, but I'm happy to see
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1 that the Thair now recognizes that we are
(T 2 dealing with the transient beach population

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

4 understoocd your comments were, Ed -~ that we 3

5 ' do not have an issue regarding other transient-

6 dependent population outside of the beach

7 people.

8 THE CHAIRMAN: Forgive me if I'm a

9 littie slow tciay. As I told you, I'm only

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

1 about 50 percent functional, too, with this flu

12 I'm fighting. If I correctly understand you now =
¢ 13 I thuank I do -- we had been saying all along b
. 14 that there may be a problem witih the transients

15 without transportation. We don't krow what the

16 number is. There may be a problem. 1It's an open

17 issue or an inadegquacy. The numbers that we

18 were talking about, the reason that there could

19 be a2 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

transients without transportation are expected

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

24 be taken care of on an ad hoc pasis.
C &
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MR. FISH: I disagree with your

opening remark. We were not concerned. You
used the term transients. We weire not concerned
with transients other than the beach population
of transients. That is the only transient group
that we were concerned with. I believe that the
RAC was concerned with. That's why I thought
when you read the statement that you read that
you suggested other than, you know, *he specific
reference to locations, that you were off the
other issue.

*% CHAIRMAN: Please bear with me.
We have alwa's talked about transients without
transportaticn. The reason we were concerned
about ‘ hat griup was the numbers, potential
niumbers down it the beach. I don't think we
ever specifical’y said as we're saying now, but
I'm not disag.veing with you, that the transients
without trans,o-‘tation other than the beach-goers
should be a v ..y, very small number and should be
taken care, can be taken care of on an ad hoc
basis. The transients at the beach we now have
a numerical handle on, and that's what we're

focusing on. Am I on the right track now?
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I don't believe we ever articulated before when
we were talking about the transients without
transportation, I don't believe we ever
specifically said, Hey, we're only talking
about the beach-goers. Certainly the reason
that we were concerned about that was we just
didn't have a handle on the numbers. We knew
that there might be a lot of them down in the
beach areas.

MR. KEENE: I think we probably, if I
remember correctly -- that was a long time back ==
did mention the ones in town and decided they were
not a problem.

MR. BORES: That's correct, Byron..

MR. KEENE: Decided that did not need
further review. We felt that was adequately
handled as opposed to the beach population.
That was a long time ago.

THE CHAIRMAN: That was a long time
ago, and I don't ever remember saying that that
group wasn't a problem.

In any case, let's talk about today.
Today what we're saying is this: With respect

to the transients without transportation, the
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State has given us a number on the beach-goers.

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

want to say that. We want to say == with
respect to the -- Bob, why don't you go ahead and
interrupt.

MR. BORES: For some proposed wording,
because we seem to be hung up on what to say, in
my letter to you on the 24th, let me just read
from that last pavagraph, and I'll give you a copy
of this or make a copy of this for you. I just
reiterate that my letter on November l1l3th
relative to the beach shelter survey indicated
if sheltering is to be utilized as protective
action, then the situations under which it would
be used need to be described along with the
mechanisms, those procedures needed to implement
it. The February 11, 1988 Strome letter
adequately describes the situations under which
sheltering of the beach population or a portion
of it might be used and indicates that some
procedureal chanyes will be made. The State
should submit for RAC Review the procedural
changes necessary to implement the proposed

beach sheltering strategy. The changes include,
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one, the listing of potential beach shelter .
facilities; two, the proposed changes to EBS
messages or other procedural changes indicating
how the affected beach population will be
notified and directed to the appropriate shelters;
and three, procedural changes indicating who
would recommend 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 comments made
above are provided solely to permit further
enhancement of the new Hampshire plan. And I
guess I'll need to get you a copy of this for
the record, or I guess you can get a copy from
Jack, eitheyr one.

MR. FISH: Not having read it in
detail, but the flavor of that seems to be that
the essence of the comment that could gec back to
the State.

MR. DOLAN: I would agree. I thought
that was fine.

MR. BORES: 1I don't think we want to

focus too much on EBS messages because EBS may
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not be the aspect they want to use. You might
want to use EPA that you have available on the
street., Sure.

THE CHAIRMAN: I think you handled
that well in your comment. The State's
submission only talks to EBS message, and that's
almost tangental for this particular situation
where you're directing people to do something
assertive that involves generally walkers.

MR. BORES: Well, tl.ey may use PA also
or they talk about it.

(Brief pause.)

MR. BORES: But even at the side area,
you may want to use PA because you're only
interested in the local population at the beach
area. Ten miles away, 50 miles away you don't
need ---~

MR. KEENE: If I understand what yo.
were driving at, Ed, this sort of thing is fine,
as far as this part of it dealino with the beach population,
but what we need is an additional statement
clarifying the RAC's position on thcse transients
without transportation who are not in the beach

population. And some of these are indicating
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that it «--

THE CHAIRMAN: What I was saying,
Byron, and forgive me if I'm thick, I've never
in n, mind split the transients without
transportation formally into different groups.
The State clearly has in their handlings and I'm
getting a very clear sense that the RAC is
saying that the transients without transportation
who are not beach-goers are a problem that can be
handled on an ad hoc basis, and I don't disagree
with that. We don't have a firm number on it,
but how many can it really be? They've got
adequate transportation resources. They do have
they call for sheltering people that wander in
off the street in the EOCs, and they can
presumably handle this. We have no reason to
believe otherwise.

With respect to the beach-goers, we're
saying that which used to be an open item based
on their new submission will be satisfied if
these things are met. So I guess it's still an
open item.

MR. KEENE: Yeah. But at least it

gets to what he was saying though -- in essence
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saying if you do this, then we'll consider it.

THE CHAIRMAN:

And it sounds to me

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

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

to say the same thing when we talk about the

enhancement, which is the majority view, the

enhancement to the plan that could result from

further explication of sheltering, not for the

transit - dependent people, but just for

transients, in general, and for the minority

view as well. And getting on to what

Mr. Wasserman was saying.

So with respect to -- going back to

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

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

left-hand column just for historical purposes,

note in the middle column that the State made a

response February llth and February -- whatever

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

into the language that's handwritten in the

middle column right now with the additional

language stating something very much like what

Bob already has. Saying that the State should

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

transients, that this is still an cpen item
until we get this additional material from the
State?

MR. LUTZ: Well, Mr. Chairman, I think
the comment from Dr. Bores is that the judgment
is that the item is adequate, and that that is
what I would support.

THE CHAIRMAN: And you're saying it's
adequate even without this addition?

MR. LUTZ: 1I support the comments in
the letter that was read which says the items

are adequate but these are specific suggestions

for improvement.

THE CHAIRMAN: Stanley?

MR. WASSERMAli: I would like to go
along with that, but doq;n't that remove
assurance that the State would proceed? I mean,
if we said it was adequate, then there's no
compelling urge for them to submit this propocsed
refinement.

THE CHAIRMAN: 1If it's adecquate, I
agree with you. They may or may not make plan

-

changes. I mean, the the point is whether or not
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numbers, but they haven't told us how they're
going to handle specifically getting those
people into shelter. I believe it should be
open until such time as they provide that
information.

MR. WASSERMAN: Since they say that
they want to give it, since they say they're
going to give it, I would feel more comfortable
if we made it clear to them that with the
submission of that item, it's closed. That's
different thar Lthe majority opinion that says

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

refinement to the plan, fine. 1If you don't want

to, that's fine, too.

THE CHAIRMAN: Bob,

MR. BORES: 8Since we view, the
majority of the RAC had viewed the plan as
adequate before, it would not make sense to
say, okay, you've given us this. Now it's

inadequate. Okay. We are using what we're

saying. What I am saying -- the RAC has to make
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dependent transients. Today is the first I've
heard of that.

MR. BORES: Transients became closed,
if you will, with the submission of information
on transit -dependent beach-goers.

THE CHAIRMAN: Okay. So it wasn't
adequate at the last meeting. It's adequate
with the submission of the February information.
Is that what you're saying?

MR. BORES: Okay. When you say
adequate, are you saying it was open before.

I did not see anything that indicated that that
particular item was inadequate.

THE CHAIRMAN: Okay. It was an open
item at least before. Now with the new material,
even though they don't say how or where they will
put these people, you're saying it's adequate?

MR. BORES: The how or where is a
different issue. It was how many in
transportation resources —--

THE CHAIRMAN: Okay.

MR. BORES: =--- was open.
THE CHAIRMAN: I think the transcript

will show, Bob, that you said earlier that the
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majority felt that the plan was adequate. Now
you're saying that the majority felt that this
was an open item and that you're now saying that
the February material closes that open item.

Mr. Wasserman and I are saying that the February
submission does not close that open loop yet.
That when they give us what they promise, it
will close it. Mr. Wasserman is nine. My point
is very simple, that yes, this was at least an
open item at the last meeting.

MR, LUTZ: Well, I would question that
very much. I didn't see it as an open item.

THE CHAIRMAN: Well, Bob just said
that he felt it was an open item until the stuff
came in.

MR. LUTZ: My memory is very stIiong
that the discussion was that -- and it was my
judgment at the time and I say it again today --
J.9 was adequate.

THE CHAIRMAN: I think again, Paul,
we were focusing in on that one paragraph, and
I don't think we ever talked about the second
paragraph on the transit - dependent transients

to the best of my recollec“ion.
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MR. CONKLIN: I submit to the whole
board here that 1 and 2 are so closely inter-
twined that we're attempting to deal with them
separately when in fact they cannot be. We'll
have to deal with them as a sinéle entity, and
when you deal with them as a single entity and
then loock at the minority-majority opinien, in
my mind it becomes very clear in that the issues
that were given to us today, the transportation
closes any loop that was there in the mind of
the majority and that with the addition -~ 1

think Stan said it very well and you repeated

it and I think Bob's languace in a letter, those iﬁsue:

would also close the loop for the minority
opinion. But I think we're just spinninag wheels,
trying to talk about tham separately. They're

so intertwined that to talk about them separately
just gets us back and forth and all we're doing
is bouncing it up against the wall. In my mind
it's very clear that the majority thinks it's
closed. With the input of the words we'v2 heard,
the minority would also consider it closed, and
therefore, we're back to concensus. To me it's

almost moot at this point.
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transportation, how will they be treated. Now,
we spent a lot of time talking about, does that
question fit under Element 1 or Element 2, and
as Craig just suggested, you're going to end up
in the saﬁe place whether whichever element you
put it in, and I'd like to suggest that you are
now in the position to move on to that question
of, has the State in its proposed plan change
appropriately addressed that question =-- how
will they treat the people for whom they propose
to provide shelter.

MR. WASSERMAN: They have. If they'd
submit the proposed plan change, I believe we've
all said that e§erybody. even the minority,
would have no problem.

THE CHAIRMAN: You're using the
language very much like what was developed by
Bob Bores in his February 24th letter.

MR. WASSERMAN: It appears the only --
what I hear is the only difference that exists
is that the majority is willing to accept the
plan even without the proposed change, but
everybody agrees that with the proposed change,

it's unanimous.
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MR. CONKLIN: And better probably.

MR. WASSERMAN: The big difference of
opinion is that there's a segment, a larger
segment of the group here, the majority that
wanted to go with adeyuate as is, and I
maintain that it remain open until they give
what they want to give us. I won't even argue
whether it's adequate or not. 1It's going to be
better and they want to give it to us, so let
them give it to us.

THE CHAIRMAN: Herb?

MR. FISH: May I suggest we maybe at
this point get off the issue whether it's
adequaﬁe, inadequate, open, closed or whatever,
and use a statement possibly in this response
back to the State that we have something to the
effect there was incorporation by the State
of its proposed plan change, Item J.9, and we
can be specific as to what we want in the
proposed change. Item J.9 vill be closed and
put it at that. And we get off the point of
adequacy, inadeguacy. We want the State to
incorporate all its changes it has enumerated

in its submittal to us. We want to give them
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some specific guidances as to what those changes
are, and we can take from Bob Bores' memo to you,
Ed, and all we need say is that with incorporation
by the State of its proposed plan change, and
then be specific, Item J.9 will be closed.
Therefore, that answer Stan's concern that, you
.+ -w, if you don't tell them, then maybe they
won't do it. I think we will close this issue.

MR. WASSERMAN: It also answers the
State's concern because they know that's all
that's left.

MR. LUTZ: Then there will be silence
on the guestion of adeguate or inadeguate.

MR. FISH: Absolutely.

THE CHAIRMAN: I don't believe we can
avoid =---

MR. WASSERMAN: Well, you're back to
wh -e it opened.

THE CHAIRMAN: The statement of
adequacy or not. I mean, it's =---

MR. W/ SSERMAN: The issue closes.
The issue is closed. 1It's adeguate.

MR. CONKLIN: Use adequate instead of

closed.

B A R REPORTING SERVICE




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

21

24

108
MR. KEENE: How to answer them at

this point in time, the question is closed?

MR. FISH: I don't think it's necessary

to answer the guestion.

MR. KEENE: It probably isn't.

THE CHAIRMAN: Our views on whether it
will be necessary to answer the guestion are
unfortunately not dispositive. Counsel.

MR. FLYNN: Yes, you do need to answer

the guestion, but again I will suggest to you that

how you answer that is in the nature of the
technical assistance. In submitting material
for technical assistance, what the State of
New Hampshire is asking you in essence is this
is what we think you have asked us to provid:.
Is it or is it not? 1If the answer is yes, you
just simply say yes. If it's not, then I think
it's incumbent upon the RAC and FEMA to say what
additional information or detail is required
before you can answer the guestion yes, this is
enough.,

MR. WASSERMAN: I think we all agree
what they propose to give us is enough. Except

perhaps for that EBS statement.
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MR, CONKLTN: The guestion then, in
Hew Hampshire's submittal back to FEMA, are they
responding on FEMA's contention or <n the
knowledge that it's 2 majority-minority opinion
on that contention?

MR. BORES: Who respcnded to FEMA?
You responded to FEMA testimony.

MR. CONKLIN: To 7EMA testimony. So
I guess mv opinion is regardiess of what the
RAC says, that if that is FEMA's position, then
the only that will close it is resolution of the
minority opinion, then I guess -- if you're not
goiny to change your opinion regardless of what
the RAC says, and I'm nct saying you will or will
not, if that's what vou testified, and that's
what you want to see tn close it, then it's
probably immaterial what the RAC thinks at this
poirt and just go ahead and use your language
with adequate submittal and it's closed.
Evidently, they're responding to your testimony
that FEMA said that issue was inadequate. So
irrespective of the fact of RAC's feelings on
that, if PEMA's come up with the conclusion

that it's inadequate and they're responding to
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that -- RAC also agrees that the improvements
will close the minority opinion go you could
use similar language that the submittal would
then make this issue adeguate.

THE CHAIRMAN: What you're addressing
in FEMA's testimony is not the adequacy of what
they have, but rather that FEMA cannot conclude
that the plan is adequate. That's what *they're
addressing with this submittal.

MR. FLYNN: May I suggest that Craig
is correct in that RAC doesn't need to go back
and try to decipher what FEMA said in its
testimony. The question before you really is
how do you react to what the State has proposed
to irclude in the plan.

MR. LUTZ: Well, Mr. Chairman, what we
say or don‘t say really is not ths point. We
are all on record. We're going to have an exact
transcript of this, and we've got 15 witnesses
here on what each of us have said. There's no
gquestion what the individuals on the comuittee
think. The people have been extremely open and
forthright. 1It's &ll there. The important

issue as Stanley says, tell them, do this. If
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we can avoid saying words to what each individual

said, I think we should do that, but we are on
record. There's no way you can change that.
We're on record and so be it, but as far as
New Hampshire has to know, they just have to
know, do it.

MR. BORES: But one of the things
that we have not really told New llampshire is

what we think of their plan concepts and

strategy.

MR. LUTZ: Well, I think your letter
states it. That should be fine. 1I'm all for
that.

THE CEAIRMAN: So there are two
separate aspects.

MR. LUTZ: And that's in the record,
too. That would be read in the record.

It's file in my opinion.

THE CHAIRMAN: Okay. I remain
concerned., If we're talking akout the overall
sheltering of the population =-- not the
transit - dependent transients, but the other
population ~- it appears to me that we have

something which is not as complete as their
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proposal for exactly what they plan to do for
the +transit -dependent transients on _.he beach.
That seems pretty clear and I agree w'th
Bob Bores' memor:adum on that.

With respect to tha other -- the
minority view that looked for addit:ional
informatiorn on the sheltering, the document
whizh we have that's dated February 19th, that
attachment primarily focuses on & two-mile EPZ
as opposed to a ten-mile EPZ with espect to
the beach shelterino capacities, and the
Stone & Webster study does go further up and
down the beach. But the lutters that we've
gotten here focus on two miles for the
enhancement, the sheltering enhancement option,
and it seems that we need a.fair amount of
additicral information on the specific buildings,
the procedures for opening the buildings and the
procedures for getting the people in. Not all
that ruch different than what we need for the
transit - dependent transients, but more because
it's on a larger scale. I didn't see anything
in terms of decision making matrix for when <hey

might shao: to use that. They 1id indicate
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tha; there were some circumstances that they
might want to make use of sheltering for
transients who did not have access to shelter,.
Their proposal did not seem to focus on the
comparatively fast-breaking accidents where
you had a release within an hour or two when
you had some population at risk. Depending
upon which way you read their submission, it's
possible .hat they were talking to that. 1It's

possible that they weren't. I was frankly a

little bit confused.

|
|
In terms of whether or not the documents

that they've submitted satisfy what the majority
call the enhancement and what the minority would
call the needed plan changes. they seem to be
going in the right direction. But as
Warren Church said, they simply have not
provided the necessary plan changes.

MR. CONKLIN: Warren also said it
was adequate as it was.

''HE CHAIRMAN: That's right. I'm not
disputing that. I'm saying that -- we're talking
about what the majority would view as an

enhancement and the minority would view as a
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My point was very simple., It was

document, it talks about in general about
how they might go about achieving this. VYow,
Bob Ruspe: , you had some com: ents on -- you've
analy’ed this. What did you come up with?
MR. ROSPENDA: The initial submittal
by the State?
Well,
MR. R DA Okay.
submittal the only thing that bothered me.

seemed like they didn't address the origyinal

concern about FEMA, about the fast-..."ing

They did talk about providing

I'm sorry =--
transportation for transients without
transportation, but they didn't indicate an
analysis to th
about at the last RAC, about potential

ransient

duration
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release. And that's what one of your concerns
was and what Peters' concern was was that was

not addressed.

In the second submittal I'm not sure
what they're saying. They should be saying
that they do rave adequate numbers of spaces
in shelters available for all of these transient
beach population.

MR. CONKLIN: All of the beach
population?

MR. ROSPENDA: No, all.

MR. CONKLIN: All of the beach
population.

MR. ROSPENDA: But the total is
something like 30,000 and they show, in a

follow-up, some 80,000 spaces.

THE CHAIRMAN: Of course there they
were on.y talking about two miles.

MR. ROSPENDA: Right.

THE CHAIRMAN: And we're concerned
with the full stretch of beaches which go ten
miles on either side of the plant. Bob Bores.

MR. BORES: I think they did address

the fast-breaking acc.dent as 2 matter of fact,
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and that's the plan changes that you have.
They've done the analysis and what they've
said in their analysis is that, look, for the
beach population the best thing they can do
is get them out. We al./eady had early beach
closing in our plan so that.at the alert we
consider closing the beacheus depending on what
the situation is. Side area emergency =-- if it
locks like we're going somewhere. we definitely
will close those heaches, and at the general
emergency, which comes up immediately through a
general emergency, if we're not already
evacuating the beaches, we will put it into tree
to consider the sheltering, but that's a very
unlikely situation because they already should
be in the evacuation process at the alert for
the side area emergency, and the plan changes
that you've jotten really are submitted to
clarify that in fact they would put it in
through that tree situation if they imnediately
went to that fast-breaking situation.
So it's there.

THE CHAIRMAN: Did you feel that they

adequately covered dealing with people that were
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stuck in a traffic jam for four, five or six
hours in terms of putting them in shelter rather
than just leaving them sitting in traffic?

I certainly didn't -- I missed that if it was
there.

MR. KEENE: I don't feel that I
should go into shelter.

MR. BORES: They dii not address that
specific situation; however, it's hard to see
where you'd be stuck without moving for five or
six hours. If they're indeed moving, then the
best thing to do is to progress out of the area.
it they're stuck and they're going to be hung up
for hours without moving, that's another
situation, and that can be handled the same way
as the other once they've provided their
procedures for getting notification. But it's
unlikely you're going to be hung up for hours
in the same place.

MR. FLYNN: Mr. Chairman, I want to
address a question to Dr. Bores.

THE CHAIRMAN: Plerase.

MR. FLYNN: Bob, I think it may be

obvious to you why evacuation is a better
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alternative than shelter. You may be reading
a lot into what the submissicn from the State
of New Hampshire says, but I don't know that
it's obvious to everybody. Can you walk us
through that?

MR. BORES: Well, if you put people
in shelter, if you're looking for a protection
factor of let's say 2, cutting the dose in half.
If in fact you have a very.severe accident and
you're expecting health affects, which means a couple
hundred Rads, they're still going to get

several hundred Rads, and in fact, what you may

be doing by putting people in shelter is putting ’

them under a plume. If you're movirg them out of
the way, at least you're getting farther away.

You can take advantage of more dispersion.

Some of them may be under the plume for a while,
but they'll move througl it, and others will not
be in the plume at all, and you will have gotten
them out of that area where they are vulnerable.
If you have them there, you still have them there.
I mean, you've got them trapped there. You've
still got to move them out.

THE CHAIRMAN: Well, we're really back
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to the discussion .hat we had at the last RAC

meeting where we had a majority view and a
minority view. Now, as I understoocd the majority
view, and I thought we all signed off to it was
that the plan is adegquate but could be enhanced l
by options such as sheltering the transient
beach population. The minority view was that
the plan needed to provide the best sheltering
alternative possible. My point is very simple.
That the submissions that have been made to date
in my opinion neither solve neither what the |
majority nor the minority look for in terms of
a sheltering option. Byron, I'm sorry.

MR. KEENE: I said, can you
characterize it properly in your opinion.

THE CHAIRMAN: Okay. That's all, and
I'm throwing it out. I don't want to dispute
any more the, you know, we've decided, the
majority decided that sheltering at least would
enhance the plans for sheltering, plan to enhance
it. The minority view was that it was necessary.
FEMA's testimony was that it was necessary.

MR. BORES: No, no, no, no.

THE CHAIRMAN: That it was an
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inadequacy unless we could show a range of
protective actions.

MR. BORES: I don't want to go into
it, but it looks to me like FEMA's testimony
says you need more information.

MR. LUTZ: Mr. Chairman, maybe there's
a way out of it. We can't paper over the
differences in the committee. We simply cannot
do it. There's no way we can paper that over.
It would appear to me that our best approach
is to be absolutely honest and say in our report
that it has been exhaustively explored by the
committee without unanimous ideas, but the
committee was unanimous that if such aﬁd such
was done, that the handling of it was completely
adequate. Maybe that -- the adequate and the
inadequate, but the opinion of the adequate
and inadequate is there on the record. You can
put it in your report if you want to, but I
think to enter it and say there is a hell of a
split in the committee, and we think that the
better thing is to go forward this way. It
satisfies everybody.

THE CHAIRMAN: 1In terms of the majority
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view that a sheltering option would enhance
the plan, are those people -- Warren said that
they have not provided that option with this
submission.

MR. KEENE: Excuse me. A sheltering
option.

THE CHAIRMAN: That the plan is
adequate but could be énhanced with other options
such as sheltering of the transient beach
population to make it a better plan.

MR. KEENE: All right. Beach.

THE CHAIRMAN: Beach, yeah. Sorry.
Just focusing on the beaches.

Warren says that they have not
provided. Are there people that feel that what
they've sent in does provide that option for the
transient beach population, that that is -- that
the enhancement is there.

MR. CONK.IN: They've said they're
going to do it. That's not the same as
submitting it. I agree to that.

MR. KEENE: The information we need is
there, but =--

MP. CONKLIN: I think they have all the
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information they need to make those changes
and then submit it. The fact is thay have not
submitted it. I mean, that goes without saying.

THE CHAIRMAN: Well, I don't know. 1
thought I heard Bob saying that -- Bob Bores
saying that it was here.

MR. FISH: I'm a bit confused because
I didn't understand from what I've read that it
was the State's intention to shelter the bulk of
the people at the beach. That it was the State's
intention only to be concerned with sheltering
those ' transit -dependent individuals. Now, what
I've heard you just say is not that. I think
there has to be a distinction made. I don't
think it's the State's intent to shelter except
transient people. Transit ~Gependent transients.

MR. CONKLIN: And if you reflect back
to Dick Strome's letter to Henry, when they
reiterate FEMA's position, they very specifically
talk about one of the problems -- transient beach
population.

MR. FISH: Correct.

THE CHAIRMAN: I think we're coming to

closure on this. We're real close. The reason
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I had suggested that we keep tracking, two
scparate tracks with respect to the transit -
dependent transients and the rest of the beach
population and not count them all at once, was
because they are treated differently in the
plan. And appropriately so. And I think we
almost just snapped at closure that with respect
to the * transit --dependent transients, that if
tney do the stuff that's laid out, we're all set.

MR. FISH: Amen.

THE CHAIRMAN: Okay. Now, the next
issue is with respect to the rest of the
population, the rest of the beach population.
The majority said that the plan would be enhanced
by a sheltering option. The minority said if
you needed a development or a shelterina option.
Is there anyone that says that what we've got =--
everyone agrees that we don't have a plan for
sheltering that group, right? 1Is that correct,
Craig?

MR. CONKIIIN: Just to go back to what
you said. The words that I'm reading here in
the letter word that it is not clear that they

have considered the use of sheltering. They're
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going to, that they have considered the use of
sheltering if they have what that rationale is,
and that's the recapitulation of your position.
And that's a little bit different than what you
just said.

MR. FISH: Yeah., 1I'd like to clarify
what you just said was the majority position,
because I'm not sure that I agree that what you
stated to be the majority position. No, some of
the interpretation that you gave me. Not the
words that you read, because you said something
to the effect that the majority's position would
be enhanced by sheltering of the beach
popvlation, and I think the majority's position
dealt with the transient beach population.

THE CHAIRMAN: Yeah, *hat's all we're
talking about.

MR. FISH: But you didn't say that, Ed.

THE CHAIRMAN: Well, then forgive me.
I meant to be reading off the thing. 1It's just
as stated as on Page (4,

MR. KEENE: I'm not sure we said
could be enhanced with other options such as

sheltering, although he said such as
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consideration of. I don't think we in the
majority said that it has to plan for
sheltering the entire transient beach
population,

MR. FISH: I think we're talking
about -- I mean, is it clear. Are we talking
about transit dependent, because that's what
I think that the majority was talking about. 8

THE CHAIKMAN: I don't tuink we were
talking last time at all about transit-
dependent pecple, but -~ Bob Bores.

MR. BORES: Let me go back. The issue
last time at the meeting essentially was that
FEMA felt you had to have a range of protective
actions, and since in your definition of a range
of protective actions, evacuation was only one.
And you needed to have sheltering as another
protective actiocn. That was FEMA's interpretation
of the range that was needed.

THE CHAIRMAN: As borne out by the
New Hampshire plans, but let's not get into --
Joe, did you want to jump in there?

MR. BORES: May I continue before?

MR. FLYNN: Go ahead.
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MR. BORES: So the RAC felt that for
the beach population the plans in place with
early closure, getting pecple out of there,
evacuation was the appiopriate way to go.
However, it felt that it is possible that under
some situatiors the population protection may
be enhanced by some sheltering option. We did
not discuss sheltering specifically for
transient-dependent population. We did not
discuss particularly enhanced sheltering or some
other option for the entire beach per se. I
gave an example -- the only one I could think of
where perhaps sheltering might provide some
savings and the one that I gave was in fact
for that segment of the beach population who
might be temporarily without transportation.
Gather them together, put them in a shelter and

make it easier as a matter of fact for pick-up

later when you've got your transportation. That's

the only situation I could think of.

New Hempshire did their analyses. It essentially
says the same thing. For the entire beach
population they felt that they coula not really

protect the people in shelters per se unless you
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got into some really weird type situations.
They identified one sitvation where perhaps
sheltering may be an option, and that is again
for the transit -dependent transportation. §So
they've useé this as an example. So overall
RAC said, consider sheltering as an enhancement,
all right. They've looked at sheltering as an
enhancement. New Hampshire has. And although
they leave it as an option in some rare
exceptions for the entire beach population,
they say that the only likelihood would be for
the transit dependents. That is what the
majority of the RAC agreed to last time.

THE CHAIRMAN: Okay. Can I ask this
since it's so clear to you and obviously not
quite as clear to myself or the other FEMA
people or poor Bob Rospenda who has to try and
reduce this stuff down to writing. Can you try
and do some wordsmithing right now with what
Bob has written down on Page 64 under
paragraph numbered 1 in the right-hand column
and see if we can't at least get the majority
view down in a correct way. Mr. Wasserman, if

you would look at the handwritten comments in
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middle of the column and make sure that's the
reflection of your input on the minority view.
We can then go on in an orderly way to see if
those comments need to be changed as a result
of the February submission. We're coming very
close to congruence here. I see long faces in
the room, but I think we're very near the end
here.

MR. WASSERMAN: You wanted me to
comment now?

THE CHAIRMAN: Sure.

MR. WASSERMAN: The minority opinion,
except for one small phrase that I'll add,
looks fine to me, and that is after the word
possible, the phrase to be added is using
existing shelters. If you can recall, I wasn't
sugg !'sting that they build -- when you say the
best sheltering alternative possible, I may
misconstrue that into building things. Using
existing shelters.

MR. BORES: That's just an addition at
the end, Stan?

MR. WASSERMAN: No. After the word

possible.
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MR. BORES: Oh,  okay.

MR. WASSERMAN: The best sheltering
alternative possible, comma, using existing
shelters, comma, for the transient beach
population. Just to make it clear that we're
not suggesting they go into the building
program.

THE CHAIRMAN: Yes. You had made that
very clear the last time and I agreed to that.
That is a more correct reflection of the minority
view.

MR. KEENE: But you're & ‘e still
speaking about the entire transient Leach
population?

MR. WASSERMAN: Yes, but I'm also
still talking about what they've already done.
They have already done all of this. They've
identified the existing shelters.

THE CHAIRMAN: Well, at least out to
two miles. It's not so, clear that it's ---

MR. WASSERMAN: Well, I hadn't given
any thought to how far -- my comments hadn't
given any thought at all as to -- I don't know

how far out this should be done. I don'( feel
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qualified to make that comment =-- two, five,
ten. I don't know.

MR. CONKLIN: I believe the original
study in REV 1 include the entire EPZ and the
supplemental information includes those beach
areas that are most at risk which focuses in at
about two miles.

THE CHAIRMAN: Since it's a ten-mile
EPZ, and unless the NRC, which is the cognizant
agency which could tell us two, five or ten
miles, unless the NRC would be willing to say
that two miles would be all that you would need
to consider for sheltering people, I would want
to see ten miles for sheltering just as we have
for all the other spots.

MR. CONKLIN: My interpretation of
what they've done based on what I heard Bob say
is given that one instance where they feel a
sheltering option is appropriate, but they've
also said that it would only be appropriate
given the instance and out to @ distance
two miles, and that's what I've read out of what
I've seen. Correct me if I'm wrong, Bcb, but

to restate, they've done their analysis. They
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said they'd come up with one instance where
they feel that sheltering may be viable and
that's transients without transportation and
they've already gone to two miles. They don't
feel that it's viable beyond that two-mile
point. So when ycu say that they haven't
ccnsidered ten miles, I don't believe that's
true. Their initial studies gquite clearly go
all the way out. Now that they've said that
there is a potential viable solution, it would
only be this far.

THE CHAIRMAN: Well, I'll read the
transcript and find out if I said considered.
The reality of the planning documents that we
have do not demonstrate them planning on
sneltering out beyond two miles, or whether
they've considered it or not. And I don't
believe that we're in a position -- and again
this is a minority view -~ I believe we need a
range of protective actions all the wavy out to
ten miles for this population.

MR. BORES: Do you want the words for
Item 1?

THE CHAIRMAN: Sure,
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MR. BORES: Okay. It is the majority
opinion of the RAC that the plan is adequate
as is, but could be enhanced by use of a
sheltering option in some situations.

MR. KEENE: 1I'll buy that. I do not
agree that the sheltering plan should consider
the entire transient beach population. I
assume the only way to reduce their dose is to
evacuate.

MR. BORES: When you look at the
protective action strategies that the NRC has

published for years, you know, since nrior to

'83 as a matter of fact, you're really looking I

at the first couple miles for your precautionary
type evacuation, and certainly if those people
are out first, you'u have more time for, you know,
th.oce out beyond the two miles. Also, I think
in the Hampton Beach area once you get beyond
two miles, you've pretty much got the bulk of
the population out of there. I mean, the beach is
up the shore, you know, three tc five miles.
They're not as large as the Hampton Beach.

THE CHAIRMAN: Possibly not, but then

you get into Salisbury and Plum Island.
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MR. BORES: We're not addressing that.
That's Massachusetts.

THE CHAIRMAN: Good point.

MR. LUTZ: And the beaches north are
very, very sparsely populated.

MR. CONKLIN: It remains to be seen
what they're going to do for those beaches,
and that may be a very valid point.

MR. FLYNN: Can I pose another question
to Dr. Bores?

THE CHAIRMAN: Sure.

MR. FLYNN: 1It's unclear to me exactly
what you're saying. 1In proposing the majority
language tha%t the plan could be enhanced by
consideriny sheltering under some ciicumstances,
are you suggesting circumstances beyond those
which are included in the February submission?

MR. BORES: No. This I think is the
majority view coming out of the January meeting.

MR. KEENT: 1I'll agree,

THE CHAIRMAN: That sounds fine to me.
I'm not =- if that's -- Herb =---

MR, FISH: I won't disagree with you.

That's fine.
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THE CHAIRMAN: Great. Why don't we =~
Beb Rospenda, then we'll redo that part. Can
I suggest that we =---

MR. FISH: Well, this document has not
been released anywhere and this is the first time
it's been ---

THE CHAIRMAN: That's right.

MR. FISH: So it's a draft piece of
paper. |

THE CHAIRMAN: 1It's a draft piece of
paper. Can I ask that we with respect, since
it looks like it's going to continue to be a
divergent split, can we come up with some
language that possibly could satisfy both the
majority and the minority view with respect
to the submissions that we've received'! .
think we already have it with respect to the
majority view saying that you need some
additional information in the way of plan changes
and procedures along the lines of what
Dr. Bores has given us in his February 24th
memo.

MR. BORES: Yes. I agree with that,

and I think we also -- the point I was going to
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make, Ed, is that we need to provide the State,
since we're asking for a technical review or
assistance, some feedback on the strategy and
cuncept that they've outlined .n your testimony
also, for which they have not provided the plan
changes, procedure changes, and 3gain in my view
I think what they've weighed out is certainly
appropriate, and I think technically feasible.
So I think we need some words along that line

if you think that's the right way to go.

THE CHAIRMAN: Bob, since nobody seems
to be able to reflect your thoughts =---

MR. BORES: Read Page 1.

THE CHAIRMAN: Let us get that
language right now. I tell you what. Can you,
after -- can the majority just put this in Bob's
hand, to work with Bob Rospenda to come up with
the appropriate language.

MR. XEENE: At least I read his letter.
I agree.

THE CHAIRMAN: Great. 1In terms of the
minority view, again just looking at the
requirements for range of protective actions,

I at least continue to think that what they got
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does not cover the situation which I'm most

concerned with which are those people that do not

have an alternate protective action other than

evacuation. People that are jammed in traffic
for many, many hours and many of them not moving
and that the proposal as it stands still does not
address them. 1Is there any other members of the
minority that want to work with me on that

language? Bob.

want to make a point that I think if somebody
is caught up in traffic for many, many hours,

they're without transportation. It would seem

like,

ETE stuff and the testimony that I've read, Bob.

then they're without transportation it seems

like.

same technigue that they put in place for this
other identifiable type of situation that you're

trying to anticipate down the road.

any of that except it's not in the plan and we're

MR. BORES: I'm not a minority. I just

and therefore the same =-=--

THE CHAIRMAN: Not according to the
MR. BORES: 1If they're at a standstill,

They could be using the same procedure,

THE CHAIRMAN: I don't disagree with
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