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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
2

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION-

3

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD,

5
-----------------------------------X
In the Matter oft :

6
LONG ISLAND LIGHTING COMPANY : Docket No. 50-322-OL-5
(Shoreham Nuclear Power Station. : (EP Exercise)I Unit 1) :

-----------------------------------X
,

Court of Claims
'

State of New York
State Office Building

to
Third Floor Courtroom -

,, Veterans Memorial Highway
Hauppauge, New York 11788

12 Monday, April 27, 1987

13 The hearing in the above-entitled matter() reconvened, pursuant to notice, at 9:02 o' clock a.m.
3,

BEFORE:

15 JOHN H. FRYE, III, Chairman
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board

to U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Bethesda, Maryland 20555!

,7

OSCAR H. PARIS, Member
'8

Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
[ U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
' "

Bethesda, Maryland 20555

20 FREDERICK J. SHON, Member
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board

21 U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Bethesda, Maryland 20555g
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PROCEEDINGS

JUDGE FRYE: Good morning.
3

Do you want to introduce your panel, Ms.
#

Letsche?
5

MS. LETSCHE: Yt.s, I certainly will.

'
Sitting up at the witness table, beginning

I

closest to the Judges, first, is Dr. Susan Saegert. Sitting

a
to her right is Dr. Stephen Cole. Sitting to Dr. Cole's

'
right is Philip Evans. And sitting to Mr. Evans's right is

'
Mr. Ford. Rowan.

''
JUDGE FRYE: Fine. Thank you.

12
Could I ask you to rise, please?

'3 Whereupon,r

14
PHILIP EVANS

is SUSAN C. SARGERT

16
STEPHEN COLE

'#
and

'8
SPENCER FORD ROWAN, JR.

" were called as witnesses on behalf of Suf' folk County and,
# having been first duly sworn by Judge Frye, were examined
21

and testified as follows:

22
JUDGE FRYE: Thank you very much.

23

24

25

FO
i

!

I
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I
DIRECT EXAMINATION

2
BY MS. LETSCHE:

3
Q Why don't we begin by having each of you state

#
for the record and for the court reporter your full names.

5
A (Witness saegert) My name is Susan Saegert.

6
A (Witness Cole) My name is Stephen Cole.

#
A (Witness Evans) My name is Philip Evans.

e A (Witness Rowan) My full name is spencer Ford
' Rowan, Jr., but I have been,known both personally and

'O professionally as Ford Rowan.
''

Q Do you all have before you a copy of a document
12 entitled " Testimony of Philip Evans, Ford Rowan, Stephen
'3j, Cole, Susan C. Saegert, Elizabeth F. Loftus, David Harris

'd and Martin Mayer on Behalf of Suffolk County concerning
18 Contentions EX-38, EX-39 and EX-22.F, EX-44, EX-40.C and EX-
16 49,,J" dated March 13, 19877

'#
A (Witness Saegert) Yes.

Is A (Witness Cole) Yes.
'' A (Witness Evans) Yes.
20 A (Witness Rowan) Yes.
21 Q And do you also have a document entitled
22 " Attachments to the Testimony of Philip Evans, Ford Rowan,
23 Stephen Cole, Susan C. Saegert, Elisabeth F. Loftils, David
24 Harris and Martin Mayer on Behalf of Suffolk County"
25 concerning the same contentions also dated March 13, 19877

O

--
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-O '
A < Witness Evan.s> Yes.

A (Witness Rowan) Yes.
3

A (Witness Cole) Yes.
'

A (Witness Saegert) Yes.

Q Let me note for the record that because the
'

substantive testimony of Drs. Harris and Mayer was stricken

#
by the Board's order last week, we have removed them from

a the panel and where their names are mentioned throughout the
'

testimony they have been stricken and they will also be

'
stricken on the copy of the testimony that is bound into the

''
record on the cover sheet.

''
Q Is this document with the attachments your

'' testimony?,

A (Witness Evans) Yes.
15 A (Witness Rowan) Yes.
''

A (Witness Cole) Yes.
'#

A (Witness Saegert) Yes.
''

Q And was it prepared by you or under your

" supervision?
20

A (Witness Evans) Yes.
#'

A (Witness Rowan) Yes.
22

A (Witness Cole) Yes.
23

A (Witness saegert) Yes.
2'

Q Do you have any corrections to make to the
25 testimony?

.

_ - _- _ __ - -_
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O ' a (witness co1e> res-
2

MS. LETSCHE: For ease, we are going to have Dr.

3
Cole read the entire list of corrections rather than going

#
from one panelist to another, and he will just read them so

8 that they can be noted in everyone's copy.
6

WITNESS COLE: Okay. On page 2, please delete

#
the fourth and fifth paragraphs of those identified as

a Harris and Mayer.
''

On page 10, delete the second full paragraph,
IO Harris and Mayer.
''

On page 22, Footnote 3, line 4, delete the word

12 "information" and substitute the word " communication."
'' On page 35, the third paragraph, line 5, insert

,

'd the word "as" between the word "and" and the word "is.'
'8 The third paragraph, line 13, add quotation

16 marks at the end of the line after the word "information."

'# MS. McCLESKEY: Professor Cole, I'm sorry to

'8 interrupt you. Could you go back one and tell us what page
" you're on again. We'.re having trouble finding it.

20 WITNESS COLE: I'm sorry. On page 35, in the
21 third paragraph, and I begin with line 5, and I want to

22 insert the word "as" between the word "and" and "is." so

23 that the line will state "above and as is stated."

24 In the third paragraph, same page, line 13,

2$ please add quotation marks at the end of the line after the

O

.
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word "information."

2
The third paragraph, line 14, delete the

'
quotation marks at the beginning of the line before the word

"and."

Page 41, the first ---
|

JUDGE PARIS: Excuse me. No, that's okay. I

thought we didn't have all the quotations we needed. We're
,

'

( okay. Excuse me. Go ahead.
'

What page now?
'

WITNESS COLE: The next one is page 41. It's

''
the first paragraph, line 4, delete the word "at" after the

'2
word "that."

''
Page 71, the last paragraph, the next to the

'''

last line, delete the word " disclosure" -- it should be "of

15 disclosure," excuse me. I'm sorry. It should be delete the

16
words "of disclosure.'

'#
Page 72, the first line, insert the word

''
" simultaneously" after the word " convey."

" ^

Page 77, in the answer paragraph, line 7, delete

'U
the word "or" after the word "how" and delete the word

2'
"actually." So it should read "How to disseminate."

"
Page 82, the first full paragraph, line 2,

U
delete the letter "s" in the word " briefings."

2'
Page 89, the first full paragraph, line 4,

25 change "OPIP" to " plan."

. .

. - .
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JUDGE FRYE: OPIP to plan?
j

2
WITNESS COLE: Yes.

3
Page 96, delete the third paragraph.

#
JUDGE PARIS: Is that 967

5
WITNESS COLE: Yes, the third paragraph which

6; begins "At two press conferences."

! Page 99, the first full paragraph, line 5,
7

8 change the number "2" where it says " Press briefing No. 2,"
f

'
change that to "No. 3."

I 'O And in the same paragraph, line 7, where it says
'I

No. 4, please change that to No. 5.

j 12 JUDGE PARIS: I'm sorry, I'm lost. What page
33 are we on? *

O 'd
WITNESS COLE: I'm sorry. We are on page 99 in'

is the first full paragraph and on the fifth line where it says

| 16 " Press Briefing No. 2," that should be " Press Briefing No.

17
3."

is
And in the 7th line where it says " Press

" Briefing No. 4," that should be Press Briefing No. 5."

20 on page 100, the citation after the quotations,

21 where it says " ENC video tapes," after that it should be:

22 added :"; video tape of press conference after drill.";

23 Page 110, the last line, change the word

24 "possible" to the word "possibly."
i

j 25 Page 115, the first full paragraph, line 6,

i O
|>
,
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'
delete the period after LERO.

Page 127 ---

JUDGE FRYE: I'm sorry, where were you now?

| WITNESS COLE: I'm sorry. We're on page 115 in

the first full paragraph, and we are line 6.

6
JUDGE FRYE: Oh, I see it.,

WITNESS COLE: There was a period after LERO

8 which should be deleted.
'

JUDGE FRYE: Thank you.
10

WITNESS COLE: On page 127, the question at the
''

bottom of the page, it should be deleted. The contention
12

then goes on to list 13 examples, the first line.

33
I MR. BARTH: Dr. Cole, are you suggesting to

14 delete the "Q"?
15

WITNESS COLE: I'm sorry. I think what I'm

'6
suggesting is to delete the first line of the question. It

'# was summarized from all of t he witnesses. We want to delete
'8

the first line of the question, the sentence, "The

"
contention then goes on to list 13 examples." So it would

20
begin "In your opinion."

21 Page 137, the chart, in the third column in the

22
row for No. 5, the third column currently says 209 through

23 234. The "234" should be changed to "214."

24
Page 149, in the footnote, the third line from

25
from the bottom is a date 1982. That should be "1983."

- - -- - --- - - _ --
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th On page 156 there is a footnote, and in the
'

2
first line of the footnote the word " size" should be " sex,"

3
sex quota.

#
On page 178, in the footnote continued from 177

5
where I says "I received the following responses, the second

6
line of that quote there is a typo. It says, "We have

7 seem." It should be "we have seen."

8 On page 192, the last paragraph, line 2, add the

'
word "as" after the word " vague," "is so vague as to be."

'O Page 199, line 2, add an "s" to the word "give."

II
JUDGE PARIS: What page is this?

12 WITNESS COLE: I'm sorry. It's page 199, line

'3 2, and we are going to add an "s" to the word "give." "The
'd message gives no indication."

is On pages 273, 274 and 275 we want to delete the

16 names " Harris and Mayer" because they are no longer
'7 sponsoring this testimony. So that is once on 273, twice on

is 274 and once on 275, delete the names Harris and Mayer from

'' the list of sponsors.

20 Now finally in Attachment 13 in the attachments

21 to the testimony there is an error in the arrows in the

22 chart.

23 (Witness Cole proceeds to the easel to indicate

24 or a large version of the chart being discussed.)

25 Instead of the way it is in your attachments, it

O

- - - ---- _ - _ _ -
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/~b i
V should be the way it is in this chart. The arrows are

reversed in the testimony and they have been corrected in
3

this display.
#

So if you would change them in your testimony to
'

go in the direction of the red arrow going up this way and
6 the black arrow down this way here, the red arrow up here

and the black arrow down here then it will be correct.

MS. LETSCHE: Just so that the record is clear,
'

since the record won't know what the red and black arrows
'

are, the ones that should be reversed are the ones on the
11

chart that run between the emergency news manager and the
'

LERO public information staff and the ones between the LERO

'3
r public information staff and the LERO communicator.
' 14

JUDGE FRYE My eyes aren't good enough to read,

is
but the red is the response?

16
MS. LETSCHE: The dotted line is the response

'#
and the dotted line should be pointing up in both of them,

'8
and the solid line should be pointing down.

"
JUDGE FRYE: I see. Thank you.

0

|
BY MS. LETSCHE:

21
0 With those corrections, is your testimony true

22
and correct to the best of your knowledge?

23
A (Witness Evans) Yes.

24
A (Witness Rowan) Yes.

25
A (Witness Cole) Yes.

.

i

. . - . -. - - - , , - - - . -- -c- . - , - , . - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - a ~,------,---,,----------,-,r,------- - - - - - - - - - - - -
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O ' x (Wieness Saeeere) res.
-

2 MS. LETSCHE: Judge Frye, the copies of the

3
testimony, which we will be submitting to the court

#
reporter, will reflect these corrections and will also

5
reflect your rulings on the motion to strike.

6
As everyone knows, Dr. Loftus has a conflict and

#
is testifying in Seattle today and so is not available to be

8 here, although she will be here tomorrow.

9
So I assume you don't want me to move this into

30 evidence until she has arrived and been sworn. We'll do

II
whatever you want.

12 At any rate, this panel is available.

13 JUDGE FRYE: Well, certainly she is not going to
,O'

'd come in here and say this is not my testimony.

is (Laughter.),

16 MS. LETSCHE: I' don't expect her to.

II (Laughter.)

38 JUDGE FRYE: We can move it into evidence now

I' and she can affirm that when she arrives tomorrow.

20 I wanted to raise a question with you and with

21 the other parties as well -- well, LILCO essentially. Would

22 it be more convenient to treat these as an exhibit rather

23 than binding them into the transcript?

24 MS. LETSCHE: Well, perhaps what we can do as we

25 did with LILCO's great big, fat attachment volume and just

O
, .

!

--- - ._-. . - _ _ _ - _ -- - - _ - - _ . - -
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-(_) treat it as a separate volume of the transcript with a page
'

2
in front and a page after it so that we have a page

3
reference.

MS. McCLESKEY: Yes, it's better if we have a

5
following transcript reference.

JUDGE FRYE: All right, fine. We'll do that

then.

8
Any objections to the admission of the

'
testimony?

0
MS. McCLESKEY: No, sir.

''
MR. ZAHNLEUTER: No objection.

MR. BARTH: None.
33

i JUDGE FRYE: All right. It is admitted.

'( a) 14
(The Testimony of Philip Evans, Ford Rowan,

is
Stephen Cole, Susan C. Saegert and Elizabeth F. Loftus on

16
Behalf of Suffolk County concerning Contentions EX-38, EX-

I
39, EX-22.F, EX-44, EX-40.C and EX-49-C follows as Volume II

'8
to the proceedings.)

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

|

!O
!

- . - - - . _ . ..
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() UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

Before the Atomic Safety and Licensino Board

)
In the Matter of )

)
LONG ISLAND LIGHTING COMPANY ) Docket No. 50-322-GL-S

) (EP Exercise)
(Shoreham Nuclear Power Station, )

Unit 1) ) .

)

TESTIMONY OF PHILIP EVANS, FORD ROWAN, STEPHEN COLE,
SUSAN C. SAEGERT, ELIZABETH F. LOFTUS, D N Jr

AN9-MM'N ON BEHALF OF ' SUFFOLK COUNTY CONCERNING
CONTENTIONS EX 38, EX 39, EX 22.F, EX 44, EX 40.C AND EX 49.C

(>

I. IDENTIFICATION OF WITNESSES

Q. Please state your names and positions.

A. (Rowan) My name is Ford Rowan. I em a communications

consultant in Washington, D.C. with the firm of Rotrac & Blewitt,

Incorporated. I am also an attorney, of counsel with the firm of

Adams, McCullough & Beard.

(Evans) My name is Philip Evans. I am the owner, editor

and publisher of Annapolitan, a magazine in Annapolis, Maryland.

O

- _ - _ - _. . - .
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(Co e) My name is Stephen Cole. I am a professor of
}

sociology at the State University of New York at Stony Brook. I

am also President of Social Data Analysts, Inc., a consulting

firm engaged in conducting applied sociological surveys and

polls.

(Saegert) My name is Susan C. Saegert. I am Professor of

Psychology and Environmental Psychology at the City University of

New York Graduate School.

(Loftus) My name is Elizabeth F. Loftus. I am Professor of

Psychology and Adjunct Professor of Law, at the University of

Washington in Seattle, Washington.

O
.

(Harris) My name is David Karri _ I == the comm4rrien;. Of

Hea y i 6 for Suffolk County, New York.

(Mayer) ny u ae is M rtir Mayer. I a- th; DepuLy Directer

of Public "calth ir the Suffolk Ocunty Depart ent of "calth

Scevic==.-

Q. Briefly summarize your experience and professional

qualifications.
,

O

-2-

.-- . . _ . _ - _ - _ .
. _._
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A. (Rowan) Before beginning my current career, I was a

O television and radio news reporter for 20 years, including at
.

local stations and for NBC News. During that period I covered a
'

number of disasters and responses to them, including the accident

at Three Mile Island. Additionally, I reported on two hurricanes'

,

in New Orleans, aircraft disasters, fires and explosions, a

bridge collapse on the James River, ship sinkings on the

Chesapeake, urban riots, the Hanafi hostage seizure as.well as

violent civil rights protests in the South, a war in Lebanon,

Watergate, the investigations of the CIA, the Iranian hostage

negotiations and other political crises. For more than two years

I was anchorman on the weekly television program " International

Edition" on PBS, a review of news coverage. I am the author of
~

Broadcast Fairness: Doctrine, Practice, Prosoects, a book which

j includes chapters on television news. I contributed on "The New

Technology and the News" for Columbia University's 1982 survey

Broadcast Journalism.

I am lecturer at the Medill School of Journalism of

Northwestern University, and have conducted seminars in press

| coverage of politics and crises there every quarter since Spring

1980. In addition, I served on a group set up by Citizens

Choice, The National Commission on a Free and Responsible Media.

|

O

-3-
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Rowan and Blewitt, with whom I am now a consultant, provides

O strategic planning for crisis communications, research on public

policy issues, and communications training for executives. In my

work as a consultant, I have advised numerous clients, including

chemical companies and industry trade associations, on how to

deal with the news media, public officials, community groups and

the general public during crises. I have assisted in the

development of emergency plans, exercises and training workshops =

on these subjects. My consulting work for government agencies

includes the Environmental Protection Agency (preparedness

relating to contamination of drinking water), the Department of

Energy (concerning media inquiries about defense nuclear

materials), the Mine and Health Administration (concerning a mine

[}
disaster) and the National Security Agency. My background,

experience, and professional qualifications are set forth in more

detail in the biographical sketch which is Attachment 1 hereto.

(Evans) From 1953 through 1986 I was employed almost

exclusively in the newspaper industry. I worked as a newspaper

and wire service reporter and as a city editor, assistant

managing editor, managing editor, and a deputy general manager of

daily newspapers.

4
.

i
As a reporter I was required to cover a number of events

'

! where there was a perceived threat to public safety. These

included hurricanes and racial confrontations in the early 1960s.

()
i -4-

.

O
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.

As a senior editor since the mid-1960's, I have directed the

coverage of numerous such events. Included have been racial

confrontations, urban riots and Atlantic storms in the 1960s;

Hurricane Agnes and a major refinery fire in the early 1970s, and

the Hanafi Muslim takeover of the District of Columbia Building

and the accident at Three Mile Island in the late 1970s.

I have also directed the news coverage of many other major

events which involved the deployment of large numbers of

reporters and multiple sources that did not, necessarily, pose an

immediate threat to the safety of the local population. Such

events have included national political campaigns, Watergate, the

Vietnam War, wars in the Mideast and the assassinations of John

({} and Robert Kennedy and Martin Luther King, Jr.

As managing editor of the Philadelohia Bulletin and the

Washinaton Star, I had day-to-day responsibility for the

gathering of the news, selecting and editing what would be

published and determining its display and format. This was

accomplished'through direction of a staff of 350 to 400

reporters, photographers, artists, writers, copy editors', desk

editors and assistant managing editors. In a situation in which

there was a perceived threat to the safety of the local

population, up to one-half of those staffs might be deployed in

covering that one story. I had ultimate responsibility for

assuring that all potentially useful sources of information were

()
,

-5-

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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I

sought out, that all other media (wire services and broadcast)

(
were monitored, that photographers were in the right place at the

'

right time, that artists were producing appropriate informational

graphics, that editors were making the right decisions on the

kinds of stories which needed to be written to best communicater

,

to the public the nature of the event and that, when written, the

stories were accurate and objective. Furthermore, I had the

responsibility to see that the above was accomplished on deadline

so that the newspaper manufacturing process could be completed on

time.
,

My background, experience and professional qualifications

are elaborated upon in my resume which is Attachment 2 hereto.

O
.

A. (Cole) I graduated from Columbia College with majors;

in both sociology and history in 1962. I received a Ph.D. in

: sociology from Columbia University in 1967.

,

'

Since 1962 I have been professionally involved in conducting

social surveys. For the last 15 years, first under the name of

Opinion Research Associates and starting in 1977 as Social Data

; Analysts, Inc., I have conducted more than 150 social surveys for
.

| various clients, including Newsday, The Boston Globe, Thg

Baltimore Sun, Columbia University, the University of California

,

Irvine, the National Bureau of Economic Research, Brookhavenat
!

National Laboratories, and the Long Island Lighting Company

| ()
4

!

{ -6-
:

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



__ . - _ _ _ . __ . _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ . _ _ _ _ . -_ _ __

("LILCO"), among others. Since 1979 I have conducted more than

10 surveys on public attitudes towards nuclear power. I am the

author of more than 30 articles appearing in such journals as

Scientific American, Science, Public Ooinion Quarterly, American

I Sociolooical Review, and American Journal of Socioloov. In

addition, I am the author of seven books, including a textbook on

i research methods, The Socioloaical Method, Third edition

(New York: Harper and Row, 1980). My work in sociology has been

] recognized by the receipt of a Guggenheim Foundation Fellowship,
i

; appointment as Fellow to the Center for Advanced Studies in

Behavioral Sciences, and receipt of a Ford Foundation Faculty

Research Fellowship. For a more complete description of quali-

fications and publications, agg my Vita, which is Attachment 3

| /}
hereto.

<

,

1

A. (Saegert) I received a B.A. degree in Government from

j the University of Texas at Austin, and a Ph.D. in Social

| Psychology from the University of Michigan. As Professor of
.

; Environmental Psychology, my responsibilities include teaching
i

| graduate courses in environmental psychology, advising Ph.D.
i

: students, and serving on dissertation committees. I regularly
|

|
teach courses and conduct research in environmental stress and

environmental cognition.

:

I
:

i

j -7-
i

i
'
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I I serve as a member of the executive committee of the Center
(2)>

'

for Human Environments, which provides a forum for research and

exchange of information in environmental research, and as

associate editor of Environment and Behavior. In addition, I am
,

'

President of Division 34 (Population and Environment) of the,

i

j American Pyschological Association. I am also Co-Chair of the

i Board of Directors of the Environmental Design Research

Association.

My publications include articles and book chapters in

environmental psychology, including a chapter entitled "The
i

Stress Inducing and Stress Reducing Qualities of Environments"

(in Proshansky, H, Ittelson, W.H. and Rivlin, L., Environmental

Psycholoov: Man and His Physical Settino, second edition; Holt,(} ,,

; Rinehard and Winston, 1976). I have also edited a book entitled
i

Crowdina and Real Environments, Sage Publications, 1975.

i

.,

My qualifications, professional experience and publications

( are described in more detail in my Vita which is Attachment 4

hereto.
!

|

A. (Loftus) I received a B.A. in Mathematics and in
|

| Psychology from the University of California at Los Angeles in

| 1966, and an M.A. in 1967, and a Ph.D. in 1970, in Psychology
,

! from Stanford University.
!

i

I

,
'

-8-
!
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! ;
*

;

I was president of the Western Psychological Association in

( 1984, and President of the American Psychology-Law Society, a

division of the American Psychological Association, in 1985.
|

My professional work has focused on the area of Human
.

Information Processing. This subject concerns how people absorb

information from their environment, how they store and remember

that information, and how they use the information for purposes

i of decision making, judgment, and actions. I have published
P

approximately 12 books and over 150 scientific articles in this

area. The books include: Learnina (Prentice Hall); Human Memory
!

(Erlbaum Press); Coanitive Processes (Prentice Hall), among

others. My fourth book, Evewitness Testimony (Harvard University;

I Press), won a National Media Award for a distinguished contri-

! bution from the American Psychological Foundation.

! In recent years, I have devoted a substantial portion of my

professional time to the specific subject of human information

j processing in emergency settings. In this connection, beginning

| in 1974, I began working on projects involving the design of

i emergency communication messages, for example to be used in
!

! federal buildings throughout the country to communicate with
!

i people in case of fires and other emergencies, and in hospital

environments. I have also consulted with the San Francisco Bay

j Area Rapid Transit System (BART) and designed emergency

! communications for use in case of fire in the subway system. I

i

|
|

-9-
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have published numerous articles about this emergencys

communications work, including Keating, J.P. & Loftus, E.F.

Vocal Alarm systems for highrise buildings -- a case study. Mass

Emeroencies, 1977, 2, 25-34; Groner, N.W., Loftus, E.F., Keating,

J.C. Calling Nurse Blaze: Tailoring programs to fit human

behavior. Hosoitals, (Journal of the American Hospital

Association), 1978, 11, 111-115; and Loftus, E.F. Words that

could save your life. Psycholoov Today, November, 1979, 11,

102-110, 136-137.

My professional qualifications, publications, and experience

are described in detail in my Vita which is Attachment 5 h'ereto.

( is, Mayer) Our professional qu 1 cations were
*

described in our testimo g Contentions Ex 47, 22.A and
'

49 filed on behalf of Su County on Fe 7, 1987. Our

resumes were Att ents 1 and 2, respectively, to that
,

testi .

II. OVERVIEW2

i

Q. What is the purpose of this testimony?

A. (All) In this testimony we will address the matters

raised in Contentions Ex 38, Ex 39, Ex 22.F, Ex 40.A, Ex 44,

Ex 49.C, and others subsumed in them, arising out of the exercise

of LILCO's offsite emergency plan for the Shoreham Nuclear Power

!(

- 10 -;
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.

Plant which was held on 13 February 1986 (the " Exercise").

O
,

Unless otherwise noted, the testimony which follows is jointly

sponsored by all of us.

This testimony deals with several interrelated contentions,

all of which involve LILCO's demonstration during the Exercise of

its inability to adequately or appropriately disseminate '

emergency information and protective action recommendations to
,

the public, and the consequences of that inability upon LILCO's'

ability to implement its Shoreham Plan to protect the public.*

The testimony as a whole demonstrates the following fundamental

flaw in LILCO's Plan, which was revealed by the Exercise: LILCO

will not be able to provide accurate, clear, consistent, or non-,

'

r conflicting information to the public during a Shoreham

'
emergency, and the result will be that LILCO's protective action

recommendations, and other instructions designed to protect the

public, will not be followed. The implementation of LILCO's

Plan, as demonstrated during the Exercise, is premised on the

assumption that the majority of the public will follow LILCO's

! instructions during an emergency. Because the Exercise proved
|

| that assumption to be false, there can be no reasonable assurance

that the LILCO Plan can and will be implemented to provide
I

adequate protection to the public in the event of a real Shoreham
4

i accident.
|
1

0
- 11 -
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Specifically, in this testimony we will begin by discussings

in Section III, the matters raised in Contention Ex 38, which

addresses LILCO's demonstrated inability to disseminate accurate,

clear, consistent and timely information to the media, for

transmittal to the public, during an emergency. That section of

testimony is sponsored primarily by Messrs. Rowan and Evans,

with some portions also sponsored by Drs. Cole, Saegert and

Loftus. Additional discussion on related matters is also in the

section of this testimony related to Contention Ex 22.F. We

demonstrate in the section of our testimony on Contention Ex 38,

not only that the Exercise revealed that LILCO will be unable to

control the information disseminated to the public during an

emergency, but also that in a real emergency, based on its

{}.
actions during the Exercise, LILCO itself would be responsible

for the dissemination of inconsistent, inaccurate, confusing, and

fear-engendering information to the public. We also demonstrate

that LILCO's inability to comprehend or deal with the media, as

demonstrated during the Exercise, would in a real emergency,

destroy any chances that LILCO's protective action '

recommendations would be followed because it would have no

credibility with the press or the public.

We will then discuss in Section IV the matters raised in

Contention Ex 39, which deals with the failure and inadequacy as

demonstrated during the Exercise, of LILCO's so-called " Rumor

control" system -- a back-up way for the public to obtain

O
V

- 12 -
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information. We demonstrate in that section of our testimony
)

that, based on LILCO's performance during the Exercise, in a real

emergency this system would exacerbate the problems created by

LILCO's inability to disseminate emergency information to the

media, in that it would actually increase the inconsistent and

inaccurate information which would be communicated to the public,

and further reduce LILCO's credibility and, correspondingly, the

chances that its protective action instructions would be followed

in an emergency. This section is also sponsored primarily by

Messrs. Rowan and Evans, but portions are also sponsored by Drs. *

Cole, Saegert, and Loftus. Again, related matters are also

discussed in the context of Contention Ex 22.F.

,

() Then, we discuss in Section V, the related issue stated in

subpart F of Contention Ex 22 -- that the Exercise results as a

whole are not valid because they are premised on the assumption

that the public would follow LILCO's protective action recom-
,

mendations. Although the matters raised in subpart F of

Contention Ex 22 are related to, and in this litigation will be

i dealt with under the rubric of Contentions Ex 38 and 39, for ease

of organization, we discuss them in a separate section. Thati

section is primarily sponsored by Drs. Cole, Saegert, and Loftus,
,

i

but Messrs. Evans and Rowan also contribute portions. We

demonstrate in that section of our testimony that the EBS

messages prepared and used by LILCO during the Exercise in

response to the hypothetical Exercise accident, would, if used in

(

|

- 13 -
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_
a real Shoreham accident, in fact result in a massive number of

k, ' people attempting to evacuate, long before LILCO advised them to

and even though LILCO told them they did not need to evacuate at

all. We also demonstrate that other response a'ctions by LILCO

during the Exercise, including its dealings with the media, and
the attempted operation of its rumor control system, would, in a

real Shoreham accident, increase even further the number of

people who would refuse to follow LILCO's emergency instructions,

and instead would engage in voluntary evacuation. We also

discuss in this context, the related issues raised in Contention

Ex 40, subpart C, involving the public's response in a real

i
emergency to a LILCO announcement, such as that it demonstrated

it would make during the Exercise -- that Traffic Guides were

available to assist evacuees, when in fact that would not be the

; case. We demonstrate that that aspect of LILCO's Plan, revealed

during the Exercise, would in a real emergency, further increase

the number of people who refused to follow LILCO's protective

action instructions and exacerbate the problem. Our conclusion

on the matters raised in subpart F of Contention Ex 22 is that

because during the Exercise the LILCO Exercise players and the

FEMA evaluators assumed that voluntary evacuation or refusal of

the public to follow LILCO's instructions would not occur, or

that it would not occur in a way that would impact LILCO's

ability to implement its Plan, the conclusions that Exercise

objectives were satisfied and that LILCO's Plan could and would

be implemented so as to provide adequate protection to the public

O
'

- 14 -
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.

I

i

3
in a real emergency, are not valid. (Because the impact of |

voluntary evacuation on LILCO's ability to implement its Plan as
,

a whole was discussed in the prior emergency planning litigation,

we do not discuss that impact in this testimony.)

.
.

Finally, we discuss in Section VI the related false

assumption of Exercise players and FEMA evaluators that in a real

I emergency only the people advised by LILCO to report to a
i

reception center for radiological monitoring as LILCO did during

the Exercise, would do so -- which is the subject of Contention

.

Ex 49, subpart C. In that section of our testimony, sponsored
I
'

primarily by Drs. Cole, Saegert, Loftus, with one section

sponsored by Drs. Harris and Mayer, we demonstrate that, in fact,i

].(]) in response to the EBS messages and other information which LILCO

| prepa' red and disseminated to the public and media during the

Exercise, a much larger number of people would actually seek
,

|

monitoring. This renders invalid conclusions based on a
,

; purported LILCO ability to provide monitoring and other necessary

reception services to the smaller number of people assumed during
; .

the Exercise by the players and FEMA evaluators.

Q. Before you begin to discuss the matters raised in the
i

particular contentions, please explain how the issues in those ;

contentions relate to each other, and summarize your overall

conclusions.

!

.

| - 15 -
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A. The contentions we will be discussing all concern what

O the Exercise demonstrated about LILCO's ability to implement a

most essential feature of its Shoreham emergency plan -- the

effective communication of protective action recommendations to

the public. A basic premise of the LILCO Plan is that LILCO will

be the central source of emergency information, including pro-

tective action recommendations, disseminated to the public in the

event of a Shoreham emergency. LILCO also assumes that the

information and recommendations it would disseminate would be

clear, consistent, accurate, timely, and, most essentially,

believed and followed by the public. The central point of all

the contentions we will be discussing, taken as a whole, is that

the Exercise demonstrated these fundamental premises of the LILCO

Plan to be false and LILCO's Plan to be fundamentally flawed.

The individual contentions -- Ex 38, Ex 39, Ex 22.F,

Ex 40.C, Ex 44 (first sentence), and Ex 49.C -- each separately

allege a fundamental flaw in LILCO's Plan and in LILCO's ability

to implement that Plan, as revealed by the Exercise. The parti-

cular flaws, and the Exercise events which demonstrated them, are

stated in each individual contention, and we discuss them in the

portion of this testimony relating to each contention or part.

'

In addition, however, this group of contentions, taken as a

whole, demonstrates that based on its performance during the

; Exercise, there is no basis to conclude that LILCO could
4

implement the crucial feature of its plan designed to protect the

(

i - 16 -
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.

public from a nuclear accident -- the communication and

implementation of recommendations as to how the public should

protect itself from danger. In fact, this testimony as a whole

establishes that cased on (1) the specific information LILCO

demonstrated during the Exercise it would disseminate to the

public during a Shoreham accident, and (2) the manner in which,

under the LILCO Plan and as shown during the Exercise, such
-

,

information would be disseminated by LILCO, the majority of the

public on Long Island would refuse to follow LILCO's protective

action recommendation. The data demonstrate that the matters
,

alleged in Contentions Ex 38 and 39 are true -- that LILCO's

media and rumor control efforts are flawed -- and also that a

large voluntary evacuation would result. The conclusion which

must be drawn, therefore, is that the Exercise demonstrated that
[}

LILCO's Plan is fundamentally flawed because LILCO has

demonstrated no ability to control the resulting evacuation and
i

there is no reasonable assurance that adequate protective

measures could or would be taken to protect the health and safety

of the public in the event of a Shoreham emergency.

III. CONTENTION EX 38

.

Q. Please state the basic allegation in Contention Ex 38.

A. (Evans, Rowan, Cole, Saegert, Loftus) The basic

allegation in that Contention is as follows:

i

O

- 17 -
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The exercise demonstrated a fundamental flaw

() in the LILCO Plan in that LILCO was unable to
'

provide timely, accurate, consistent and non-
confusing information to the news media at the4

Emergency News Center (" ENC"), thus failing to.

| implement Section 3.8.B and OPIP 3.8.1 of the
; LILCO Plan. The Plan provides, in pertinent
i part, that: "All Public Information personnel

! will confer on a regular basis to ensure that
1 accurate and consiatent emergency information

is being shared and discussed" (Plan at 3.8-
;

{ 4); news briefings at the ENC "shall serve
three purposes:

to provide accurate information on ai
*

i timely basis
,

i to ensure public and media confidence*

to prevent misinformation and rumors"!
*

| (Plan at 3.8-5); and, press conferences will
" provide up-to-date information, respond to:

j' any rumor received, and answer any questions
the media may have." Plan at 3.8-6. Similar-

{ ly, OPIP 3.8.1 provides that the LERO Coordi-
| A nator of Public Information is to " confer with
i U the Director of Local Response . . and the -

.

i Public Information Staff at the. ENC on a regu-
lar basis to maintain consistent information

; content"; "obtain up-to-date information re-

| garding offsite emergency response in pre-
' paring press releases"; and, " correct misin-
i formation by . . providing accurate informa-.

| tion to LILCO Rumor Control personnel and
'

answering questions regarding local response."1

! As the examples in subparts A-Q below reveal,
however, during the exercise LILCO was in-
capable of complying with these directives.

,

Thus, LILCO failed to satisfy objectives ENC 1;

| and 3-6, and the exercise demonstrated that
! the LILCO Plan is fundamentally flawed in that

it cannot be implemented by LERO personnel and
i fails to comply with 10 CFR S 50.47(b)(7) and l

i NUREG 0654 5 II.G.4.
I
j Exercise results which individually and col-
| lectively evidence these LILCO failures and
i therefore preclude a finding of reasonable
; assurance that adequate protective measures
! can and will be taken in the event of a
i Shoreham accident include the following: . . .

(
4

!
i - 18 -
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.

) . Subparts which provide the specific examples referenced in
i

the portion of the contention quoted above then follow.

'

A. Background
1

1. Su===rv of Pertinent Plan Provisions
l

J Q. Please describe generally the provisions in the LILCO
'

i

Plan for providing information to the media in the event of a
.

Shoreham emergency.

|

| A. (Evans, Rowan, Cole, Saegert, Loftus) If there is an

| accident at the Shoreham plant, LILCO's onsite " Emergency News
,

| Manager" and members of LILCO's "LERO" Public Information Staff

} (the offsite responders) are supposed to set up an Emergency News

( Center (" ENC"). According to the version of the Plan which was

the subject of the Exercise (Revision 6), a portion of the

Holiday Inn in Ronkonkoma was to be used as the ENC.1 According
;

|
to the LILCO Plan, the ENC is supposed to serve as the " central

i clearinghouse" for the release of all information received from

both LILCO's onsite organization and from the LILCO offsite
,

organization, "LERO." Plan, 3.8-4a. LILCO's onsite Emergency

! Communication Director decides whether to activate the ENC.

Onsite Plan, EPIP 4-1.

1

____________________

i 1 We understand that as of April 1, 1987, LILCO intends to
change the location of the ENC from the one which was evaluated
during the Exercise to a LILCO "trair.ing facility" in Hauppauge.;
Transcript of Deposition of Brian McCaffrey, January 7, 1987,j

p. 55; Transcript of Deposition of Elaine Robinson, January 7,i

(]); 1987, p. 28.
l .

!
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1

1.

,

!.
1 Q. According to the LILCO Plan as exercised, how does

information get to the ENC for dissemination to the media?
,

! I

A. (Evans, Rowan, Cole, Saegert, Loftus) Basically, the

; ENC receives "hard copy" information in three forms: EBS
. ,

messages, LERO News Releases, and LILCO News Releases. According

to Revision 6 of the Plan, the LERO Coordinator of Public

Information, who is located at the Emergency Operations Center

j
("EOC"), is responsible for activating the Emergency Broadcast

j System ("EBS"), and for preparing the EBS messages which will be

broadcast. OPIPs 2.1.1; 3.8.1. Once an EBS message has been

| written by the Coordinator of Public Information, and approved by

} the LERO Director at the EOC, the Coordinator of Public
j .r

(} Information is then to read it over the telephone to the "EBS

| operator" at WALK Radio.2 OPIP 3.3.4 The message is then

supposed to be broadcast by the ESS station twice, and then re-

broadcast every 15 minutes until a new message is prepared by

LERO personnel and communicated to the EBS station according to
,

i the same process. OPIP 3.8.2. After the EBS message has been

; transmitted to the EBS station, the Public Information Support
'

!

! Staff at the EOC is then authorized to transmit a copy of the
!

message to the ENC. OPIP 3.8.1.

i

!

3 _____..____... _____

i 2 of course, WALK Radio did not in fact participate in the
j Exercise and has rescinded any agreement to participate in >

LILCO's EBS system, and LILCO now has no primary EBS station.'
-

Thus, this provision of the LILCO Plan clearly is no longer
; capable of implementation. We set that fact aside, however, for
j () purposes of this testimony.

j - 20 -
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|

g- The second type of written information received at the ENC

V
-- the "LERO News Releases" -- also originate at the EOC.

According to the LILCO Plan, the composition of the LERO News'

Releases is directly linked to the EBS messages. Once an EBS

message has been transmitted to the EBS station, a LERO Public

Information Support Staff operator at the EOC is to select from

pre-written news releases on file in a computer "the appropriate

News Release corresponding to the EBS message." OPIP 3.8.1

(copies of the sample news releases appear in Attachment 1 to

OPIP 3.8.1). Under the direction of the LERO Coordinator of

Public Information, the sample news release is then edited, and

taken to the LERO Director for his approval, after which it can

be transmitted to the ENC. OPIP 3.8.1.

'

The LILCO News Releases are put out by LILCO's onsite as

opposed to its offsite response organization. The procedures for

generating these documents are set forth in the Onsite Plan.

! Once a Shoreham accident reaches an Alert or higher emergency

classification, and the EOF is activated, the LILCO " Emergency

Communications Director" and the LILCO " News Release Team Leader"

are supposed to go to the EOF, where they maintain contact with'

the plant and senior LILCO management, in order to obtain

information about the incident. Using this information, they

generate the LILCO News Releases, which are subsequently

|
transmitted to other locations, including the ENC and the EOC.

(

- 21 -
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I

EPIP 4-2.3 As soon as the ENC has been declared operational, thef~g
(_/

LILCO Emergency News Manager is supposed to notify the Corporate

Communications Department that all media inquiries will be

handled at the ENC. EPIP 4-3.

Q. Please identify the personnel who are supposed to be

located at the ENC according to the Plan.

A. (Evans, Rowan, Cole, Saegert, Loftus) The LERO Coordi-

nator of Public Information at the EOC is supposed to designate

some of the 10 members of the LERO Public Information Support

Staff to proceed to the ENC in an emergency. OPIP 3.8.1, section

5.3.1. Although the version of the Plan which was exercised,

(} Revision 6, does not identify an individual or LERO position who

is supposed to participate ~in ENC press briefings, during the

Exercise, Elaine Robinson, a member of the LERO Public

Information Support Staff, did so. We do not know how many other

members of that Staff accompanied her to the ENC, but Ms.

Robinson and such staff members comprised the entire LERO

presence at the ENC during the Exercise. According to the Plan,

____________________

3 While the Plan is not clear, it also appears that the LILCO
" Emergency Communications Liaison" is supposed to telecopy at
least the first LILCO Press Release to the LILCO Corporate

h w h In!N -F Mn Department. EPIP 4-1. The Emergency Communications
Liaison is also apparently supposed to telephone Newsday, the
Associated Press and United Press International and read the news
release to them. He is cautioned by the procedure to " PROVIDE
ONLY INFORMATION CONTAINED IN THE NEWS RELEASE." EPIP 4-3. The
Governments have been provided with no evidence to indicate that
these procedures -- ligt, communicating with the LILCO Corporate
Communications Department and calling the wire services -- were

() followed or demonstrated during the Exercise.

- 22 -
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their job was to " assist" at ENC press briefings, to ensure

(,,/)'- distribution of news releases to the media, and to supply the

" Rumor Control Staff" (discussed below) with the most current
information available concerning the offsite response. OPIP

'

3.8.1, sections 5.3.5; 5.3.6; 5.3.7.

The onsite side of LILCO has a much greater presence at the

ENC than does the part of LILCO called "LERO." In fact, the
,

LILCO Emergency News Manager has overall control of the ENC. He

reports to the LILCO Emergency Communications Director, who is

| located at the EOF. The LILCO Emergency News Manager is

| responsible for: (1) reviewing LILCO media releases and
4

addressing media inquiries; (2) supervising the distribution of

LILCO news releases; (3) organizing the preparation of news

briefings; (4) supervising technical presentations; and

(5) maintaining " continuous contact" with the LILCO Emergency

Communications Director.

4

In addition LILCO has a " Company Spokesperson" at the ENC,

who also reports to the Emergency Communications Director at the

EOF. The Company Spokesperson is supposed to: (1) ensure
,

continuous press briefings are held with the media; (2) maintain

contact with the LILCO Emergency Communications Director, the

LILCO Emergency News Manager, and the LILCO Response Manager; and

(3) when possible, coordinate press briefings and conferences

]' with offsite officials. EPIP 4-7. There are also LILCO onsite

: (1) .
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(g personnel at the ENC whose primary responsibility is " Rumor
.V

control." We describe this in more detail in our discussion of

Contention Ex 39.4

Q. How is information supposed to be disseminated to the

media according to the LILCO Plan?
,

'

A. (Evans, Rowan, Cole, Saegert, Loftus) According to the
'

version of the LILCO Plan which was exercised, there are basi-

cally two ways in which information is given to the media at the

ENC. First, both LERO'- and LILCO-generated news releases, and

LERO-generated hard copies of EBS messages, are supposed to be

distributed to media representatives and posted at the ENC.

(]) Second, periodic press briefings are to be conducted at the ENC

by both LILCO and LERO personnel. Plan, 3.8-6. In addition,

LERO Public Information personnel are supposed to be "available

for consultation during all news briefings given by LILCO and

LERO officials and assist in answering questions." Plan, 3.8-4a.

____________________

4 Two other functions are supposed to be performed by LILCO's
onsite personnel at the ENC. First, the LILCO Public Information
Coordinator is instructed to monitor TV, radio, newspaper and
wire service reports for accuracy, and to assist the LILCO
Emergency News Manager in preparing corrective statements. A
number of so-called " media monitors" are actually supposed to
monitor televisions and radios in the ENC and tape all news
releases pertinent to the emergency. During the Exercise, there
was no corresponding function or personnel in LERO for coverage
of offsite response matters. Second, LILCO onsite " Media
Response Personnel" are supposed to respond to questions phoned
in by the media (1) by reading approved press releases, or (2) by
referring any emergency questions to the appropriate
organization. Again, there are no comparable personnel or() functions in LERO.

- 24 -
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The Plan is very explicit in stating the purpose of the

press briefings held at the ENC:

The briefings shall serve three purposes:

to provide accurate information on a timely*

basis

to ensure public and media confidence*

to prevent misinformation and rumors*

.

Plan, 3.8-5. As we described, relatively little of the

information disseminated at the ENC is actually cenerated there;

instead, the information comes to the ENC from a variety of other

sources, and by various means. LILCO recognizes that this

results in a real potential for the dissemination of inconsistent

information, a potential which was a constant' reality during the

Exercise. The Plan has the following provision apparently in an

attempt to ensure that information disseminated at the ENC will

be accurate and consistent:

All Public Information personnel will confer
on a regular basis to ensure that accurate and
consistent emergency information is being
shared and discussed. Prior to public
announcements, all parties shall discuss the
information that is about to be relayed and
how that information may impact on the
responsibilities of the agencies involved.

;

i

- 25 -
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1

Plan, 3.8-4.
[}

It is our understanding, based on the Plan and statements by

LILCO witnesses, that LILCO presumes that it, its spokespersons,

and its EBS broadcasts would be the primary source of information

to the media and the public in the event of a Shoreham accident.

2. Summary of Exercise Results

I

Q. Were the procedures you have described " demonstrated"

during the February 13 Exercise?

A. (Evans, Rowan, Cole, Saegert, Loftus) To provide some

() context for our testimony, we will provide here a general

description, chronologically, of the kinds of activities related

to disseminating information to the media, which occurred during

the Exercise. We will discuss specific events and their

significance in more detail later.

|

! First, we have little or no information concerning what
i

LILCO did -- or was supposed to have done -- prior to activation

of the ENC on the day of the Exercise. LILCO News Release #1,

which announces that an " Unusual Event" was declared at the plant
,

! at 5:40 a.m., was apparently approved by the LILCO Emergency
|

Director at 6:25 a.m., and some notes on one copy of this release

indicate that it was telecopied to the ENC and the EOF. LILCO I

- 26 - ;
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4

News Release #2, announcing that high levels of radiation had-

been detected in a part of the secondary containment of the
.

reactor building, apparently wa~s approved by the Emergency

Director at 6:39 a.m. and subsequently was telecopied to the ENC

and the EOF. LILCO News Releases 1 and 2 comprise Attachment 6
,

hereto.

At 6:42, LILCO security personnel arrived at the ENC to open

the LILCO work areas. The LILCO Spokesperson, Brian McCaffrey,

; arrived at 7:06, and made his first contact with the EOF shortly

thereafter. Around 7:15, the LILCO Emergency News Manager

arrived; apparently, at 7:19, he was read the first two LILCO

News Releases over the telephone. The LERO representative,

{} Elaine Robinson, did not arrive at the ENC until 7:43. It

appears that from 7:19 until 8:25, LILCO and LERO personnel

briefed each other and telephoned the EOF for information.

During this entire period, the media was being held upstairs.*
,

Sag, Scratch Notes - ENC Lead Controller, which is Attachment 7

hereto (hereafter, Scratch Notes"). The ENC was not declared"

'

operational until 8:25 a.m. LILCO Admissions, No. 37.

|

In general during the Exercise, the EOC prepared EBS
,

messages and simulated their broadcast, and prepared news

releases, and attempted to transmit them to the ENC. The EBS

messages prepared and used during the Exercise comprise Attach-

ment 8, and the LERO News Releases comprise Attachment 9 hereto.

O .
.
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1

The ENC personnel held press briefings attended by a few members

of the media, and attempted to post or distribute EBS messages

j and news releases. The press briefings during the Exercise were

I governed by strict ground rules, however; the press was only

" permitted" to ask "in-scenario" questions; and if questions ran

; counter to any LILCO assumptions about the Exercise scenario,

i such questions were not accepted or answered. Videotapes of
i

| Press Briefings during Exercise, February 13, 1986 (hereafter

! " ENC videotapes").

There was one FEMA Evaluator -- Marianne Jackson -- whoi

observed the LERO performance at the ENC.

i

|({} The chart which is Attachment 10 hereto, illustrates the

i chronology of ENC-related events during the Exercise which are

i pertinent to Contention Ex 38 and others discussed in this

testimony. As the chart reveals, from the very outset of the

Exercise, there were substantial delays in transmitting

; information to the media, beginning with the dg facto news
|

blackout until 8:40 a.m.; the delays persisted through the day.

The first press briefing was not held until approximately 8:40.5
The chart also reveals how throughout the Exercise, the LERO

personnel at the ENC generally failed to provide the media with
,

1

--------------------

5 According to LILCO Admissions, No. 38 it was at 8:40.() According to the FEMA Report, 52, it was at 8:44.
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up to date EBS messages, and LERO News Releases were consistently

issued after they had already been outdated by new messages

supposedly broadcast on the EBS station.
.

Significantly, the FEMA Exercise evaluator identified the

performance of LERO personnel at the ENC as a "Deficien.cy," which

is defined as a:

demonstrated and observed inadequac[y] that
would cause a finding that offsite emergency
preparedness was not adequate to provide rea-
sonable assurance that appropriate protective
measures can be taken to protect the health
and safety of the public living in the vicin-
ity of a nuclear power facility in the event
of a radiological emergency.

FEMA Report, 8. We will discuss Ms. Jackson's specific findings

O in more detail below.

B. Discussion

Q. Do you agree with Contention Ex 38?

A. (Evans, Rowan, Cole, Saegert, Loftus) Yes, we do.

Q. Before we talk about the specifics of the Contention,

please state, in summary form, why you agree with the basic

allegation of Contention Ex 38.

A. (Evans, Rowan) Our response is multi-faceted, each

facet of which we shall discuss separately. They are:

:

; - 29 -
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1. During the Exercise, LILCO did, in fact, fail to
=

j provide timely, consistent and accurate information to the media

i as specified in Contention 38.A through 38.Q. In a real

emergency, LILCO's response as demonstrated during the accident

would have the effect of eroding whatever confidence the media

might have had in the utility's capability or interest in keeping

the public fully informed about the nature of the accident and

the danger to public health and safety. Erosion of confidence in

LILCO would have two specific immediate effects: it would create'

a confrontational and, perhaps, hostile relationship between the

media and LILCO; and it would spur efforts by the media to seek

alternative sources of information and, in some instances, to

! give undue credence to such alternate sources. Inevitably, this

r would lead to lack of public confidence in the utility's

.

pronouncements, widespread disregard of its advice, confusion,
4

j and, possibly, panic.

2. The contention by LILCO officials and witnesses that

delays, inconsistencies and inaccuracies in information provided

the media at the ENC during the Exercise are relatively

|
inconsequential given that, in their opinion all critical,

information was available to the media on a timely and accurate

basis through EBS broadcasts, is incredibly naive.6 Moreover, in
;

a real emergency, a response premised upon that belief, like the

____________________

6 In this regard, LILCO also demonstrates a severe lack of
| training, a matter which we address in the context of Contention

(} EX 50.
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one demonstrated during the Exercise, would be a disaster. From

O a media perspective, the EBS messages and broadcasts prepared and

simulated during the Exercise contain relatively little specific

or useful information and raise more questions on issues

concerning the public's health and safety than they answer.

Also, those EBS broadcasts fail to provide the media with the

information it would need -- and what LILCO's own Plan,

applicable regulations, and lessons learned from TMI specify that

LILCO should provide -- to adequately inform the public on the

danger to health and safety and the protective measures which

should be taken. Cumulatively, the EBS messages prepared and

used by LILCO during the Exercise, demonstrate a lack of

knowledge on the part of LILCO about what basic information the

)
media requires to inform the public in a situation such as a

nuclear accident, and the potential adverse effects of providing

to the media certain information without adequate elaboration.

If it is LILCO's contention that in a real emergency the EBS

message would be a first and primary source of information to the

media and the public, then there would be grievous omissions of

information critical to the media and, through the media, to the

public, in the messages. In summary, the LILCO Plan's almost

total reliance on EBS messages to communicate with the media, as

revealed during the Exercise, is unjustified, particularly given

the inadequacies of the messages.

(
.
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3. LILCO's response during the critical early hours of the

O Exercise demonstrated a failure on its part to understand how the

media would respond to a real accident such as that prescribed by

'

the Exercise scenario, and a complete inability to cope with such
,

a media response. For example, in a real emergency, the virtual

news blackout between the first EBS broadcast at 6:52 a.m. and

the 8:40 a.m. press conference -- during prime morning news hours

-- which LILCO imposed during the Exercise in implementing its
,

| Plan, would virtually assure that the first news of the accident

reaching the public would be attributed primarily to sources,

other than LILCO, and very likely would be inconsistent with the

information LILCO would want disseminated. Thus, the Exercise

demonstrated LILCO's fundamental inability to implement its Plan;

'

including its assumption that LILCO would be the primary source

of accurate, timely and consistent emergency information.

4. The news briefings held during the Exercise, and the

participation therein by a few members of the local media, were
.

so unrealistic that they in no way adequately tested the ability

of the LILCO personnel to provide information to the media

appropriately or effectively in the case of a real accident.

This lack of realism means that the LILCO failures and

inadequacies revealed during the Exercise, would actually be much

worse in a real emergency.

O
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To summarize the four points made above, the Exercise re-

vealed fundamental flaws in the LILCO Plan and in LILCO's ability

to implement that Plan. The Exercise graphically demonstrated

that the LILCO Plan is based on glaring misconceptions about the

way the news media would cover an emergency of this sort. The

Exercise demonstrated that LILCO personnel (whether operating as

LILCO personnel or as LERO pseudo-officials) were unable to per-

form the tasks assigned to them in the LILCO Plan, and that LILCO

is unable to provide crucial and basic communication of emergency

information essential to the protection of the public. Rather,

the Exercise demonstrated that under the LILCO Plan, in a real

emergency, the media and the public would be provided with late

information, inaccurate information, confusing information, in-

consistent information and at times, no information.
}

A. (Cole, Saegert, Loftus) We agree that in the Exercise,

LILCO demonstrated it could not adequately or appropriately

distribute information to the press and, through the press, to

the public. One of the only ways in which LILCO could hope to

reduce the large voluntary evacuation and increase compliance

with its recommendation during a Shoreham emergency would be to

increase its credibility as soon as the accident began. Any

delays, inconsistencies in the information distributed,

inaccurate information distributed, or failure to distribute

relevant information would all reinforce the public's initial

belief that LILCO would not tell the truth about an accident at

.
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|

Shoreham and that LILCO is essentially incapable of dealing with
t

!
either the accident or an evacuation. LILCO's demonstration

during the Exercise that it is incapable of dealing with the

press demonstrates that it could not adequately deal with the

need for information distribution during a radiological emergency

I at Shoreham. We discuss this in more detail in Section V below

on Contention Ex 22 subpart F..

i

We also believe that LILCO's performance during the Exercise

amounted to, in essence, a pre-planned and well-executed

demonstration of the errors made during the TMI accident in

communicating to the public through the media. The Exercise

demonstrated that the LILCO Plan and the way in which LILCO

(]} proposes to implement it, has in essence codified precisely thej

i opposite of major recommendations of the Kemeny Commission

regarding communications with the media and the public during a

radiological emergency. We discuss this further below.
,

Q. Based on your experience, do you believe it is

important during an emergency, for there to be timely, accurate,

consistent and non-confusing information provided to the news

media concerning the emergency?

(
.
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1

A. (Rowan, Evans, Cole, Saegert, Loftus) Absolutely.

Q. Why?
i

~.

A. (Rowan, Evans, Cole, Saegert, Loftus) The importance
,

,

of providing timely, accurate, consistent and non-confusing
4

information to the media in the event of a nuclear accident has
:

} been recognized by all concerned with the industry. As,we noted
i c6
|

above and is stated in Contention Ex 38, LILCO's own Plan

.| recognizes this necessity. So does NUREG 0654, which requires
1
' that there be established " points of contact with the news media
i

! for dissemination of.information during an emergency," and |
4

| " procedures for coordinated dissemination of information to the

public." In addition, it requires the designation of "a
)

'
spokesperson who should have access to all necessary information,

f

"and the establishment of " arrangements for timely exchange of,

1

| information among designated spokespersons," and coordinated

arrangements for dealing with rumors." NUREG 0654, 5 II.G.7

|

b ;

}
; ____________________ ,

! 7 Egg glan Guidance Memorandum 17, Revision 1, " Conducting
'

i Pre-Exercise and Post-Exercise Activities", Attachment I which
i includes as basic exercise objectives the following:
! " Demonstrate ability to brief the media in a clear, accurate and i

j timely manner"; " Demonstrate ability to provide advance
coordination of information release"; and, " Demonstrate ability '

i

! to establish and operate rumor control in a coordinated fashion."
;! FEMA's most recent proposed draft Guidance Memorandum on
j conducting exercises identifies the ability to brief the media in
; a clear, accurate and timely manner, and the ability to provide

advance coordination of information released as " Core

(} Objectives." Guidance Memorandum Ex-1, August 15, 1986, at 9.

1

!
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,f- Certainly the failure of General Public Utilities Corpor-

' ation to provide timely, accurate, consistent and non-confusing

information during the Three Mile Island accident in 1979 des-

troyed the credibility of the utility and its spokespersons as

reliable sources of information. Two of us (Rowan and Evans)

witnessed this first hand, as journalists involved in the cover-

age of that event. The consequence was distrust of the utility

'on the part of the media and confusion among the media and the

public as to the actual nature of the accident and the potential

hazard to public health and safety.

During the accident at TMI, the media -- and as a result the

public -- received different information from different sources.

[}
The utility continually issued optimistic reports about the

incident; it was reluctant to discuss operator error as a

possible cause, sources were often misinformed, or unavailable.

'

Different information came from the NRC, and local authorities.

Reporters got fragmentary, often contradictory, bits of

information. The confusion amongst sources was mirrored by

confusion in the media. Information about the amount and effects

of radiation was not explained or put in a context which could be

understood by the media and the public. The Kemeny Commission

stated that "perhaps the most serious failure" at TMI was the

failure to plan for getting information from people who had it

12 People who needed it. (Egg cenerally Report of the Public's

Right to Information Task Force, of the President's Commission on

O
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the Accident at Three Mile Island (October 31, 1979) (hereafter,,

" " Task Force Reoort"), pps. 4-15). The result of all this

conflicting information was confusion. And, of the persons who

evacuated from TMI, 78% cited confusing information as a reason

for leaving.8

(Cole, Saegert, Loftus) As we note in the section below o

Conte ion Ex 22 subpart F, there has been a debate over w the

large vo ntary evacuation took place at Three Mile Is nd .' Some

have argued at confusing and inconsistent infor ion was the

prime cause; ot ers have argued that pre-exis ng fear of

radiation coupled ith confusing and inc sistent information was

the prime cause. Ou research has us to believe that the

(^T latter interpretation i correc . Lindell and Barnes concluded
V

that data obtained from a udy they conducted with students at

the University of Was gton s gest that the response at TMI

"resulted as much rom prior publ perceptions of the risks of a

nuclear powe plant accident as it di from the confusing and

conflic g information disseminated dur g the TMI-2 crisis."9

We scuss this further in Section V below.

--------------------

8 M. Lindell and R. Perry, " Nuclear power plant emergency
warning: How would the public respond" Nuclear News, 49, citing
P.S. Houts and M.K. Goldhaber, " Psychological and Social Effects
on the Population Surrounding Three Mile Island After the Nuclear
Accident on March 28, 1979" h S. Majumdor, ed., Enerov, Environ-
ment and the Economy (Pennsylvania Academy of Science, 1981).
I uludell and hBarnan- Response to"

n.n.
Technological Eme 1sk FecucytiGr. Or.d Dahavioral.

Intentio " ear Safety, Vol. 27, No. 4, October-DedButer

{} 198 -

6.
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1

.

(Rowan, Evans) In a potentially catastrophic situation, the

fundamental responsibility of the media is to provide the public |
1
'

with timely, precise and easily understood information on the
'

basis of which members of the public can make rational individual

j decisionsonthebestcourseofactiontoinsuret5eirpersonal
health and safety. On the basis of 30 years of experience as a

i newspaper journalist -- 20 years in senior newspaper management
5 ;

positions -- and extensive contact with my colleagues in magazine
'

'

,

publishing and broadcasting, one of us (Evans) can say that this

responsibility is one that every serious journalist holds sacred.

On the basis of 20 years covering news -- including crises -- for

i television and radio, one of us (Rowan) can assert that reporters

| take care to fulfill this responsibility. In the charged atmos-
|

|
phere created by a potentially catastrophic event, any impediment

j to obtaining information on a timely basis, any inconsistency or
,

i
4

inaccuracy, any confusing communication -- no matter how seeming-,

j ly inconsequential -- would have significant effects. In our

i
; experience, those effects would include confrontation between
1

members of the media and news sources leading, if not to hostili-'

I ty, to an erosion of confidence in news sources (an attitude we

| have heard characterized in newsrooms by the often heard comment,
i 1

; "If they can't even get a simple fact like the time right, how |
i

! can'we rely on anything they say?"). Such inaccuracies would, of

course, spur the media to seek alternative and, possibly, more
i

! credible sources of information.10
i

!
'

____________________
I 10 For example, in a potentially catastrophic event, it is
j Q almost certain that every large news organization would prepare

i
i
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k
l

i

!

L We have seen the effects of communicating inaccurate and

inconsistent information to the public via the media first hand

in our work as journalists. Our experience in crisis coverage

i ranges from nuclear (Three Mile Island) to natural (storms and

floods); from violent (hostage seizur,es) to political

(Watergate). While some of the emergencies we've covered did not

j threaten lives, the communication dynamic was essentially
:
i identical. Damage and danger increased when communications were

poor; for example, the mismanagement of communications at Three
i

Mile Island contributed to anxiety in the acute stage of the
,

i

i emergency and has prolonged the damage to the nuclear power

industry in the continuing chronic stage. Good communication in
1

a crisis can reduce anxiety, prevent panic and limit the
~

(]) secondary (chronic) impact of the crisis.

l

I
i
i

i

____________________ .

in its main newsroom a timeline of significant events relative to i

i the incident. For instance, during the'Hanafi Muslim seizure of
I hostages and takeover of the District Building in Washington,
i D.C., in 1977, one of us (Evans) assigned four Washington Star
i reporters to do nothing else but to prepare that timeline and i

! assure its accuracy on a 24-hour basis for the duration of the
crisis. The purpose was two-foldt first it might be useful to

i publish a diary-like account so readers could follow the !

| unfolding events on a purely chronological basis, and, second, so
j that all of the various writers producing articles for the
i newspapr would have a document to refer to so that no
1 inconsistencies or inaccuracles in citations of the time of
; critical events would appear in the newspaper. That, of course,
; addresses the essence of the question. From the day he or she

'

i decided to enter the field, every serious journalist has had it
! drilled into his or her head that uhat matters is getting the
j () news first, but more importantly, getting it right.

j - 39 -
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Q. Subpart A of Contention Ex 38 reads as follows:

The ENC was not declared operational until
8:25, and there was apparently no contact with
the media by LERO personnel at the ENC until
after that time. The first press briefing was
not held until 8:40. Thus, the ENC provided
no information at all to the media until al-
most three hours after the emergency was de-
clared, and long after the 6:52 EBS message
announcing the Alert condition and school
closings had been broadcast. In a real emer-
gency such a delay would result in substantial
confusion, speculation, rumor generation, lack
of confidence in LILCO's ability to deal with
the emergency, and refusal to believe informa-
tion, advice or instructions subsequently dis-
seminated by LILCO personnel.

Do you agree with the allegation contained in this subpart?

A. (Evans, Rcwan, Cole, Saegert, Loftus) Yes.

O
Q. Please explain why.

A. (Evans, Rowan) The response of LILCO in the critical

early hours after the first EBS broadcast during the Exercise
demonstrates grave naivete about how the media would respond to a

real nuclear power plant accident and, more specifically, how it

would respond during the early morning hours as prescribed by the

Exercise scenario. The LILCO Plan, as implemented and

demonstrated during the Exercise, would be incapable of

disseminating information to the press during a real accident, in
a way that would avoid substantial confusion, speculation, and

refusal to believe LILCO instructions or information.
,
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In the aftermath of Three Mile Island and Chernobyl, it is

clear that any hint of a serious problem at a nuclear power plant

would be considered by the media as a major news event. What

this means is that the first news of the event (in this case
of the scenario postulated in the Exercise, most likely the first

LILCO-generated EBS message at 6:52 a.m.) would result in

immediate mobilization of all available resources by every news

organization. In the New York City area, this represents an

enormous number of reporters, writers, editors, photographers,

cameramen, producers and other ancillary personnel, representing

wire services, newspapers, radio stations, local TV stations, TV

networks, radio networks, news magazines and New York-based

correspondents of the national and international media.

O
The first instinct of news executives in this situation

would be to dispatch reporters, photographers and cameramen to

the scene while simultaneously trying to make contact by

telephone with the utility, the NRC and any other potential

sources of information.

If the events and LILCO's response to them during the

Exercise had occurred in reality, the urgency to obtain detailed

information on precisely what was happening at the nuclear power

plant and the potential hazard to public health and safety, would
be heightened even further by the fact that the event was

unfolding during a critical news period, particularly for radio

|O
:
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and television. It is the time that the TV network morning news

shows are on the air and it is " morning drive time" for radio.

Given the fact that the major problem facing morning news show

producers is how to make yesterday's news sound fresh and

interesting, any news breaking during that time frame is given

unusual attention. News of even a notential nuclear power plant

accident would be cause to suspend all other programming and get

whatever information was available about the accident on the air,

whatever its source. Radio stations with traffic reporters in

airplanes and helicopters most likely would divert them

immediately to the Shoreham area. The TV networks also would use

helicopters to get crews to the scene as quickly as possible with

hopes of being able to beat the other networks and do live
' broadcasts from the scene during Good Morning America, Today or

,

the CBS News. The LILCO response during the dxercise -- an

almost casual, stylized, and programmed response of getting the

ENC " operational" -- completely ignored these practical

realities. LILCO demonstrated no capability of dealing with

them, much less doing so effectively.

There is some information in the logs kept by some exercise

participants and observers that takes cognizance of the fact that

reporters and cameramen arrived at the scene soon after the first

EBS broadcast. For instance, a series of notes made by the ENC

lead controller during the Exercise state

O
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t

<g "6:50, Ch(annel) 55 shows up,"
b

"8:09, Media being held upstairs,"
,

"8:25, Press is allowed downstairs" to
briefing room.

Egg, Scratch Notes, Attachment 7. But, there is no evidence that

LILCO was at all prepared to or in fact did respond to the

requirements of such media representatives, as LILCO merely

" held" them upstairs for an hour and a half. In fact, the

Exercise provided evidence that in a real accident, LILCO would

respond in a way almost certain to frustrate the media and to

cause mistrust, if not hostility, toward the utility and its

spokespersons.

() Q. During the Exercise, did LILCO give news releases or .

copies of the EBS messages to the media while they were held

upstairs waiting for the ENC to be activated?

A. (Evans, Rowan) There is no evidence of this in

Exercise documents made available to the Governments. In fact,

what evidence there is on this point suggests that news releases

and messages were not made available to the media during this

period.

First, in deposition testimony, Brian McCaffrey, the LILCO

Spokesperson during the Exercise, stated that he had no knowledge

of any member of either LILCO or LERO having contact with the

O
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media prior to the activation of the ENC. Mt.Caffrey Deposition
p,

''' Tr., p. 72-73. As far as LERO News Releases are concerned, LILCO

has stated that "(nlo record exists for determining the exact

time LERO News Release No. I was provided to the press." LILCO

Supplemental Admissions, No. 57.11 LILCO has admitted that the

second LERO News Release had not been distributed to the press as

of 9:15 a.m. LILCO Admission, No. 72.

Q. What would happen if, in a real emergency, LILCO acted

as it did during the Exercise, in holding the media " upstairs"

and having no press briefing until 8:40?

A. (Evans, Rowan) It is our belief that by as early as

7:30 or 7:45, a sizeable group of reporters would have arrived at

the ENC in a real emergency. Nothing would more frustrate

reporters than to be on the scene of a major news story and to be

given no information. They would be in a position where their

home offices would expect them to have the latest and most

authoritative information but, in fact, the home office would

have more information from other reporters at the plant gates, at

schools or in contact with outside sources.

____________________

11 LILCO initially admitted that this release was not provided
to the press by the ENC until 8:21 a.m. LILCO Admissions No. 57.
Interestingly, the copy of this news release which was produced
to the Governments has a handwritten note on it stating:
" Message not sent because information was released on EBS #1."
LERO News Release No. 1. Egg Attachment 9.}

;
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I Such a situation would intensify the efforts of news

' ()
.

organizations to seek alternative sources (including uninformed
1

sources) during the interim, it would increase speculation and
'

uncertainty, and it would produce frustration in the assembled'

press corps. We have seen first hand how delays in providing

information at TMI and in other emergencies can prompt suspicions ;
i
:

! that authorities are withholding data and " hiding something."

Perhaps such feelings are unfounded, but reporters are a
I

) suspicious lot, and their suspicions are frequently communicated
i

j to the public.

l

i -

! Without question, broadcast journalists arriving on the

scene of a Shoreham accident before 8:00 a.m. would be expected

to produce live coverage before 8:40 whether or not they had been
)

j provided any information at the ENC. It is not farfetched to

i assume that such coverage would include phrases such as: "LILCO

has failed to release any details on the accident at the Shoreham .

t

I Nuclear Power Plant," "LILCO officials refuse to meet with the r

i

|
media," or other comments not likely to enhance public confidence

in the utility. ;

1 If the ENC Controller's note, "being held upstairs,"
|

suggests that LILCO kept the assembled press corps away from

I facilities they would need to gather and transmit news, bedlam
i

! would break out in a real emergency. It would produce temper .

! !

f tantrums. Indeed, even in the exercise log filled out by LILCO

C:) !

I
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observers at the ENC (" ENC-Rononkoma") note was made of an
O " altercation" regarding press representatives looking at the

media representative's clipboard. While that may seem minor in a

non-emergency situation, in a crisis such behavior is indicative

of the media's desperation for new information and willingness to

be impolite and abusive to get it..

Here then is the situation that LILCO would face in a real

emergency at its 8:40 press briefing: a news conference being

carried live by the three major TV networks, CNN, and many local

radio stations; a requirement to defend itself for the nearly

two-hour " blackout"; a requirement to respond to information,

opinion or speculation voiced by non-utility sources during the

}
previous 100 minutes, and a hostile group of reporters asking the

questions.

In our experience, we have seen briefings degenerate into

shouting matches under far less provocative circumstances.

'

If the scenario demonstrated during the Exercise were to

unfold in a real emergency, it is our opinion that it would

assure that the media never would accept LILCO spokespersons as

the primary sources of information about the accident and the

appropriate public response to it. Furthermore, since the

O

- 46 -

.



.

ultimate confrontation between the media and the utilitygs
() - spokespersons would unfold publicly over live TV and radio,

public confidence in the utility also would be shattered.

-

Q. Would it make any difference to you that the media

might have heard the LILCO EBS messages on the radio during the

period between 6:52 and 8:25 when the ENC was declared

operational? .

A. (Evans, Rowan) No. We understand that it may be

LILCO's position that'the demonstrated delays in dissemination of

information to the media during the Exercise was relatively

inconsequential because the EBS messages are the prime and most
'

(]} important source of information in a real emergency, and that

this information would be available to the media as it was

broadcast. We find that proposition conceptually unrealistic and

practically preposterous.

The concept that the EBS messages which LILCO prepared and

proposed to disseminate during the Exercise would satisfy the

media in a real emergency ignores the fundamental nature of

reporters who want immediate elaboration upon hearing a news

bulletin. In fact, the EBS broadcasts simulated during the

Exercise would increase rather than satisfy the media demands

that the utility answer questions and provide additional

information. Furthermore, reporters don't want to gather news

O
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from a nameless voice on the radio. Reporters want to hear what

is happening first-hand from officials with authority. Reporters

are not in the habit of simply regurgitating EBS broadcasts.

They want to expand upon, interpret, and extrapolate and comment

on such pronouncements. Delays in obtaining access to official

spokespersons -- and an expectation on the part of the utility

that'the media should be " satisfied" with recorded EBS radio

broadcasts -- would be absolutely unacceptable to reporters in a

real emergency. They would immediately turn to unofficial and

possibly uninformed sources, to obtain some kind of news to

report.

In addition to encouraging reporters to turn away from

LILCO's purported " clearinghouse" of " controlled" emergency-

information, from a practical standpoint, the information in the

early EBS messages " broadcast" by LILCO during the Exercise would

further intensify reporters' desires to gain confirmation and

elaboration from official sources. The EBS messages used by

LILCO during the Exercise failed to provide sufficient detail,

were confusing, and, in some instances, frightening. Rather than

satisfy the media's information requirements, those messages

would, in a real emergency, confuse and frustrate reporters,

create a confrontational situation between the utility and the

media, and lessen the possibility that the media would, even

subsequently, accept utility spokespersons as the prime source of

news about the accident. In our experience, even in non-life

O
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_

threatening situations, reporters' perceptions that an " official"
,

source is " stonewalling" or refusing to provide information

immediately and dramatically reduces the credibility attributed
i

!

to those sources.

;

Q. Please be more specific in describing the media's

likely response to the ESS messages relied upon by LILLO de.iag
'

the Exercise.

i
-

A. (Evans, Rowan) With specific reference to the period

from 6:52 until the 8:40 press conference during the Exercise,i

J

two EBS messages were broadcast. The first, at 6:52, announces

that an " Alert" had been declared and that "an alert is one of !

four emergency classifications." Egg Attachment 8. Which one of()I '

four? The EBS message does not say. Despite tho reassurance in
;
.

| this message that "no release of radiation is imminent," the lack |

of specificity about the level of danger is certain to raise.

questions among the media. That would be exacerbated by the fact

that the EBS message offers no specific information about the
:

nature of the problem at the power plant, and therefore members

!
of the media have no information on which to base a judgment or a .

report, as to the level of danger.

1

EBS message No. 1 further advises that " schools within the

10-mile emergency planning zone should immediately implement!

their early dismissal plans" and advises "that parents should not4

i

!O .

:
.
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drive to school to meet their children." This advice would lead() I
the media to contact school officials, bus companies, teachers, I

and parents to try to obtain more information. This immediately

creates the likelihood that the media will have multiple sources

of information -- and the LILCO ENC is not even operational.

The remainder of EDS No. 1 deals almost exclusively with the

definition of the "10-mile emergency planning zone" and where to

find information "to determine the specific zone in which you

live." We believe that LILCO's underlying assumption that most

people would be able to locate their LILCO emergency procedures

brochure or the appropriate information elsewhere would be viewed

by the media as absurd. For instance, if the Exercise scenario

{} had been a real accident, a sizeable segment of the population

would hear the 6:52 EBS broadcast on its car radios on the way to

work, or would not be able to locate brochures at home. Based on

our experience, this would result in a flood of calls to the

utility, police, newspapers and radio stations, demanding the

specific information which LILCO refused to include in the

broadcast messages. In turn, this would increase pressure on the

media to seek additional and more specific information. In the

absence of such information from utility sources, the media would

turn elsewhere.

O
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EBS Message No. 2 (ggg Attachment 8), which during the(')
', Exercise LILCO supposedly broadcast at 8:41, repeats much of the

same language of No. I with the same inherent problems. However,

other information in this broadcast, if disseminated in a real

emergency as LILCO did during the Exercise, would significantly

change the way the media would respond to the emergency and would

compound LILCO's problems. That information concerns the release

of radiation. What was originally a major national story, now

becomes in the mind of the media, a story of a potential

international disaster, another Chernobyl.

At the beginning of the broadcast of EBS No. 2, LILCO

reports that "a very minor release has occurred" without

specifying what or where. Later in the message, it is reported

that "it does not mean a release of radiation is imminent."

Finally, the message says, "a very minor release of radiation has

occurred," still not specifying where. The inconsistencies

'
within the three statements contained in one broadcast are bound

'

to raise questions in the media about the utility's competence in

dealing with the crinin. But far more critical is the

description "a very minor release." The media would want

immediate answers to such questions as What does thin mean?

What type of radiation? Exactly how much? Where is it? What

way is the wind carrying it? What arean will be affected?

What's the danger to human beings? What protective measures

should be taken? Why haven't you announced any? What if the

O
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!

rs children aren't home from school yet? Given the fact that this
d

message was broadcast at 8:41 when almost every radio and TV

station is in the midst of a morning news broadcast, the pressure

; for immediate answers to these questions would be intense.

Similarly, the announcement in EBS No. 2 that "All milk

producing animals in Zones A, B, C, D, and E should be moved into

shelters and placed on stored feed," without elaboration, is

j potentially terrifying. The media immediately would want to

know: If a 2,000-pound cow isn't safe outside, what about
,

humans? Is there a danger to nursing mothers? Why just cows in

those zones? What about other zones? Is there a danger toj

i family pets if they're outdoors?

,, O
j (Cole, Saegert, Loftus) We discuss our opinions concerning
!

! the public's reaction to the EBS messages prepared by LILCO

during the Exercise in Section V, below.

(Evans, Rowan) In shnmary, then, if the Exercise events

I occurred in a real emergency, prior to the time that any LILCO or

! LERO spokesperson was available to the media, you would have the

following situation

i

Reporters on the scene and elsewhere frustrated at not> --

having been able to gain access to utility officials for nearly
,

two hours since the first EBS broadcast.

}
;

,
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The EBS broadcasts having raised more questions in--

reporters' minds than they have answered.

Reporters suspicious that LILCO is attempting a cover---

up. Why have no utility officials been available? Why has the

public not been told through EBS messages what actually is

happening at the plant?

The frustrations and suspicions of the reporters on the

scene would be communicated to their home offices. The

consequences would bes

Broadcast reports that utility spokespersons are not--

available to answer questions about the accident.

Broadcast reports that there is an appearance of a--

possible cover-up.

Heightened efforts on the part of the media to find--

alternative sources on what is happenin'g, and broadcast reports

on what those sources are saying.
,

Live, on the air, speculation by newscasters, disc--

jockeys or others as to what is actually happening.

} !

,
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The cumulative effect of this would be to raise questions in

O the minds of reporters as to the willingness of LILCO to respond
'

to the legitimate needs of the media, and of its competence to

cope with the accident. It would assure from the outset of the

emergency a confrontational situation between the reporters on

the scene and the utility spokespersons when they ultimately

became available to the media. It would gravely affect the

capability of utility spokespersons to be perceived by the media
'

as credible news sources. In his deposition, LILCO's witness

Michael R. Patterson, recalling his involvement in developing the

LILCO emergency response plan, said, " Credibility is probably the

most important element in any such communication program and that'

credibility has to be established quickly at the outset . You. .

have to be perceived by the press and anyone else'in the public
)

as being credible." Transcript of Deposition of Michael

Patterson, February 9, 1987, p. 56.

We agree with Mr. Patterson, and submit that LILCO's per-

formance in the Exercise demonstrates that in a real emergency it

would be incapable of gaining that essential credibility.

(Cole, Saegert, Loftus) We agree with the conclusions of

Messrs. Rowan and Evans that LILCO's Exercise performance

demonstrated it would have little credibility during a real

Shoreham emergency. We discuss this in Section V below.

O
.
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- Q. Would it change your conclusions if during the

Exercise, or in a real emergency, LILCO had prior to 8:25

provided the media with hard copy versions of LILCO-generated

news releases concerning the in-plant conditions?

A. (Evans, Rowan) Written news releases could provide

'
some additional detail and address some of the predictable

questions. But during the Exercise, both of the LILCO press

releases were cryptic and short on detail while LERO releases

simply regurgitated material in the EBS Messages. Thus, based on

their performance during the Exercise, and the provisions in the

LILCO Plan requiring that LERO press releases repeat EBS

broadcasts, there is no reason to alter our conclusions.

O
As noted above, during the Exercise, it appears that only

two LILCO News Releases were prepared prior to the 8:40 press

briefing, LILCO News Release No. 1 at 6:25 and LILCO News Release

No. 2. at 6:39. See Attachment 6 hereto. Other than a rather

| cryptic note by the ENC Controller (7:28, "ENM prepares for

release of 1st 2 LILCO press releases, Big Attachment 7), there

is no evidence in the material we have reviewed to indicate that
the news releases were available to the media prior to the 8:40

i

press briefing. But, for the sake of discussion, let's assume

that in a real emergency, such releases were disseminated at

i 7:28, or even earlier. What would be the effect? Perhaps there
i

would be a slight level of comfort among the media that the

! (:)
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utility was prepared to provide information about the accident.

O But this would be outweighed by the facts that the two messages

provide meager and meaningless information, are incomplete and

imprecise, are laced with jargon, and raise more questions than

they answer.

Specifically, LILCO Release No. 1 announces an " unusual

event" and, helpfully, puts this rather bizarre phrase in its

appropriate context. It then announces that "the utility's

emergency response organization has been activated." Egg

Attachment 6. This raises a number of questions: What does this

mean? How should the public respond? The utility is on the one

hand calling this only an " unusual event," but on the other hand,

is mobilizing its " emergency" response organization. What is it,
,

an unusual event or an emergency? What is the level of danger to

utility employees and to the public? The LILCO Plan, and its

implementing personnel, as demonstrated during the Exercise,

provide no response to these media questions, which would in
!

'

| reality, reflect questions in the mind of the public.

Next the release says that "there has not been a release of

| radioactivity." The next sentence, however, talks about " leakage
i

in excess of allowable limits." Is this a contradiction? Does

" leakage" mean radiation? Does "there has not been a release of

radiation" mean into the plant or into the atmosphere? Under the

(:)
'

i

| ss --

|

-

.
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Plan as exercised, and given the capabilities of LILCO personnel

O-
demonstrated during the Exercise, in a real emergency, LILCO

would provide no answers to these questions until 8:40 a.m.

The next two paragraphs of the first release attempt to

explain specifically what has occurred at the plant and what is
being done about it. Unfortunately, it is couched in jargon

which is meaningless to the public and to most members of the

media, rendering the attempt futile and counterproductive. The

release says that "the unusual event was declared due to

unidentified leakaae in the drvwell in excess of allowable

limits." To the average reporter, editor or producer on duty

| early in the morning, that information is useless without

elaboration. What leaked? Was it radioactive? What's the

drywell? What are allowable limits? What's the danger? What

should the public do? Next, the release says that " plant

shutdown procedures have been initiated at this time." What does

that mean? Is the plant being evacuated? Finally, the release

says that plant procedures require the declaration of an unusual
event when unidentified leakage is in excess of tech soec

allowables." Tech spec allowables! Who talks like that? Who

understands phrases like that? Not the media and certainly not

the public.

|
.
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In that much of the language in LILCO News Release No. 2 is

( identical to that in No. 1, it presents many of the same problems

to the media. Egg Attachment 6. In addition, the language of
l

this release raises new problems of imprecision and lack of I

adequate elaboration. For example, the release reports that

"hish levels of radiation were detected." What does "high" mean?

Is there imminent danger to plant personnel or others?
;

LILCO News Release No. 2 specifies that the "high" levels of

,

radiation were detected "in an equipment area of the reactor

building inside the secondary containment of the reactor

building." Without elaboration, that information is meaningless

to most of the media, again raising questions.

.

( In a real emergency, what you would have is a news story of
'

the first magnitude unfolding in prime news hours, hundreds of

news personnel flocking to the scene, and hundreds of others

i seeking information by telephone. In this situation, the only

information available from the utility is meager, inadequate,

confusing, imprecise and couched in jargon (the LILCO releases),
:

! and inadequate, confusing, imprecise, inconsistent and

frightening (the EBS messages). Both the LILCO releases and the

EBS messages raise more questions than they answer.

,

O
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In the absence of informed and credible utility spokes-

2 persons to respond to these questions, to provide elaboration, to

clarify apparent inconsistencies, to interpret jargon and to calm

warranted fears, the media would turn to other sources, and per-
'

haps give undue credence to such sources.

(Cole, Saegert, Loftus) We agree that the LILCO Press

Releases prepared and used during the Exercise repeat the

mistakes of TMI, violate Kemeny Commission recommendations, and

would cause the public to seek other information sources during a

Shoreham accident. Egg our discussion in Section V below.

i

Q. In her deposition, Elaine Robinson, the LERO

spokesperson during the Exercise, suggested that in a real
O emergency, the 24-hour " hotline" operated by LILCO's Corporate

Communications office would have handled telephone inquiries from
,

the media in the period after the first EBS message and prior to

!. the activation of the Emergency New Center. Further, she

suggests that in a real emergency, that office would have been

provided EBS messages and LILCO news releases as a source of

information to relay to the media. Do you agree and, if so,

would this type of procedure work in a real emergency?

:

:

;

O
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A. (Evans, Rowan) Since this function was not tested 1

(:)
'

during the Exercise, it is impossible to judge how adequate it

might be to handle the hundreds of calls that would be generated
:

in a real emergency. It sounds to us like speculation and hardly

something that can be termed a result of the Exercise.

,

H'owever, it would be fair to say that, if the Corporate

Communications office's only source of information were the EBS

messages and the LILCO press releases, it would not be able to

respond satisfactorily to the kinds of media questions that would

be raised. This is because, as discussed, the EBS messages and

the LILCO press releases generated during the Exercise accordingi

to the procedures in LILCO's Plan are themselves ill-conceived

| and. fundamentally flawed. Furthermore, given LILCO's

demonstrated inability to transmit EBS messages and press
I

releases even to the EHC during the Exercise, there is no basis

to believe it would be capable of transmitting them on a timely

|
basis to any other LILCO location. Egg discussion below.

'

!

| Q. I take it you agree with the allegation in subpart A of

Contention Ex 38 that in a real emergency, a delay in opening the

ENC and providing a press briefing, such as occurred during the

Exercise, would result in substantial confusion, speculation,

rumor generation, lack of confidence in LILCO's ability to deal'

with the emergency, and refusal to believe information, advice or

instructions subsequently disseminated by LILCO personnel.

.

!

- 60 -

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



-

A. (Evans, Rowan, Cole, Saegert, Loftus) Yes, we do.

Q. Please explain why.

A. (Evans, Rowan) In addition to the reasons we have

already stated, under any circumstances, it must be assumed that

the media would initiate contacts with innumerable non-utility

sources immediately upon broadcast of the first EBS message,
.

unless some source had contacted the media even sooner (a not

unlikely event). These would include public officials, residents

near the Shoreham plant, opponents of the Shoreham plant, school

officials and personnel, LILCO employees leaving the plant,

scientists and engineers familiar with nuclear power plant

construction and operation, and doctors or health physicists

familiar with the health effects of radiation. In the absence of
,

access to LILCO spokespersons prior to 8:40, as occurred during

the Exercise, speculation and opinions being voiced by those

non-utility sources would in a real accident have the potential

to set the agenda for all future coverage of the event. Any

opportunity LILCO might have had to seize the initiative, to

establish itself as the authoritative source of information,

would be lost. The tendency of reporters to seek comment from

unofficial sources increases dramatically when, as in the LILCO

Exercise, the official sources are perceived as stonewalling,

!

()
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inaccessible, or providing late, inaccurate and noncredible

O information. This could lead to very scary or sensationalistic

coverage in a real emergency.

.

(Cole, Saegert, Loftus) We comment on this in Section V'

relating to Contention Ex 22 subpart F.

J

Q. Wouldn't journalists stick to what they know is going

on rather than speculate or turn to unofficial or potentially,

; uninformed sources?

A. (Evans, Rowan) No. The less they know, the more they

will turn to anyone who is willing to speak out. Further, if the

reporter knows very little from official sources, he is less
)j

capable of judging the accuracy of what unofficial sources are
t
'

saying. The information vacuum created by the provisions 'of the

LILCO Plan, as demonstrated during the Exercise, would in a real

emergency, be filled by those who, while uncertain about what was'

occurring, would speak out about the potential dangers.

t .

For example, the coverage at Three Mile Island quickly
|

| turned from what was known was happening to what miaht happen.
|

As one observer put it, the focus shifted from "What Is" to "What

! IF."12 If reporters don't know what's happening, but must report

something, they will discuss what might be happening (g2gt, Three
!

j 12 R.L. DuPont, Nuclear Phobia - Phobic Thinking About Nuclear

[}
Power (The Media Institute, Washington, D.C., 1980) at 3, 4.

r
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- Mile Island), who is to blame (e,a,, Bhopal), or what are the
~

, ossible long term consequences (gzgz, Chernobyl). These, inp

fact, are the most difficult questions to answer. But, in the

absence of facts to answer the simpler and more direct question

of what is happening, reporters will spe,culate about things that

are almost unanswerable in the acute-stage of the emergency. A

rush to hypothetical speculation would definitely happen in the

event of a Shoreham accident, particularly in light of LILCO's-

demonstrated inability to deal with the media.

The ramifications of this are enormous. News reports often

' focus on conflict. "Getting both sides of the story" is a time

honored journalistic goal. If reporters are unable to get the

[}
utility's side of the story, as happened during the Exercise,

they would be even more dependent on others -- many of whom may

be foes of the nuclear power industry. Reporters in any event of
.

this magnitude would seek out critics of the industry. At

i Shoreham there are highly vocal, well organized critics (who,
,

incidently were featured in real news stories broadcast on the

day of the Exercise on channels 2, 4, 5 and 7). If the utility's

views are not forthcoming in a timely fashion, the coverage will

center on the views of opponents -- further undercutting the

credibility of LILCO's subsequent recommendations regarding

evacuation.

| .
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Furthermore, the EBS messages prepared by LILCO during the

Exercise would certainly not fill the void created by LILCO's

inability, or refusal, to provide information to the press. The

EBS messages were re-broadcast until updated. Thus, EBS No. 1 |

was broadcast five or six times before EBS No. 2 was substituted

at around 8:40 on the day of the Exercise. In our experience

with real emergencies, people want new information, the latest

advice. Broadcasters assume that in the absence of some new

information, listeners would switch from station to station on

radio (and TV) looking for something fresh and additional. Once

it became obvious that the EBS station was simply repeating "old"

news, that system would be relegated by broadcasters (and, hence,

by their listeners) to the status of a secondary information

(]) source, not the pri. mary one. Then, the primary source for people

in their homes would be the radio and television announcers

(whether journalists or disk jockeys and the like), who would

remark on previously disclosed information about the emergency.

Such comments would not necessarily follow -- indeed, probably

would not follow - precisely the format or the instructions

contained in the EBS messages. In fact, given the convoluted

language in the EBS messages, professional broadcasters would

feel compelled to rewrite or ad lib around the data conveyed.

Q. In your opinion, did the "information vacuum" situa-

tion, which you have described as existing during the early part

of the Exercise, continue?

O
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A. (Evans, Rowan, Cole, Saegert, Loftus) Yes, although

O the circumstances changed somewhat, as more EBS messages and

press releases were issued and press briefings were held. Still,

as set forth in the examples in Contention Ex 38, the information

disseminated by LILCO continued to be incomplete, inaccurate and

late in coming.

Q. Subparts B, C, D and G of Contention Ex 38 refer to the

fact that LERO news releases were not provided to the press until

after EBS broadcasts of similar or the same information. Please

state those subparts.
.

.

A. (Evans, Rowan, Cole, Saegert, Loftus) They state as

follows:

B. LERO News Release No. 1 announcing
an Alert condition and the alleged fact that
there had been no release of radiation was not
provided to the press by the ENC until 8:21.
Although a Site Area Emergency had been de-
clared at 8:19 and the ENC was informed of
that declaration at that time (FEMA Report at
25), no mention was made to the media at 8:21
that a Site Area Emergency had been declared,
that a minor release of radiation had oc-
curred, and that dairy animals should be
placed on stored feed. Thus, the first LERO
press release did not contain up-to-date
information, and it was inaccurate.

C. The Site Area Emergency, radiation
release, and dairy animal recommendation was
announced by EBS broadcast at 8:41. Despite
the fact that the decision to issue that EBS
message was made by the LERO Director by 8:37,
LERO News Release No. 2, which included the
information in that EBS message, was not

1
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approved by-the Director until 9:00. As of
,

(} 9:15, it had still not been distributed to the
!

i press.

D. Insufficient copying capabilities at
the ENC contributed to delays in the distribu- |

'

i tion of information, including EBS messages
and press releases, to the media. FEMA Report
at 53.<

I !

G. LERO press releases were distributed
much too late, and were inaccurate and in
conflict with other data in the public domain
by the time they were provided to the media.
Although the ENC received LERO Press Release
No. 3 at 10:15, it was not posted at the ENC
for the press until 11:10. LERO Release No. 4
was received by the ENC at 10:45, but was not
posted until 11:56. LERO Release No. 5
covered the 10:24 evacuation recommendation
for zones A-M, Q and R. It was approved by
the LERO Director at 11:02, but did not even
arrive at the ENC until 11:36, and was not

; made available to the press until sometime
later. LERO Release No. 6, approved by the
Director at 12:25, was not posted at the ENC'

j until 2:10; LERO Release No. 7, approved at
- 1:11, was received by the ENC at 1:47, but not'

' posted for the press until 3:07.

Q. Do you agree with the allegations in those subparts?
;

!

i

; A. (Evans, Rowan, Cole, Saegert, Loftus) Yes.

:

i

Q. Please summarize the basis of your agreement.

|

A. (Evans, Rowan, Cole, Saegert, Loftus) Basically, the

| LERO news releases generated during the Exercise, pursuant to the

provisions of LILCO's Plan, say essentially nothing beyond a
|

i regurgitation of the EBS messages supposedly aired on the radio.

'
This means two things: (1) the news releases would be

O
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pecctically useless in a real emergency, because they would

! provide no information that would not already be in the public

; domain; and (2) because LILCO was so late in making them

available, the information they did contain was, by the time they
.

were released, inaccurate and inconsistent with other information
.

being broadcast or otherwise announced by LILCO. Therefore, the
,

entire news release effort by LILCO, as prescribed in the LILCO
1

Plan and demonstrated during the Exercise, fails to accomplish

the intended and necessary function of providing information to
,

the media in a timely and accurate manner, and in fact, is
,

counterproductive, in.that it injects confusion and misinforma-

| tion into the process and would further reduce LILCO's
,

! credibility.

!' )
Q. Assuming that the media could hear EBS radio messages,

which said roughly the same thing as the news releases, why would

it be a problem in a real emergency if the printed news releases

were provided late?

:

| A. (Evans, Rowan) The EBS Exercise messages and LERO news

releases were drafted in such a way as to make suspect, if not

destroy, LILCO's credibility almost from the outset. For

example, EBS No. 2 at 8:41 a.m. stated that "a very minor release

has occurred." LERO News Release No. 2 similarly stated that "A

l
i very minor release of radiation has occurred." But, both EBS No.

2 and LERO News Release No. 2 also repeated the earlier outdated

i

.
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|
|

| statement that the recommended early dismissal of school children()
"does not mean that a release of radiation is imminent." Such a

blatant contradiction in an EBS message is certain to lessen,

|
| LILCO's credibility.

Furthermore, when information was received by authorities at

the ENC, it was not relayed to reporters in a timely fashion.
?

For example:

as of 9:15 a.m. during the Exercise, LERO News Release--

No. 2 had not been distributed to the press (LILCO Admission No. (
72). The related EBS message was first broadcast at 8:41.

The ENC received LERO News Release No. 3 at 10:15 but{} --

did not post it for the press to read until 11:10 (LILCO

Admission 74). The related EBS message was first broadcast at

9:34.

.

The ENC received LILCO News Release No. 4 at 10:45 a.m.--

but did not post it at the ENC for the press to read until 11:56.

(LILCO Admission 75). The related EBS message was first

broadcast at 10:01.

O
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LERO News Release No. S was approved by the LERO--

Director at 11:02 a.m., but it was not made available to the

press until after 11:36 (LILCO Admission 76). The related EBS

message was first broadcast at 10:24.

LERO News Release No. 6 was approved by the LERO--

Director at 12:25 but was not posted at the ENC until 2:10 (LILCO

Admission 77). The related EBS message was first broadcast at

noon.

LERO News Release No. 7 was approved by the LERO--

Director at 1:11 p.m. but was not posted at the ENC for the press

to see until 3:07 (LILCO Admission 78). The related EBS message

was first broadcast at 12:49.O
These delays are illustrated in Attachment 10.

In a real emergency, the press could, of course, hear, or be

told about the EBS messages as they were broadcast, and would

demand immediate transcripts of those broadcasts (or a LERO news

release reciting the same information) so that the contents of

the message could be relayed immediately and accurately to home
,

offices. In the absence of transcripts or news releases being

available immediately upon broadcast of the EBS message, members

f of the media at the ENC would be left to speculate on the precise
t

wording and meaning of the EBS message. That being the case,'

(
!

- 69 -
;

.

.--,--,-..,,.--wr---- 7 ,%., .------ ,.-,--~,- - - , . -- -.- r. ,-m.-y, -- - , , ._-,,,,,,m, _ - , , , , , - . . . . , , , - - , - - - - - . - - -, -



. -

__

there always is the danger of misinterpretation, not to mention

O
the broadcast of frustration, anger and concerns that the utility

is not willing or able to provide necessary information, as we

already discussed.13

1

Moreover, reporters always want to get information first

hand, not from some radio station. We can say from our

' experience covering news that we would never be satisfied simply

copying material from a canned message read on a radio station.

Furthermore, if, as happened during the Exercise, the LERO

news releases in a real emergency merely repeated information

previously broadcast -- in some instances more than an hour

[ earlier -- the media would then have to consider seriously

whether the ENC was the best place to get timely information on

the accident: whether the LILCO response organization itself was

being notified on a timely basis, or was aware of the actual

situation at the plant; and whether it was, or was capable of

responding on a basis consistent with the actual conditions at

the plant, and consistent with the protection of the public.

--------------------

13 Moreover, some members of the press at the ENC would not
immediately hear what's in the EBS broadcast. They may not have
portable radios. They may find out only when they call their
offices and an editor says " Haven't you heard the EBS broadcast?"
In such a situation, reporters dependent on the ENC for
information would have out-of-date information. Reporters who
had heard both the ENC announcements from LERO and the EBS
broadcasts might be confused as to which was up-to-date.
Journalists who heard the EBS broadcasts and tried to double
check them with personnel at the ENC and got conflicting
information would likely report the inconsistencies, which would

(]} further reduce LILCO's credibility.
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.

Some reporters would undoubtedly decide to leave the ENC to

O ~

Such defectionstry to find out what was "really" happening.

from the ENC woul'd seriously undercut LILCO's assumption that the

ENC would be a central clearinghouse to control the flow of
.

information about the emergency.

Q. Subpart I of Contention Ex 38 states:

Although LERO workers were instructed to in-
gest KI tablets at 9:45, LERO ENC personnel
did not decide to inform the media of that
fact until 1:05, and the media was then re-
quested not to print that information. Such a
delay and the attempt to conceal pertinent 1

'

information about the health-threatening
effects of the accident would result in

: further reductions in LILCO's credibility and
refusals of the media and the public to obey
LILCO's advice during a real emergency. i

O
Do you agree with the allegation in subpart I?

A. (Evans, Rowan) Yes, we agree that the episode

surrounding the use of KI tablets is very serious. We recognize

that there are disputes about the facts.

As to the decision that LERO workers should ingest KI

tablets, there is no factual disagreement that this occurred

during the Exercise and that workers were instructed at 9:45 a.m.

to take the tablets. LILCO Admission No. 80. If this had

occurred in a real emergency, the implications cf dirrl ;uee

would be severe. If the information were immediately made

| (
,
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gedh 7
public, it would be essential for the utility to conveyAan

O
accurate description of why this was ordered so that reporters

could place this in the proper context. However, during the
4

Exercise, no such immediate disclosure was made, and LILCO made

no effort to place the use of KI tablets in context. It appears

that the Plan requires no disclosure of this fact. But, in a

real emergency, if the press found out about the KI instruction
'

through unofficial channels (from " sources"), the revelation

would be treated as a " leak" of a secret effort to protect LILCO

workers which the utility had tried to hide from the press corps.
.

It would also generate questions as to why the KI tablets or

other protective actions were not being made available or

provided for the public.*

)
In a real emergency, there would be a high probability of

disclosure of a KI instruction. Reporters would be interviewing

LILCO employees leaving the plant and would be seeking tips from
,

workers and family members of employees. Furthermore, the

question of KI tablets and other protective measures would arise

at every press conference since informed journalists are aware of

i such prophylactic measures.

Disclosure of the KI instruction by the media -- assuming in

a real emergency LILCO failed to disclose the instruction as it
|

did during the Exercise -- would result in further reducing the

credibility of LILCO with the press corps. Resulting news

O
1
l -72-
|
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accounts delivered to the general public would have reflected the

O ,

4 increased skepticism of reporters. In our experience covering

crises, any perception that officials were trying to " cover up"

something as important as the use of KI tables would have
~.

enormous consequences.
;

The Contention alleges that although the KI tablets were

ingested at 9:45, LERO ENC personnel did not decide to inform the

media of that fact until 1:05. LILCO has denied that LERO

informed the media at 1:05, however. LILCO Admission NO. 80.

This is doubly damning. LILCO should have told the news media of

the KI tablets immediately following their ingestion (at around

9:45). Had such a forthcoming effort been made, officials would

[}
have had a chance to put the use of potassium iodide in the

,

! proper context and not increase tension. By withholding

information, LILCO increased the danger that disclosure would

demolish the credibility of crucial protective action
;

) recommendations.
L

!
j From an analysis of the press briefings, the press releases
!
i and EBS messages, it appears that while LERO may not have

i informed the media about the KI tablets, LILCO personnel may have
|

so informed the media. The log entitled " Director LERO" contains

the following entry at 13:05: " Ira F. (one of the LILCO

O
!
'
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'

|

|

|

officials involved in the onsite response] to tell press that

'

LILCO workers will be told to take Potassium Iodide Tablets. Not

going to print this." See Attachment 11.,

i
,

The Contention alleges that after the media was informed of

the KI tablet ingestion, the media was then requested not to

report that information. We cannot be certain of the factual
i

accuracy of this, although the log cited above indicates that
i

such a request was in fact made to the news media. In real life,

! such a request to keep something "off the record" would have been
;

treated by the press with contempt. First, the ground rules are'

i
pretty clear; nothing is off the record unless a source makes his

request for such confidentiality and the reporter grants it

[}
before the information is divulged. Second, reporters are loath

to let crucial information be placed off the record. A decision

to have workers ingest KI is a material fact that would have been '

perceived to be central to the news coverage regarding risk.

j Without a doubt, we believe reporters would have used information
!

j about the KI tablets. Third, the attempt to conceal such

information would be a story itself. The media would perceive

this as a blatant effort to " manage the news." The public would

be informed that LILCO employees were ingesting KI tablets to

protect themselves from radiation and the utility had tried to
;

keep it a secret.;

1

:

! (:)
,

,
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In sum, once the KI tablets were ingested, it was the

responsibility of LILCO and LERO to inform the press. The Plan

fails to require this, and during the Exercise, LILCO

demonstrated no intent to do so. Failure to do so in a real

emergency would bnly postpone the inevitable disclosure and

poison press relations. We believe from our experience that this

information would have leaked and would have enormous

consequences. This would be the case whether LILCO or LERO later

admitted that KI tablets were ingested, or whether such officials

requested the press to withhold mention of potassium iodide or

not.

s

A. (Cole, Saegert, Loftus) We discuss this matter in the

section relating to subpart F of Contention Ex 22.

OI

Q. In its Post-Exercise Assessment, FEMA identified

insufficient copying capabilities at the ENC (which contributed

to delays in the distribution of information, including EBS

messages and news releases to the media) and the fact that copies

of EBS messages provided to the media contained extraneous

information that should have been deleted, as a Deficiency and an

Area Requiring Corrective Action, respectively. In your opinion,

what would be the impact of these two conditions at the ENC

during an actual emergency?

(2)i
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A. (Evans, Rowan) Failure to distribute news releases on

0
a timely basis during a crisis situation would cause substantial

|
problems for LILCO and result in a loss of credibility with the

press and public for the reasons we have stated. Reporters on

the scene of such an event are hungry for every scrap of

information. If something is being distributed and they don't

have their individual copy, it will cause frustration, and raise

questions in their minds as to the competency of the utility.

The extraneous information contained in the EBS messages

eventually given to the press is both confusing and would raise
1

serious questions as to the competency of LILCO to direct an
i
1 emergency response to a nuclear accident. The reporter has to

[}
wade through pages of copy to pick out the few newsy phrases,

I and, under pressure, could inadvertently transmit misinformation.

The kind of multi-choice crisis definitions in the format of the

EBS messages suggests more an elementary school quiz than a

blueprint by a competent or credible authority for appropriate
l

and orderly response to a nuclear accident.

Q. Please state Subpart Q of Contention Ex 38.

A. (Evans, Rowan, Cole, Saegert, Loftus) It states:

Neither LILCO's proposal to expedite the
dissemination of information by substituting
summary information for press releases and
transmitting it by computer to the ENC, nor
its proposal to add an extra LERO spokesperson

() at the ENC, would resolve the deficiencies

- 76 -
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i

f

revealed during the exercise, including those

O listed in this contention and in Contention
i Ex 38. Nor would replacement of copying
" machines. Egg letter dated June 20, 1986,

from John D. Leonard to Harold Denton (SNRC-
1269), Encl. 1 at 7; letter dated June 20,

; 1986, from John D. Leonard to Harold Denton }
(SNRC-1270), Att. I at 2. j

~~

Q. Would the provision of additional, or better copying
:

machines at the ENC resolve the deficiencies in LILCO's

performance which were revealed during the Exercise and which you I

l

have discussed in your testimony?

! !

| A. (Evans, Rowan, Cole, Saegert, Loftus) While FEMA's
1

; comments appear to suggest that a breakdown in copying machines
|

| was the sole cause of the time lags in getting information to the
i

| [}
media, the evidence indicates clearly that the problem was more

I systemic, and a result of both the way the LILCO Plan is written
,

'

and the demonstrated inability of LILCO personnel to understand

how ee to met"=11v. disseminate emergency information to the media

i and the public. As we have discussed, there were delays in

! getting information to the ENC, and, once the information was

received there, there were more delays in disseminating it to the
:

I media. Only some aspects of the second category of delays can be
,

| attributed to lack of copying machines. For example, personnel

! at the ENC knew of the total EPZ evacuation recommendation at
1
! 12:22, yet the LERO representative chose to wait until the next
!
1

i

i
+

|O .
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J
'

!

i

briefing at 12:47 to pass this information on. Egg Attachment 7.

(I

A decision to " sit" on information is neither caused by, nor is'

4

it amenable to correction by, improved copying capability.

1

i

Further, even if lack of copying capability was a problem,

that does not excuse LILCO personnel from failing to implement a3

i compensating measure -- such as more frequent press briefings --

to reduce the problems caused by lack of hard copies. Good

judgment and understanding of how to convey data to the media'

'

| would have indicated such a course of action to persons who

really were prepared for the Exercise. LILCO failed to do so.

!
| The foregoing could be attributed to and probably is the

result of a number of causes. It could be a lack of training, a
[}

j matter some of us address in detail in our testimony on
!

{ Contention Ex 50. It also seems likely to relate to the fact

i that as demonstrated during the Exercise, LILCO simply does not
;

consider very important the need to communicate effectively,
'

accurately, or credibly with the public via the news media.

f LILCO believes, as its Plan requires, that using the EBS system
i

as a primary mode would suffice, and would render irrelevant and>

| immaterial all the serious failings which were evidenced during
;

the Exercise. As as we have noted above, it did not during the'

,

'
Exercise and it would not in a real emergency. The copier

! problems are merely one symptom. No amount of copying machines,
! ,

computers, loudspeakers, slides, maps or other graphics would'

(
4

,
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f

;

i-
cure the underlying fundamental defect: LILCO does not,

()" understand the media, does not really want to deal with the-

media, and does not comprehend how good media relations would be !,

r

essential in a real crisis. To focus on hardware is to miss this,

! crucial point.

i

i
;

] Q. LILCO has proposed to substitute for the attempted
:

] transmission of actual EBS messages from the EOC to the ENC, the
!

j transmission of summary information which would contain just the

most essential information, such as the emergency action level
,

i and recommended protective actions. In your opinion would the

! mere transmission of this information, rather than transmission
+

| of the entire text of the EBS messages, be adequate in a real
.

emergency?

!
4

| A. (Evans, Rowan) No. Revision 7 of the LILCO Plan <

:

| requires that, after there has been a change in important
i

j emergency information, the Coordinator of Public Information is

'
to fill out an " Emergency Information Summary Sheet" 111,

Attachment 12 hereto). This summary information is then to be

transmitted as soon as possible to the ENC. As can be seen from

f looking at the sample summary sheet, the summary contains even

1111 information than the EBS messages and news releases. If a

1

| member of the media had just read the message, he would not be
|
| satisfied if the next information available to him was a
j

j ' summary' of the message -- presumably, he can take his own

)
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notes. Personnel at the ENC and the reporters themselves need tog-)
V

get the complete data instantaneously as it is being sent over -

the EBS system. Anything short of the entire text would be

deficient and considered as such by the press. Providing even
..

less information than LILCO attempted to provide during the

Exercise would exacerbate even further all the problems we have

already enumerated.

As far as the proposed change in Revision 7 " identifying" a

LERO Spokesperson is concerned, this is nat a change. It merely

formalizes by giving a title to the role Elaine Robinson played

at the Exercise.

(} Q. How many press briefings were held by the LERO

personnel during the Exercise?

A. (Evans, Rowan) Although the FEMA Report states there

were six (FEMA Report, 53) we believe there were seven.14

____________________

14 The LILCO Observer recorded seven press briefings and one
LERO " announcement" at 10:40. The Lead Controller noted eight
press conferences, timed as follows: (1) 8:40-9:00; (2) 9:55-
10:20; (3) 10:35-10:42; (4) 11:38-12:00; (5) 12:47-1:07;
(6) 1:48-2:02; (7) 3:02-?; and, (8) 4:18-? (drill terminated).
Elaine Robinson stated at her deposition that there were seven
joint briefings, and one LERO announcement, when she just told
the press what was going out over the EBS. Robinson Deposition
Tr., p. 86. Presumably, this refers to the 10:24 EBS " broadcast"

() of the LERO recommendation that zones A-M, Q and R evacuate.
.
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Q. With reference to the issues previously discussed --

O the failure of LILCO to provide timely, accurate and consistent

information; the inadequacies of EBS messages and press releases;

the virtual news blackout which occurred before the 8:40 press

|
conference; the problems associated with the KI tablets; and the I

problems with the copying and format of EBS transcripts -- why

couldn't the press have had any questions and concerns

satisfactorily addressed by LILCO spokespersons at the press

briefings?

A. (Evans, Rowan) Ideally, it could. But, that would be

the case only if press briefings were held on a timely basis and

if during the press briefings the LILCO personnel were able to

respond to all legitimate questions with informed, up-to-date,

consistent, and accurate information, and that they communicated

to the media a sense of being fully informed, a willingness to

respond to all legitimate questions, and an aura of being in

control of the emergency. During the Exercise, the LILCO spokes-

persons failed on all counts.
.

During the Exercise, there were many instances of why the

press briefings, and LILCO's dealings with the press in general,

,
were unacceptable. For example, the first press briefing ran

from approximately 8:40 a.m. to approximately 9:00 a.m. During

that press briefing, the LERO spokesperson stated flatly that

"the only recommendation is that schools are to close early."

O
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.

This assertion was patently false. Contradictory information had

been broadcast at 8:41 a.m. in EBS message No. 2 -- that dairy

animals should be placed in shelters and placed on stored feed --

and that information was probably in LERO hands at the ENC at the

start of the press briefing. As of 8:35, the Public Information
1

|Staff at the ENC had been informed that EBS message No. 2 had

been aired, that it contained no recommendation for evacuation,

but did recommend " sheltering on (sic] milk producing animals

protective action, zones A-E and two mile radius on stored feed."

Log, Pos #35 Public Information Support Staff. Of course, if

LERO did aqt have this information available at the time of the

press briefing, the information dissemination system between the

the EOC and the ENC is even more flawed.

O
In a real emergency, reporters who called in to their

stations or papers immediately after that press briefing (, and
reported no recommendations except school closings, would almost

certainly be met with incredulity. One can almost hear the

editor on the other end of the telephone saying, "What? Almost

half an hour ago EBS said ... This egregious error would have"

cast doubt on everything else that the LERO spokesperson had

said, or would say throughout the crisis. It would also have

incited a massive effort on the part of all the media

representatives to find alternative sources of information, to

find out "what's really going on."

9
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.

In our opinion, the initial lessening of LILCO's credibility
O

by means of the news blackout, would have degenerated into an

almost total loss of credibility -- at the critical early stages ]

of the emergency -- with LERO's handling of the press

conferences. And the situation got no better.

There was a gap of about an hour and a quarter between the2

second press briefing (which ended around 10:20 a.m.) and the

third press briefing (which started at approximately 11:40 a.m.),

with the exception of a brief " announcement," apparently of the
j

| evacuation recommendation of zones A-M, Q, and R. During that

period, LERO was handing out information at the ENC that was at

best irrelevant, and at worst, dangerously misleading. Thus, at

(} the second briefing, reporters had been informed of a General

Emergency declaration, and, at 10:35, they were informed of the

EBS broadcast announcing the first evacuation order. The;

information handed out to what would surely be a hungry press

corps at 11:10 a.m., however, was LERO News Release No. 3, which

announced a Site Area Emeroency and included no protective action;

; recommendation regarding evacuation -- nearly half an hour after

the first evacuation notice for zones A-M, Q, and R

(approximately 117,000 people) was broadcast over EBS.
i

1

'

(:)
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1

Then, after this useless information was produced, there was

a further delay of almost 40 minutes until the next press

briefing was called. The lapse of more than an hour between the

first evacuation recommendation and'the press conference, would

have produced an angry and combative press corps.

But perhaps the worst case is that addressed in subpart H of

Contention Ex 38. The LERO Director decided to recommend

evacuation of the entire EPZ at 11:46, yet the press was not

informed of this by LERO or LILCO until 12:47. FEMA Report at

26; LILCO Admission, No. 79. Egg also Scratch Notes,

Attachment 7. EBS message No. 6, advising .the public of the

evacuation, was broadcast at 12 noon. In a real emergency, that

broadcast would likely have been immediately heard by -- or its
O. ,

.

message promptly relayed to -- reporters at the ENC. Those

reporters would demand immediate confirmation and elaboration

concerning the evacuation. They would be under extreme pressure

from their home offices to provide such information.

Once again, it is important to place this event in the

context of the daily news cycle. The EBS message was broadcast

j at noon, precisely the time that almost every radio and many TV
|

stations are doing major news shows. In a real emergency, radio

and TV reporters on the scene would be doing live reports during
|
| those broadcasts. What could they say in response to questions

from anchor persons such as, "We've just been informed that an

(}
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]

d

evacuatior of the entire EPZ -- 160,000 persons -- has been

.O.

; ordered; can you fill us in on why this was necessary and what it

means?" Obviously, the only possible response by the reporter

would be, "I'm sorry, no information on the evacuation has been

given to the media at the Emergency News Center. LILCO

representatives are not available to us. I can.only speculate

|
that something has happened at the plant to increase the level of

danger to the public."

' In a real emergency, reporters on the scene would be abso-

lutely infuriated when confronted with the knowledge that a

full-scale evacuation had been ordered and they were not being

provided any details or even an explanation of why it was

[}
necessary.15

Were the failure to inform the media immediately of the

: full-scale evacuation simply a miscalculation or an oversight on
i

the part of LILCO personnel during the Exercise, it perhaps could
'

be excused or might be remediable. Unfortunately, there is ample

evidence that it was a calculated decision, and there is no

i reason to believe that the same kinds of decisions would not be

made by LILCO personnel during a real emergency. In the notes

I kept by the ENC Lead Controller are these entries: "12:22, LERO

l rep comes in w/ full 10-mile evac. She said she would wait till

____________________

15 The fact that no such questions were asked at the subsequentj

12:47 press conference is an example of the unrealistic nature of

() the Exercise.
,

.
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,

.

fg next briefing -- Why" and "12:23, LILCO wants to go out with
\_)'

updated rad infor -- is stopped by LERO rep." Egg Attachment 7.
,

.

We understand that in deposition testimony, Elaine Robinson, the.,

:

; LERO "Spokesperson" during the Exercise, defended her decision

with the proposition that it is not necessary to inform the press

1
immediately, since the EBS messages are the primary source of

:

information to the public. She elaborated:

4

] When you are talking to the media, if nothing
else, aside from the radio stations who may go

.
on live, the television stations may not use

1 the information until the 6 or 11 o' clock
i broadcast that night if they are not part of

an EBS netwo'rk. . and the print media may.

not use it until the following day."
,

:
Robinson Deposition Tr., p. 97. This shows an incredible naivete

~

(} about how the media would respond to a real nuclear plant

emergency, which would, as we have discussed, have disastrous

consequences in a real emergency.16

i

I

'
--------------------

16 Similarly, during his deposition, LILCO's public information
consultant Dennis Mileti replied as follows when asked about the
delays in getting information to the media:

!

I'm not troubled by this at all. The most
i important kind of emergency information is
; - emergency information that goes to the public.

They are the people at risk. And the people
that are trying to get a story for a newspaper
that might be published, for example, 20 hoursi

: later is not a first priority. The first
priority is the EBS messages.

Transcript of Deposition of Dennis Mileti (January 8, 1987),, () P. 48.
;
.
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g- Ms. Robinson's presumptions that only " radio stations may go
V)

on live" and "the television stations may not use the information

until the 6 or 11 o' clock broadcast," -- and Dr. Mileti's similar

comments evincing a lack of concern -- are absurd. In case of a

real nuclear accident requiring evacuation of a large number of

people less than 100 miles from New York City, many radio

stations and every television network would likely suspend

regular broadcasting in favor of continuous coverage of the

accident. Dan Rather, Tom Brokaw and Peter Jennings would be in

the anchor booths.

Ms. Robinson's suggestion that as the LERO Spokesperson, it

matters little to her whether the print media is informed, is

(]} equally absurd. Major New York newspapers publish afternoon

editions. They would be on deadline at noon. The wire services,

the major source of information for all media, would be

constantly updating their stories. Given that all newspapers

which are members of The Associated Press are required to share

their news with the AP, even prior to publication, newspaper

reporters on the scene well might be providing information to AP

continuously.

Furthermore, Ms. Robinson's presumptions demonstrate that

she has no understanding of newspaper or magazine reporters, or

how they function on the scene of a major news event. To the

individual reporter on the scene, it matters only slightly when

O
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1

*
,

;

} the news that is gathered is to be published The principal role.

of the reporter on the scene is to keep the home office advised

as to events as soon as they occur so that editors can plan the

overall coverage of the event and can assign other reporters to
_

cover different aspects of the event. Thus, the print media
,

li

reporters on the scene require updated information with the same

urgency as broadcast reporters.

.

4

The kinds of statements we have cited by key LILCO
;

representatives indicate that LILCO has no grasp of how to

fulfill one of the primary objectives of its own Plan --
i

providing timely and accurate information to the public. The

i LILCO attitude and level of understanding of the media simply fly

(]} in the face of one of the principal requirements of an effective

i emergency plan and effective emergency response: getting

pertinent information to the public. For better or worse, the

media is now and would be in a crisis the crimary conduit to the

public.

i

One of the most troubling aspects of the entire LILCO public

information program is LILCO's apparent belief that during the

Exercise, its personnel provided accurate information to the

; media in a timely fashion or demonstrated that it was capable of

!
s

I

|-

i

()
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1

doing so. In our opinion this demonstrates how frighteningly far

O removed from reality the LILCO Plan and the persons responsible

for implementing it really are.17

LERO's handling of the press releases and press briefings

during the Exercise constitutes, in our opinion, conclusive

evidence of the inability of the utility to meet its acknowledged
?\wn

obligations, in the words of-QEEP-3.8-5 "to provide accurate

information on a timely basis," "to ensure public and media

confidence" and "to prevent misinformation and rumors." In fact,

during a real emergency, LILCO's response as provided in its Plan

and demonstrated during the' Exercise would result in a complete

loss of credibility and control over the public information

process. In our opinion, the result would be an even worse

media /public information fiasco than occurred during the early

hours of the Three Mile Island accident.

Reporters are skeptical about business executives in general

and nuclear power plant management in particular. Memories are

still vivid regarding Three Mile Island, where the first utility

press statements were soothing and bland; that optimism backfired

in a loss of press credibility which continues to this day.

____________________

17 Sag, for example, Ms. Robinson's deposition testimony that a
45-minute delay in informing the press about the decision and EBS
message recommending evacuation of the entire EPZ was " reason-
able." Robinson Tr., p. 97.{}
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In a nuclear incident, the first questions from reporters

('

are likely to be how bad can it get and who is to blame. Duringi

the Exercise, LILCO demonstrated an unwillingness, and inability,

to respond to such questions in a manner that would satisfy the

press in the real world. Reporters aren't ready to blame God for
,

|
Acts of God; they are ready to second guess utility operators if

something goes wrong with a nuclear plant. Thus, in a real
,

i accident, speculation about blame would undercut any faith in

pronouncements from utility management.4

;

Further, in addition to the foregoing which, in itself,
'

demonstrates a fundamental flaw in LILCO's Plan, we agree with

i David Rubin's assessment (after Chernobyl) that nuclear

{) emergencies differ from the other kinds of disasters we have
,

covered as reporters:

!
[1]t should now be clear that journalists do

j not view a serious, or even moderate, nuclear
i power plant accident as a disaster in any way
I comparable to an earthquake, flood or hurri-

cane. For a variety of reasons, a power plant
accident is perceived by journalists as a much
more serious event. The lessons learned from
flood or earthquake coverage do not apply. A
nuclear accident is, and is likely to remain,'

a unique news event.18

:

____________________

18 David M. Rubin, " Lessons Learned From Three Mile Island and
Chernobyl: How the News Media Report Serious Nuclear Power Plant

.

Accidents." (The Annenberg School of Communications, Washington,!

(} D.C., October 10, 1986), p. 6-7.

! _ go -
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'

Moreover, this difference has an important impact on the

O willingness of the press to accept as true those things that

officials are saying about nuclear emergencies. The skepticism
!

is already exceedingly high. If timely and accurate information!

i

i from public officials is not forthcoming, journalists often will

impute the worst motives to official sources and look for others
,

to interview and quote. As Rubin noted, "Such behavior poses a

high cost in the accuracy of information and produces a good deal

of worst-case scenario spinning."19

Q. During the Exercise, LILCO had a "Dr. Brill," from

{ Brookhaven National Laboratory, available to discuss the

3
technical aspects of the accident. He was introduced during the

press briefing as "a very knowledgeable scientist in the field of

j Radiation Biology." Based on the events during the Exercise,

would this, in your opinion, increase the likelihood that LILCO's

i information and recommendations to the public would be accepted

i or followed by the press or the public?

i

A. (Evans, Rowan) No. He would be viewed as biased

especially when, as would doubtless happen, he were asked about

his Background and credentials. We understand that Dr. Brill and,

!

other members of BNL have been involved in numerous LILCO drills.

Egg Transcript of Deposition of Brian R. McCaffrey, January 7,

1987, pp. 49-50. In a real emergency, this would be discovered

|
4

19
| c) 14
,

|

!
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and he would be treated as a mouthpiece of the utility. If there

O
i were any doubt as to where Dr. Brill's allegiance lay, Dr. Brill

would have resolved this doubt for many reporters when, asked

about the effects of the accident, he expressed his opinion that

the greatest impact of the accident would be on LILCO and the
i

costs associated with cleanup. ENC Videotapes. This opinion was
,

expressed during one of the Exercise press briefings shortly

after Brian McCaffrey announced that the core was two-thirds

uncovered and that the situation had produced off cite measured

| radiation levels.

!
>

Second, we understand that Dr. Brill gave technically,

(

inaccurate information concerning projected doses by misstating

the reduction in dose provided by sheltering. He said that,
)

| given what he characterized as a " threefold" " weathering factor"
l

assumed for the typical Long Island house (one-story woodframe),.

I the then estimated 180 millirem per hour dose, at two miles,

| would yield a 60 millirem per hour exposure dose. ENC Video-
i

I tapes. We understand that in fact, the " shielding factor"
|

apparently being referenced by Dr. Brill, according to LILCO's

! Plan, is 0.7, which means that there is a 30 nercent reduction in
!

dose provided by sheltering in a woodframe house.20 So, the

'

sheltered dose Dr. Brill was apparently referring to should have

been 126 millirem / hour, not 11 as stated by Dr. Brill. In the

; real world, this inaccuracy would have been immediately caught.

! ____________________

20 Testimony of Gregory Minor on Behalf of Suffolk County
'

(} Concerning Contention Ex 36 (February 27, 1987), pp. 16-17.

1
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Third, during the Exercise press briefing Dr. Brill actually

contradicted the LILCO evacuation recommendation by announcing to
,

the press that hg lived within two miles of the plant, and that

he would probably be one of the " diehards" who would not want to

leave if the accident postulated during the Exercise were

actually occurring. ENC Videotapes. At this point, LILCO was

recommending evacuation of the entire 10-mile EPZ. Dr. Brill's

disagreement with the LILCO evacuation recommendation would be
,

very big news! Overall, Dr. Brill's performance would do little

to inspire confidence in LILCO or its recommendations. He would

probably make things worse.

(Cole, Loftus, Saegert) We agree. As mentioned earlier,

(]) . contradictory information and recommendations were cited by

78 percent of the TMI evacuees as a factor that led to their

flight. Dr. Brill's performance presented a contradiction of the

highest order: LILCO is recommending evacuation for everyone

living within 10 miles of the plant; a LILCO-sponsored radiation

expert then gets up before the cameras and states that hg lives

within twq miles of the plant, but he probably would not leave.

The contradiction is also on the subject of most importance to

the entire emergency response, and the one as to which the public

has the greatest concern. Dr. Brill's statements would likely be

viewed as a feeble attempt to downplay the accident -- similar to

the soothing utility announcements made during the early stages

of TMI, or as another example of LILCO's incompetence. We

O
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discuss this further in Section V relating to subpart F of

i Contention Ex 22. But, no matter how it was interpreted, Dr.
i

Brill's statement could only cause more confusion to a public
!

] already likely to be extremely confused and agitated by the
j

events of the day,

s

,

Q. Subparts J, L, M, and N of Contention Ex 38 refer to

1. the fact that during press briefings, LERO personnel were unable ]

to respond satisfactorily or accurately to questions about

! evacuation as well as other matters. Based on your review of the
4

; videotapes or transcripts of such press conferences, do you agree
1

with the allegations in those subparts?

'

r

] () A. (Evans, Rowan, Cole, Saegert, Loftus) Yes.

i

j Q. Please state those subparts.
1

:

A. (Evans, Rowan, Cole, Saegert, Loftus) They state as
t

i follows:

:

J. During press conferences, LERO
; personnel were unable to respond satis-
| factorily or accurately to questions about i
; evacuation. In addition, the ENC personnel
| were unable to provide any information to the
1 media, much less accurate and timely data,
i concerning traffic conditions, conditions or
i evacuation activity on the water portion of

the EPZ, or protective actions for the'

correctional facility in the EPZ. They also
; were unable to respond to questions about
! manpower at bridges and tunnels on evacuation
'

routes, or the activities of the Nassau County
; () Police. In addition, LERO Public Information

i

i
.
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personnel were unable to contact Marketing() Evaluations, Inc. in a timely manner and
therefore had no information concerning siren

- activation failure. -

L. The log kept by ENC personnel
recorded that at 12:01, the gravel truck
impediment was being removed. In fact, as of
that time, no equipment had yet arrived at the
site of the gravel truck impediment, and when
it eventually did arrive, it was inadequate to
remove the impediment. Egg FEMA Report at
36-37. Thus, ENC personnel had inaccurate
information which, if released, would have
misled the public into believing the inter-
section was clear when in fact it was not.'

M. At the 1:48 press conference, LERO
personnel at the ENC were not able to respond
to questions about the fuel truck impediment,
although that impediment had arisen almost 3
hours earlier.

N. At press conferences, LERO personnel
frequently misstated facts and provided
inaccurate information. For example, at 9:16,

.O it was incorrectly announced that the Site
U Area Emergency had been declared at 8:23, and

that plant shutdown had occurred at 5:15.- The
correct times were 8:19 and 5:15. Similarly,
at 11:38, LERO incorrectly announced that the
winter population of the EPZ is higher than
the summer population.

Q. Please explain why you agree.

A. (Evans, Rowan) Based on our review of the videotape of

the press briefings at the ENC, we agree that LERO and LILCO

personnel frequently misstated facts and gave inaccurate -- or

insufficient -- information at the press briefings. There are

many examples:

O
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During the first press briefing, the Company--

Spokesperson incorrectly announced that the Site Area Emergency

had been declared at 8:23, and that the plant shutdown had

occurred at 5:15. Actually, the correct times were 8:19 and f

5:40, respectively. Egg Attachment 7.

During the fourth press briefing at 11:38, the LERO--

Spokesperson inaccurately announced that the winter population of

the EPZ was higher than the summer population. Sgt LILCO

Admission No. 89.

Q two press conferences, the LIL pokesperson--

discussed the sta f 1.Q people were unaccounted for

Q following the evacuation onessential personnel from the

Shoreham site. News Releases No and 10, supposedly

t.elecopi o the ENC, refer to 1.1 unaccounted-fo ersonnel.

The ENC Log indicates that ENC personnel had inaccurate--

information about the gravel truck impediment. Sgt LILCO

Admission No. 87. At the 12:47-1:07 press briefing, LERO

Spokesperson Elaine Robinson said the gravel truck had been moved

by heavy equipment. ENC Videotapes. In fact, this impedimentI

| was not cleared until at least 1:30, and EBS 8 and EBS 8.1,
!
'

" broadcast" from 1:45 until 3:22, both advise evacuees to avoid

the location of the gravel truck accident.

!
!

O

-96-
i



At the press briefing which began at 1:48 p.m., the--

LERO Spokesperson was unable to respond to questions about the

fuel truck impediment -- an impediment that had arisen almost

three hours earlier. Egg Attachment 7.

Ms. Robinson was unable to provide any information--

i

about the truck tying up traffic on ramp 25A or the effect it was

having on the flow of traffic or the evacuation in general. She

could not tell reporters if the truck was simply broken down or

if it was overturned -- only that it was "down" (whatever that

means). The truck was a fuel tanker truck, yet the ENC had no

information about whether or not there was a spill involved.|

Even the Notes of the ENC Lead Controller contain the notations

that ENC personnel were " unclear about fuel truck / tanker."

O
We discussed above the inaccurate and contradictory--

announcements made by LILCO's scientist, Dr. Brill.

<

For the most part, the impression conveyed by the LILCO

spokespersons during the Exercise, from the point of view of a

reporter, was one of evasiveness -- or worse, ignorance of the

i unfolding events. The demonstrated lack of information and facts

regarding activities of LERO and the emergency response during
'

the Exercise also effectively shut down many possible lines of

questions which, in a real emergency would be vigorously pursued

by the press. For example, in the case of the "down" tanker

.
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s truck, the reporters present at the ENC during the Exercise asked
(G

no questions about whether or not the possibility of an explosion

existed. Clearly, there was no point, since the ENC spokespeople

didn't even know if the truck was stalled, in an accident or

overturned, let alone whether there had been an oil or gasoline

spill. In a real emergency, this would be information that the

ENC would be expected to have, information which would be of

intense interest to the evacuating public, and information not
.

being provided by EBS broadcasts, but which would be provided by

the general media, whether in the form desired or " controlled" by

LILCO, or in whatever' form the media chose to present it.21

Similarly, even some of the most basic information, which

(]) should have been calculated and available well in advance of any

real emergency, apparently was not available to LERO spokespeople

who should have been able to provide it quickly to the media.

For example, Ms. Robinson did not know, or even have available to

her, information to respond to a question about the number of

people LILCO had advised to go to the Nassau Coliseum for

radiation monitoring. The media were told by Ms. Robinson, "I

I

can have somebody calculate that." ENC Videotapes. One would

expect, and we are of the opinion that the public has the right

____________________

21 We recognize that as to the subjects of some press questions
during the Exercise, the " scenario" did not provide the
spokespeople with information to enable them to answer them, and
this was beyond their control. Our criticisms are leveled at
areas as to which LERO or LILCO personnel did have, or should
have had, information available at their fingertips. During the() Exercise, they were unable to provide it.
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i s

to expect, that LERO personnel would have at their fingertips an
i

estimate of the approximate number of people in particular zones'

i
-

,

of the EPZ, or advised to report for decontamination ori

4

monitoring. Failure to have readily available data to answer
J

! this kind of obvious question would further fuel the impression

| that LILCO is incapable of directing an emergency response.

1

i

! The repeatedly expressed frustrations of the reporters -

1

trying to participate in the Exercise press briefings best
!

express our belief that the LERO spokesperson was unable to

j respond satisfactorily or accurately to questions. Thus, as

earlyasPressBriefingNo.k,areportercomplained"at9:39you

| called a general emergency. We were not told about it until

10:37. What was the delay . .?" In press briefing No. a.

j reporter, referring to a truck accident, tells the LERO spokes-
1

person "We're not getting very many details. We don't know if-

this truck is upside down, if there is a spill." In the final of

the seven press briefings and in the post-Exercise press
i

| conference, the pent-up frustrations of the media pour out with
( -

! such expressions as:

i

| We don't have enough information from LERO
. because we've been told hardly anything3 . .

j in eight hours.
.

i * * *

You told us that we would get enough informa-
tion at this press center that we wouldn't

,

have to go to the EOC, and that we would have
a real good view of what's going on out there,

)

|
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and instead all we've gotten is that two
(w) trucks broke down and everything else went(_

fine.

* * *

Well, we thought you would bring us the infor-
mation. We don't know what's happening. So
how do we know what to ask you, to pull the
information from you?

* * *

I think I am expressing the opinions of a lot
of people here -- the frustration that we had
all day, being told "It's going well. The
traffic is fine. No accidents, just two truck
problems, they broke down." And no other de-
tails, no -- you expect us to believe this?

ENC Videotapes. N A f4 oY (* *

Exercise observers and participants also noted the inade-

quate performance of LERO personnel during the Exercise press
'

conferences. At 9:05, one of the obse'rvers at the ENC noted in a

log, " Media reps did not seem to be readily accessible to press

early in the exercise." Commenting on Press Conference No. 2,

the ENC Controller wrote in a log, "Doesn't answer off-site

evacuation questions" and "not polished on evacuation questions."
,

During and after Press Conference No. 5, these comments appeared

in the same log: "had problem with correctional facility," " poor

response to questions about encugh manpower at bridges and

tunnels" and "did not answer questions about boat evacuation."

Egg Attachment 7.

.
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J

t

| (Cole, Saegert, Loftus) Our comments on LILCO's press

O
| briefing performances during the Exercise are in the section
i

relating to subpart F of Contention Ex 22.
j

;

(Evans, Rowan, Cole, Saegert, Loftus) We all agree that the

performance of LERO and LILCO personnel at the ENC in
1

disseminating information to the media was abysmal. The;

information provided was late, often inaccurate, usually

! insufficient, and frequently inconsistent with other information

being provided. Furthermore, whether as an artifact of the
,

procedures by which personnel at the ENC were instructed to

receive and convey information, or as a result of their loyalty

to their own institution ( h , LILCO), the performance of both

LERO and LILCO spokespersons left us with the impression that

|O they begrudged sharing information with the media and only did so

under duress, that they did not know, understand, or have access

j to crucial information, and that they assumed, or believed, the

|
public would be better off without the type of information being

requested by the press.

.

:
(Evans, Rowan) Furthermore, the fact that the LILCO

spokespersons performed as they did in the very tame, unrealistic

; press briefings held during the Exercise and participated in by

only a few members of the local media, gives rise to serious

doubts that they could ever deal with the realities of a real

j emergency. In a real emergency the questions asked and the kind

!O .

:
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.

;

,

i
'

of responses required would be far different than in the Exercise |

'. ( )j press briefings. Not only would far more reporters participate

| in a real emergency, but in all due respect to those who were
i

there February 13 and the constraints imposed on them by LILCO,

; it would be a far more sophisticated group, asking much more
i

i difficult questions. From what we can determine, the Exercise

was a local story covered by-and-large by local Long Island

,
reporters. Even then, the dominant news organization on Long

! .

: Island, Newsday, elected not to allow its reporters to
I

participate in role-playing during the Exercise press briefings.

In a real emergency, the national media would descend on the ENC
;

prepared to ask scientifically-informed, tough and probing
i

j questions, and unwilling to accept inadequate answers.
!

| We will not speculate here on what all those questions might
i

| be. But let's just examine the issue of radiation releases.

| Contrary to recommendations of the Kemeny Commission, Mr.

McCaffrey gave no specific information on radiological dose and

I its impact until press briefing No. 4. Then, again contrary to
i

j the Kemeny Commission recommendation, he did so in jargon. Yet
i

; he was not challenged by the reporters present on any of those
!

| points. Dr. Brill, in his presentation at the same press con-

) ference, also used jargon, although he attempted to state the

j impact on the radiation level in layman's terms. .But no reporter
i

! present questioned Dr. Brill's objectivity, his inaccurate

|
;

j

|: ()
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statements, or his volunteered opinion that he would not obey the

O LILCO evacuation advisory. In the real world, in a real

emergency, all those matters would have been vigorously pursued.

Also, absent from the exercise were the kinds of questions
|
! which in a real emergency would be the consequence of many non-

LILCO employees commenting on or expressing opinions or fears

about what actually was taking place at Shoreham. News desks

would be relaying hundreds of such questions to the reporters on

the scene, asking them for answers.

Finally, almost no questions were asked in the exercise with

regard to the inadequacies of the EBS messages and their

frightening implications, about the delays in relaying news to

the media, about inconsistencies and imprecision in information'

dissemination by LILCO and LERO, and if it happened, the attempt

to keep the information about the KI tablets from the media, and,

then to attempt to prevent its use. All such questions would be
;

confrontational.

:

i Q. In your opinion, what would happen if, in a real

emergency, LILCO personnel were unable to provide information ini

I response to questions asked by the media?

1

!

O
!
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A. (Evans, Rowan) The media immediately would discount-

''
LERO personnel as credible sources, and seek alternative sources.

The effect would be that the media would relay to the public the

information that LERO was disseminating only in context with what

others were saying about that information. For instance, LERO

could be reporting that radiation releases amounted to 180

millirems but it might be relayed to the public in this fashion:

"While LERO representatives claim that radiation releases amount

to only 180 millirem, so-and-so claims to have recorded far

higher levels 10 miles from the plant." One of us (Rowan)

witnessed an incident like this at Three Mile Island where anti-

nuclear activists sought out reporters to allege that radiation

releases were higher than authorities were saying.

O
Furthermore, the media would inform the public about the

inaccuracies and inconsistencies in the information being

provided by LILCO. It would report that LILCO did not seem to

have up to date information on the evacuation. It would report

that LILCO did not have sufficient information on some aspects of

the emergency.

It would report that the utility's own experts would not

agree on the appropriate emergency response, citing Dr. Brill's

statement that he probably would. ignore the recommendation to

evacuate.

O
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The public would see on TV or hear on radio any confronta-

Os/ tions between reporters and LILCO and LERO spokespersons.

The media would communicate to the public its frustration at

being unable to pin down facts, to learn what really was
, ,

happening, to gain timely access to utility spokespersons and, as

a consequence, would speculate that LILCO was being evasive or

attempting a cover-up.

In our opinion, as a result, the public would not accept

LILCO as the sole source of information on what steps should be

taken to assure their safety in the event of a Shoreham accident

and thus, the LILCO Plan could not be implemented.
i

('

(Evans, Rowan, Cole, Saegert, Loftus) We discuss this

further in the context of Contention Ex 22.F.

:

Q. Do you agree with the allegation in Contention Ex 38

that during the exercise LILCO failed to satisfy Objectives ENC 1

and 3-67

A. (Evans, Rowan) Yes, LILCO failed. As noted above in
,

detail, LILCO personnel were unable to establish or maintain the

LERO prescribed functions at the ENC in a timely manner. The

virtual or complete news blackout that occurred from the first

EBS message until the first press conference at 8:40 would assure
,

.
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() that sources other than LILCO would be providing the media

information, and that reporters would be frustrated and would be

questioning LILCO's competence to handle the crisis.

Q. Do you agree with Contention EX 38 that during the

Exercise LILCO failed to satisfy Objective ENC 3, to demonstrate

the. ability to brief the media in a clear, accurate and timely

manner?
.

A. (Evans, Rowan) Yes, LILCO failed. As noted above, the

briefings were inadequate, information was delivered late and it

was not clear and accurate at all times. Even FEMA, noted that

ENC 3 was only partly met. FEMA Report, at 52-53. Although the

FEMA evaluator did not make extensive comments, she did note as

an " Area for Corrective Action" that " Briefing (s) were limited".

In addition, she noted that "[b]riefing should include a review

of previous actions and improved (sic) in other ways." Our

evaluation, as journalists who have been consumers of information

at briefings over five decades of combined professional

activities, is that LILCO failed miserably. I

Q. Do you agree with Contention Ex 38 that during the

Exercise LILCO failed to satisfy ObjectAve ENC 4, to demonstrate

the ability to share information with other agencies at the ENC

prior to its release?

1

0
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I
6

i

h A. (Evans, Rowan) Yes, LILCO failed. First, it should be

noted that LILCO was attempting to share information with itself. |
In matter of fact LILCO is LERO. LERO was created by LILCO p.M

staffed with LILCO personnel. So as a threshold matter,

" sharing" is a misnomer and inapplicable to what happened during
,

the Exercise, sirkce it takes two separate entities to achieve an

j " exchange" or to " share." Second, and just as important, even

*
setting aside that dispositive fact, during the Exercise LILCO

.

failed repeatedly to share information with LERO, as we have

noted above. If the utility could not successfully share

]
information with itself (in the guise of LERO) no one should

| expect it to be able to share information in a real emergency. ;

I -

!
,

Q. Do you agree with Contention Ex 38 that during the -

i
i'

Exercise, LILCO failed to satisfy objective ENC 5, to demonstrate .

j to ability to establish and operate rumor control in a

coordinated manner?
,

,

t 1

: ,

j A. (Evans, Rowan, Cole, Saegert, Loftus) Yes, LILCO

! failed. For reasons explained in detail below regarding i

:
' Contention Ex 39, we feel that rumor control was seriously

,

deficient, that this would have affected the public directly and
! i
j through press coverage, creating panic and spurring premature and ;

r,

unnecessary flight from the region. We note that FEMA also {
t

i

!o ;
;

|
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l
i
'

!
I

! t

|
)

j () concluded that this requirement was not met, and identified this i
;

i aspect of LILCO performance as a deficiency. FEMA Report at 100,
,

127.
i

!

Q. Do you agree with Contention Ex 38 that during the
,

:
1 Exercise, LILCO failed to satisfy objective ENC 6, to demonstrate

;

that the ENC had adequate space, equipment and supplies toi

i
i support emergency operations?
i

-

I

l
'

A. (Evans, Rowan) Yes, LILCO failed. As we explained

above, the utility was deficient in the provision of an emergency

news center. We note that FEMA also concluded that LILCO had

failed in this requirement. However, we feel that the. crucial

( element that was missing.at the ENC went beyond space, equipment

j and supplies. What was missing at the ENC and in the LILCO Plan

j and Exercise was the right mindset and ability. LILCO failed
!

'

j because it does not understand how the public would get

information in an emergency and the role the press would play,

j and showed itself incapable of dealing with the realities of how
'

i information would be communicated during a nuclear emergency.
i

! I

f IV. CONTENTION EX 39
1 ,

'

'

Q. Please state the basic allegation of Contention Ex 39.

!

( |

:
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(]) A. (Evans, Rowan, Cole, Saegert, Loftus) The basic

allegation of that contention is as follows:

The exercise revealed a fundamental flaw in
the LILCO Plan in that LILCO is incapable of
dealing with rumors or responding to inquiries
from the public during an emergency as re-
quired by 10 CPR $ 50.47(b)(7), and NUREG 0654
$ II.G. According to the LILCO Plan, in an
emergency the public is expected to call LILCO
Customer Relations District Offices and
Customer Call Boards to obtain information and
ask questions. Plan at 3.8-5; OPIP 3.8.1.
And, during the exercise, simulated EBS
messages instructed the public to call LILCO
District Offices to have questions answered.
Thus, the Plan provides, under the heading
" Correcting Misinformation," that "LILCO
personnel at these locations will be provided
with updated press releases. If they cannot
answer the inquiry they will call the ENC
where a coordinated rumor control point will
be manned by representatives from LERO and the
Utility." Plan at 3.8-5. During the exer-

O. cise, LILCO employees from several LILCO
i District Offices and Call Boards responded to

simulated inquiries from the public. As
demonstrated by the examples set forth below,
however, such responses demonstrated LILCO's
inability to dispel rumors, to correct misin-
formation, to provide necessary and accurate
information to the public, to provide such
information in a timely manner, and to provide
consistent, coordinated, and non-conflicting *

information to the public. Thus, LILCO failed
to comply with 10 CFR 50.47(b)(7), and NUREG
0654 $ II.G. It also failed to comply with
the provisions of its own Plan, or to satisfy
objectives ENC 1, 3-6. These examples of
repeated errors and failures demonstrate a
fundamental flaw in the LILCO Plan.

Q. Do you agree with the basic allegation in Contention

Ex 397

O
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() A. (Evans, Rowan, Cole, Saegert, Loftus) Yes, we do.

.

Q. Before we talk abcut the specific' allegations in the

subparts, please state, in summary form, why you agree with the

basic allegation in that contention.
,

.

A. (Evans, Rowan, Cole, Saegert, Loftus) The essential

ingredients for effective rumor control or responses to public -

inquiries during an emergency are (a) accurate, up-to-date

information, (b) speed of response, and (c) credibility. It is

| important to stress that all three ingredients are absolutely

necessary. Lack of any one ingredient destroys the value of the

others. In our opinion, LILCO's so-called rumor control

O activities during the Exercise demonstrated a lack of all three

of the essential items.

During the Exercise LILCO's rumor control personnel who were

supposed to be able to respond to public and media inquiries

about the emergency and the necessary response did not have

accurate and up-to-date information. There were delays of up to

two hours before the rumor control operators who were receiving

simulated public inquiries were given updates on such basic

matters as the status of the emergency and evacuation

recommendations (agg LILCO Admission Nos. 96, 98). During the

Exercise that resulted in inaccurate, and, in a real emergency,

possibiklife-endangering, information being disseminated to

- 110 -
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i
.

() callers. For example, in one instance -- an hour and a quarter

after a general evacuation recommendation of the entire EPZ -- a

caller was advised that evacuation had been recommended for only '

zones A-M, Q and R (LILCO Admission No. 121).|

,

The speed of LILCO's response to rumor calls was unaccepta-

bly slow, taking more than half an hour to respond in a number of
,

'

cases and even up to an hour and a quarter. (Egg for examples

LILCO Admission Nos. 101, 102). Even though in some cases,4

responses were provided more promptly, the design of the system,
,

and LILCO's implementation of it as demonstrated during the
,

I Exercise, means that, in a real emergency, LILCO's method for

!
.

dealing with public inquiries would have damaged LILCO's

credibility beyond repair in the critical first hours of the

emergency. According to LILCO's Plan, members of the public are

advised to call these numbers to obtain important information

upon which they can rely. The call boards would have been jammed
,

a
'

,' with calls as soon as the first EBS message went out, before
,

7:00 a.m. But, the rumor control personnel didn't even get word

of the declaration of an Unusual Event until 8:15 a.m. The

credibility of the rumor control operation would have been

virtually zero.

(Cole, Saegert, Loftus) LILCO's failure, as demonstrated
;

during the Exercise, to handle rumor control and public inquiries
,

adequately would be another contributing factor to the public's

- 111 -
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(]) unwillingness to follow LILCO recommendations during'an

emergency. Not only were LILCO's delays in returning requests

for information from the public harmful, but survey data suggest

that the demand for information from the public will be so great

that LILCO's mechanism for rumor control or responding 'to public

inquiries would be clearly unworkable and inadequate. This means
,

that in planning for a radiological emergency at Shoreham, it
!
'

must be assumed that there would be widespread circulation of
,

uncontrolled rumors, and inconsistent information which will make

it even less likely that people would comply with LILCO's'

recommendations. We discuss this further in the section of our

testimony on Contention Ex 22.F.

( Q. Please describe the " Rumor Control" process as set

forth in the LILCO Plan.
o

!

A. (Evans, Rowan, Cole, Saegert, Loftus) Although

referred t'o generally as " rumor control," the process is, in

reality, an important information source for the public during an

emergency, as well as a purported means for LILCO to quash,

dispel, or correct misinformation or unfounded rumors. Thus, the;

Plan describes the process as follows:

] The Emergency News Center (ENC) will be the
central location for rumor control. The
public will contact the LILCO Customer Rela-,

tions District Offices and the LILCO Customer
Call Boards for information concerning the

! emergency response. LILCO personnel at these |

,

' locations will be provided with updated press '

releases. If they cannot answer the inquiry,

- 112 -
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.

() they will call the ENC where a coordinated
rumor control point will be manned by
representatives from LERO and the Utility.

'
Public Information and Rumor Control Proce-i

dures provide details of the emergency func-
tion of the (LERO Coordinator of Public
Information].

Plan, 3.8-5. The pertinent procedure, OPIP 3.8.1, provides that

the LERO Coordinator of Public Information is to " Correct

misinformation by . (p]roviding accurate information to LILCO. .

Rumor Control Personnel and answering questions regarding local

response", and the LERO Public Information Support Staff is

supposed to " supply the Rumor Control Staff with the most correct

information available." OPIP 3.8.1, section 5.3.7.

{} The Exercise demonstrated, however, that in operation, this

system, designed to provide important emergency information to

the public, is extremely cumbersome, and inherently inefficient.

Thus, the Exercise revealed that the proposed system is, in fact,

not capable of performing its intended function, and is, instead,

counterproductive. By that we mean that it would actually result

in more misinformation and confusion among the public seeking

help and information.

1

i i

O
|
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(} Q. Why is that?

A. (Evans, Rowan, Cole, Saegert, Loftus) Before getting

into the details of what happened during the Exercise, it is

important to understand how this cumbe~rsome process is actually 1

intended to work.

As you recall, beginning with EBS Message No. 5, " broadcast"

at 10:24, members of the public were advised to call their LILCO

District Offices for further information. Egg Attachment 8.

Other information, such as the LILCO Brochure, also advises

people to contact their local LILCO office to have questions

answered. Operators at these offices and callboards are supposed

() to answer'those questions which they are able to answer, relying

on: (1) copies of press releases and EBS messages transmitted to
'

them from the ENC via the company computer system, and
1

(2) information available to them about the emergency plan, e,c.,

maps of the EPZ and public information brochures. (As we discuss
below, however, and as stated in Contention'Ex 39, during the

Exercise, the callboard operators did not have access to accurate

or up-to-date information.)

Questions which cannot be answered by the operators are to

be passed on to other personnel higher in the chain of command at

. the callboards and district offices who, in turn, transmit the
:

($)

;
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.

( questions to the LILCO " External Communications Support Staff" at

the ENC. (1g1 EPIP 4-4, 55.7 for a detailed description of how

i rumors get to the ENC).

4

External Communications Support Staff at the ENC assign each

called-in question an identification number and log it in. The

question is then routed to the LILCO " Emergency News Manager" for

a determination as to whether the question should he answered byi

i

LERO or by LILCO (1232, LILCO would answer if the inquiry deals
4

with " plant parameters," and LEROg would answer if it involved an
offsite response matter). Egg EPIP 4-4, Section 5.6.2;

Deposition of Brian McCaffrey, January 7, 1987, 44. Once this

decision is made, the question is then passed on, in either the

O onsite or the offsite organization, until an answer is obtained..

Thus, some questions relating to offsite matters ultimately go to

the EOC, and some of the " plant" questions ultimately go to the

EOF, or the Technical Support Center at the plant, for response.,

I Once a response is found, the response then follows the same

; chain back down until it is eventually -- some time later --

relayed by a district office or callboard coordinator back to the

j member of the public who called in the question in the first

place. EPIP 4-4; EPIP 4-7. Egg Attachment 13 hereto which is a

diagram of how the system is designed to work.

1

0
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(]) Q. In general, why is it important to have a mechanism in

place to control rumors and to provide the public with a means of I

having questions answered in an emergency?

,
A. (Evans, Rowan) It is critically important to keep

rumors to a minimum and to squelch those that do arise as

promptly as possible. Unfortunately, unless rumors are quashed

quickly, they have a way of finding themselves repeated on the
,

air.

As we have said, in a real Shoreham accident, particularly

given the LILCO Plan and LILCO's demonstration during the
:

Exercise of how the Plan would be implemented, the news media

() would be going to all kinds of sources for comment, information,

and speculation about an emergency at the Shoreham plant. If in

a crisis situation the utility had the media's trust and could
,

: quickly respond to inquiries, reporters would likely check out

; rumors with the utility before rushing to print or going on-air.

; But, as was demonstrated during the Exercise, that would not be

the case in a Shoreham accident; rather, LILCO spokespersons

showed that they would issue contradictory and inaccurate

information, and would appear uncooperative and uninformed.

| Reporters would simply ignore them as much as possible. As a
,

result, in a real emergency, rumors would be reported as fact,
1

) or, at the least, as sensational " allegations."
!
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() (Evans, Rowan, Cole, Saegert, Loftus) What happened at

Three Mile Island is a case in point. Public affairs people on

the scene for the utility were saying different things than the

on-site government people, and back in Washington, government

officials were saying different things again. There was no

effective mechanism for quashing rumors and providing

trustworthy, up-to-date, reliable information. The result was

that reporting of the incident degenerated into speculation,

rather than factual reporting. Speculation turned to the

possibility of a hydrogen bubble or a melt-down. The coverage

turned from "what happened?" to "what if?" and scientists were

persuaded to speculate on worst-case scenarios which were then

taken out of context and reported by the media.

.

Similarly, the Chernobyl accident resulted in the same

phenomenon, since there was no immediately available reliable or

credible factual information about what had happened. Following

! that accident, press reports had widely varying injury and death

estimates, as well as widely varying comments and opinions

concerning what had happened and its actual and potential

|
consequences.

:

As discussed above, wide-spread speculation and rumor-

reporting by the media would occur in a Shoreham accident, in

light of the LILCO Plan provisions for dealing with the media and

. the demonstrated inability of LILCO personnel to provide accurate
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() and timely information to the public. This fact would seriously"

undercut the effectiveness of the EBS messages. The public would

know that the emergency was a developing situation. If no new

developments were reported over EBS for periods of more than an

hour at a time, the public would turn to the general media for

news of the most recent developments. What they would hear would

be a mixture of news and the speculation and rumors which had not

been promptly squelched. Furthermore, as we discuss in our

testimony relating to Contention Ex 22 subpart F, the confusing,

frightening, and ambiguous information conveyed in the EBS

messages would prompt many members of the public to call LILCO --

particularly since LILCO, in its public information efforts and
1
^

in the EBS messages " broadcast" during the Exercise, was

prompting this response. The failure of that information

mechanism to provide timely, appropriate and satisfactory

responses to the public would even further undercut LILCO's

credibility.
.

Finally, we note that the need to have effective rumor

control is recognized in NUREG 0654 S II.G, and by FEMA in;

|

| Exercise objective ENC 5 (" Demonstrate the ability to establish

and operate rumor control in a coordinated manner").

|

Q. How was LILCO's so-called rumor control system

demonstrated during the Exercise?

O
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() A. (Evans, Rowan, Cole, Saegert, Loftus) Callboard and

District Office operators were given simulated questions from the

public, to which they were to respond as appropriate. The

inquiries were received and logged in and responses were

obtained, logged out, and transmitted back to operators, as set
'

forth in the LILCO procedures. Forms containing simulated

inquiries and responses were produced during the Exercise by the

LILCO players.

FEMA reviewed LILCO's " rumor control" operation during the

Exercise by making at least two calls to the designated phone

number. The FEMA evaluator got through to " rumor control" on

only one occasion. (During her other attempted call or calls,

the line was busy). When the. FEMA evaluator did get through to -

rumor control, she was given outdated information.22 FEMA found

that LILCO failed to meet the objective of demonstrating the

ability to establish and operate rumor control in a coordinated

manner.

Q. Subpart A of Contention Ex 39 states:

During the exercise, the LILCO District Of-
fices and Call Boards consistently had incor-
rect or superseded information concerning the
status of the emergency, protective action

____________________

22; "Specifically, during a test call to a rumor control
operator, current details concerning evacuated zones were not
available. This call was made at 1319 following the airing of an
EBS message at 12:06 which announced that the entire EPZ had been
recommended to evacuate. The information available to the rumor

() control operator was outdated, identifying only zones A-M, Q and
R for evacuation." FEMA Report, 53.
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recommendations, and other basic data. Thus, !
'they were unable to provide accurate and

essential information to members of the public
or the press. Instead, if Call Board opera-
tors received calls from the public, as postu-
lated in the LILCO Plan to occur during an
actual emergency, they could have provided
only information that was inaccurate, incom-
plete, inconsistent and in conflict with that
being released by other LILCO personnel at

i other locations (for example, in EBS messages
'

or press releases). Egg FEMA Report at 53.

It then goes on to describe five examples. In your opinion, what

would happen if during a real emergency a member of the press

called LILCO's Call Board or District Office and received

information that was obviously incorrect or superceded as

described in the subparts to Contention 39.A?

O
A. (Evans, Rowan) First, we should note that LILCO has

admitted that, although the declaration of an unusual event was

made at 5:40 a.m., callboard operators did not receive word of

this declaration until approximately 8:15 a.m. LILCO Admission

No. 99. Although an Alert was declared at 6:17 a.m., the

callboard operators did not receive word of this until 8:30 a.m.

LILCO Admission No. 100. Although a General Emergency was

declared at 9:39 a.m., the callboard operators were not given

this information until approximately 11:00 a.m. LILCO Admission

No. 96. Although the first evacuation recommendation was

broadcast at 10:24 a.m., callboard operators were not notified of
1

; this advisory until 12:35 p.m. LILCO Admission No. 97. Although

O
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() evacuation of the entire EPZ was first recommended at noon,

callboard operators did not receive word of this recommendation

until approximately 2:00 p.m. LILCO Admission No. 98.

In a real emergency, reporters who had called LILCO's rumor

; control number would have realized how uninfermed the operators

were and, in their own minds, would have dismissed the entire

: LILCO telephone information system as irrelevant to any future

developments during the emergency. This loss of credibility
1

would, in turn, render suspect the credibility of other branches
!

of LILCO, since the rumor control people were supposed to be the

people with the most up-to-date and accurate information.

() In addition, reporters who were unable to get accurate or

; up-to-date information to address rumors which they had heard,

would tell the listening and viewing public that they tried to,

reach LILCO to confirm or deny the rumored information. The

press would also report, however, that they could not do so,

because the only information which the LILCO operators had was

either wrong, or hours old.

|

(Evans, Rowan, Cole, Saegert, Loftus) The result of this

would be an increase in LILCO's loss of credibility among the

general public, with an attendant dramatic increase in the

i circulation of rumors, widespread fear, and belief that LILCO is

incapable of directing an emergency response. Thus, if during a

|

|
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(]) real emergency, LILCO were to implement its Plan as it demon-

strated during the Exercise, the effect would be counterproduc-

tive, and actually foster the generation and spread of

misinformation, rumors, confusion, and fear. We discuss this

further in Section V relating to subpart F of Contention Ex 22.

Q. In your opinion, would members of the press call

LILCO's Callboards and District Offices? If yes, explain why.

A. (Evans, Rowan) There is no question in our minds that

the publicized LILCO numbers would be called by the media. First

of all, the media were encouraged by LILCO to call the LILCO

; Callboards, even after the ENC had been set up. ENC personnel

() themselves referred media questions to the rumor control
'

Callboards. Egg Scratch Notes, Attachment 7, 9:55 a.m. (" refers

questions to LILCO Callboards/ District offices - should she do

| this?").

' In fact, in the crucial early hours of the Exercise, when

' there was little or no other information available, the

callboards and district offices would have been jammed with

calls. Yet, by LILCO's own admission, the operators in these

offices did not even know there was an " Unusual Event" until

8:15!

O

l

| - 122 -

|
'

. - _ _ _ _ _ . - _ _ . _ - . ~ . . . _ . _ . ____ _ . _ _ _ _ __ _- ___ _ . _ , _ _ - _ - _ .__ _ _



)

.

() Even if these operators had directed the inquiries to the

central rumor control staff at the ENC, it would have done no

good. Staff there were not ready to conduct rumor control

operations until 8:07. Egg Emergency Personnel Checklist,

External Communications Coordinator. In fact, during the

Exercise, they did not send out their first response to an

inquiry until 8:15. Egg ENC /Callboard/ District Office External

Communications Rumor Control Log.

Secondly, reporters are trained to get the facts, to get the

story, and to get it right. Factual accuracy is one of the

highest priorities and goals of American journalists. This goal

.is not always achieved, but serious efforts are made to try to
,

C)'

-

achieve it. A rumor control center, or other publicized
i

|

| "information" numbers, would appear to the media to offer a

! convenient and accessible source to get official utility

confirmation or denial of facts, particularly for members of the
;

press corps who are not physically on-site, or for those who have

received conflicting information from the ENC and the EBS

messages, as happened during the Exercise and would happen in a

real emergency as we discussed.

|

For these reasons, we would expect that substantial numbers

of media calls would be logged at the rumor control center.

Unfortunately, as we have said, in light of LILCO's performance>

O
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() during the Exercise and the provisions of its Plan, the results

)of such media calls in a real emergency would be

'counterproductive.

Q. In your opinion, what would happen if a member of the

! public called LILCO's rumor control number and received obviously
1

incorrect or superseded information such as that in the examples

in subpart A?

A. (Evans, Rowan, Cole, Saegert, Loftus) The result would

have been a further loss of credibility for LILCO. The public

would legitimately assume that operators identified as available

to answer questions would have LILCO's best and most recent

information. It would quickly become obvious that this was not

true and that, in fact, wrong information was being handed out.

The public would then be faced with conflicting information from

two different parts of the utility, since in almost every'

instance during the Exercise, the Callboards had information

which was seriously outdated by information broadcast on the EBS.

Faced with this in an emergency situation, members of the public

would conclude that LILCO did not itself know what was happening

or'what might happen, and would refuse to follow any instructions

LILCO might give.

O

1
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() People would also turn to other sources to find out what,.

information they had, and what their speculations were. These

sources would in all likelihood include neighbors, friends,

relatives and the media. Decisions about actions that should be

taken would be based on all this " unofficial" information and
speculation, as well as the public's pre-existing fears and

beliefs, rather than on the information or protective action
'

recommendations promulgated by LILCO. We discuss this further in

the context of Contention Ex 22.F.

'

Q. Subpart B of Contention Ex 39 states:

During the exercise, LILCO personnel werei

unable to provide prompt responses to
simulated rumor messages, which were in theO scenario purporting to be telephone inquiries
from members of the public to LILCO Call
Boards and District Offices. Instead,
responses were generally delayed by more than
30 minutes, and frequently longer. For
example: . . .,

,

(i) A rumor message inquiring whether the
appliances in the caller's home were;

| radioactive was given to the Patchogue Call
! Board operator at 1:45; a response was not

relayed to the caller until 2:24.

j (ii) A rumor message inquiring what to do
about a daughter not yet home from Shoreham-,

| Wading River High School was given to the

| Patchogue Call Board operator at 10:00; a
response was not relayed to the caller until,

; 10:52.

(iii) A rumor message inquiring whether the
caller, from Bellport, should evacuate wasi

given to the Patchogue Call Board operator at
12:05; a response was not relayed to the
caller until 1:00.

- 125 -
t

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



-. - .
.

.

.

() (iv) A rumor message inquiring about how
'

extensive evacuation will be, and what to do
about trucks going into the Shoreham area, was
given to the Hicksville Call Board operator at
7:51, a response was not relayed to the caller
until 8:20.

(v) A rumor message inquiring whether the-

cooling towers on the Shoreham plant had blown
'

up was given to the Riverhead Call Board
operator at 1:30; a response was not relayed
to the caller until 2:48.

(vi) A rumor message inquiring if lobsters
caught off the Shoreham jetty that morning
were safe to eat was received by the Riverhead
District Office at 11:30; a response was not
relayed to the originating party until 12:28.

(vii) A rumor message from a caller whose
husband works at the plant and was not home
yet, inquiring whether he had been hurt, was
given to the Brentwood Call Board operator at
12:43; a response was not relayed to the
caller until 1:30.

\
(viii) A rumor message inquiring whether the
plant had been taken over by Arab terrorists
was received at 9:54; a response was not
relayed to the called until 10:37.

(ix) A rumor message inquiring what to do
with a horse was given to the Port Jefferson

,

Call Board operator at 10:14; a response was
not relayed to the caller until 10:47.

(x) A rumor message inquiring how to get off
Shelter Island because the ferry had been
cancelled was given to the Hamptons Call Board
operator at 2:51; a response was not relayed
to the caller until 3:24.

(xi) A rumor message from a caller who lived
in Medford, but worked in Melville, inquiring
what he should do so was given to the,

Huntington Call Board operator at 2:32; a
response was not relayed to the caller until

~

3:05.

,

O
1
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() (xii) A rumor message inquiring if he could
eat the food in his refrigerator was given to
the Babylon Call Board operator at 11:59; a
response was not relayed to the caller until
12:29.

(xiii) A rumor message from a dairy farmer
asking what to do if he is asked to evacuate
was received at 9:38; a response was not
relayed to the caller until 10:12.

Do you agree with the factual allegations of Contention Ex

39, subpart B?

A. (Evans, Rowan, Cole, Saegert, Loftus) Yes. We under-

stand that LILCO has admitted that the response times set forth

in 12 of the examples in subpart B of Contention Ex 39 are

correct. LILCO Admissions Nos. 101, 102, 103, 104, 106, 107,

108, 109, 110, 111, 112, 113. As for the inquiry stated in

subpart B(v) of Contention Ex 39, LILCO has stated that a

response was relayed at 1:53 p.m. rather than 2:48 p.m. LILCO

Admission No. 105. Thus, according to LILCO, the caller had to

wait only 23 minutes to find out whether the cooling towers on

the plant had blown up.

Q. Thc cententica then gccc cr tn list '? -v=mplee. In

your opinion, what would happen if during a real emergency a

member of the press who called LILCO's rumor control number with

a question was told someone would call him or her back with a

response and there was more than a 30-minute delay?

O
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() A. (Evans, Rowan) Most reporters would assume that such a

lengthy delay meant that there was some truth in the rumored

information.

i

Assume for a moment that a reporter had placed the simulated

inquiry, which was posed during the Exercise, about whether or

not the plant had been taken over by terrorists. If there had

been a delay in response (as there was during the Exercise) of

more than 40 minutes (LILCO Admission 108), a reporter making

live news reports would be likely to report the rumor, while
L

stating that the utility "has not confirmed or denied the truth

of the allegations." Some reporters might actually report as a

: fact that the utility had indeed been taken over by terrorists,

( jumping to the conclusion that there was an effort underway to

keep that fact secret. There should have been absolutely no time-

delay for an answer to the question about terrorists taking over

'

the plant. The answer should have been an immediate, "No, that's;

not true."

Under LILCO's cumbersome system for responding to public

inquiries, as demonstrated during the Exercise, it is virtually

impossible to provide timely, effective responses, however, even
!

to the most obvious questions. This is a fundamental flaw in the

Plan, and the result was graphically demonstrated during the

O

- 128 -

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



. _ . - __ . _ -.- - _

1

_ () Exercise. The built-in time delay is fatal for effective rumor

control, particularly where the modern electronic media are

involved.
.

|

In sum, the inordinate delays in confirming or denying

rumors would have resulted in lending credibility to rumors.

This, of course, is precisely the reverse of LILCO's and the

regulation's reason for having a rdmor control system in the
,

first place.

Q. In your opinion, what would happen if the same sequence

of events occurred with a member of the public who called LILCO's

rumor control or information number?

O-

.

A. (Evans, Rowan, Cole, Saegert, Loftus) Lengthy delays
;

; of up to two hours in responding to public inquiries would have

the same effect that providing inaccurate or out-dated

information would have. People in an emergency situation of this

sort -- with radiation leaks announced, and evacuations

recommended -- would be making decisions about what to do to

protect themselves. Long delays in response by rumor control

would naturally inspire conclusions that either LILCO was not

being open about the realities of the situation, LILCO was

paralyzed into inaction, or that even LILCO employees had

abandoned the area (and the public). It would result in people

i

;

J
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() refusing to listen to, or follow LILCO's instructions, and

instead, their taking action based upon their preexisting fears

and beliefs.

In particular, the repeated delays in responding o

questi s about radiation, which occurred during t Exercise, in
.

a real em rgency would be disastrous, gigt, the 9-minute delay

in respondi to the question about whether o not a person's

home appliance were radioactive (LILCO A ssion No. 101); the

58-minute delay 1 responding as to whet er it was safe to eat

lobsters taken that morning (LILCO A ssion No. 106); the 30-

minute delay in answe ing the quest'on about whether to eat food

out of the refrigerator LILCO A ission No. 112). As we discuss

further in the context of ont tion Ex 22.F, people are

particularly afraid of the d gers of radiation and the health

effects of exposure. That coul be one of the primary thoughts

in their minds during a horeham cident. . LILCO's demonstrated
inability to provide ny information o calm those fears, much

less do so in a ti ly manner, would ag in decrease LILCO's

credibility and sult in people refusing o follow LILCO's

instructions.

As w stated earlier, people would turn to her sources to

find ou what information they had, and what their eculations

were These sources would in all likelihood include n 'ghbors,
1

; fr' ends, relatives and the media. Decisions about action that

,
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({} s ld be taken would be based on this "un cial" rumor |

informat speculation and 1 sting fears and beliefs,

rather than on the information and protective action,

recommendat of LILCO.

Another. example is illustrative. During the Exercise, a
~

simulated inquiry asked whether the plant's cooling towers had
,

blown up. LILCO made an effort during the Exercise to " dispel"

the rumor that a nuclear power plant like Shoreham could " blow
!

up." Presumably, any trained LILCO worker would know this party-

| line response that Shoreham cannot and would not " blow up," and

should have known that Shoreham has no cooling towers. Nonethe-

less, during the Exercise, it took one operator at least 23

() minutes, and possibly an hour and 18 minutes to provide an answer

j to that question. (LILCO Admission No. 105).

Q. Subpart C of Contention Ex 39 states as follows:
'

i

During the exercise, rumor control personnel'
were unable to provide accurate, satisfactory,
or reascnable advice or information to simu-
lated public inquiries set forth in rumor
messages. Instead, such personnel frequently
provided inaccurate or superseded information
or demonstrated poor judgment in responding.

j

;

;
;

l

i

|

.
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() It then lists several examples. Do you agree with that subpart? |
i

A. (Evans, Rowan, Cole, Saegert, Loftus) Yes. j

Q. Please explain.

A. (Evans, Rowan) From the perspective of the media, this

aspect of LILCO's Exercise performance was a disaster. For

example, during the Exercise (LILCO Admission No. 117), there was

a simulated call from the New York Times. The caller was given

patently incorrect information by LILCO's rumor control operator.

At 8:30 a.m. an EBS message announcing a Site Emergency was

broadcast. Yet at 8:45 a.m., 15 minutes later, rumor control

() misinformed the.New York Times as to the status of the emergency.
'

In a real emergency, this would have been an item of news, in and

of itself -- that LILCO's rumor control personnel could not

answer even the most basic of questions about the situation.

! And, for the reasons we have stated, given the LILCO Plan and the
,

flaws revealed during the Exercise, this type of scenario would,

in fact, happen over and over in a real emergency. Media
,

,

'

criticism of LILCO's handing of the emergency would, therefore,
!

begin at a very early stage in a real crisis. The resulting loss,

of credibility would severely damage the effectiveness of rumor

| control, and draw all of LILCO's information and emergency

O
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() response activities into question. This would have detracted

severely from LILCO's ability to adequately ensure the protection

of the public. |

Similarly, rumor control's response during the Exercise to a

simulated call from " Dan Rather" was clearly in error. Any media

inquiry about access to the site area should have immediately

'been referred to the ENC. This call was not. Indeed, the

operator went so far as to give "Rather" directions to the plant

(LILCO Admission No. 119). Failure to effectively control and

monitor media access to the emergency would have resulted in

chaos reigning supreme at the emergency site itself, and possibly
,

endangered the lives of media representatives. In the Ex'ercise,

O
(_) this would have been particularly the case, since the rumor

control operators were dealing only with information that was, in

some cases, two hours old. Dan Rather's crew might have been

walking into a zone of radiation, and the ill-informed rumor

control operator would have been responsible. This is clear

evidence, in our opinion, that rumor control personnel not only

gave out untimely, inaccurate and unsatisfactory information, but

that they also failed to give out reasonable advice and
|

information.'

Perhaps the most devastating response by LILCO to an

individual inquiry made during the Exercise was the response made

to the caller in Wading River who said he noticed that people on

O
;
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() his street were evacuating, that he could not walk, and asked

LILCO what he should do. The response he received would

doubtless have been upsetting: a recorded announcement that the

office was " closed due to conditions at the Shoreham plant."

LILCO Admission No. 120.
.

Q. Are you aware that LILCO has made changes in its C

procedures which are supposed to remedy the deficiencies in the

" rumor control" operation which were demonstrated by the

Exercise? Please describe these changes. -

A. (Evans, Rowan, Cole, Saegert, Loftus) Yes. In the

seventh revision of the LILCO Plan ("Rev. 7"), LILCO has

introduced a new procedure which is purportedly intended to
*

ensure that the ENC, district officers, and callboards receive

prompt updates anytime there is change in important emergency

information. Whenever such a change occurs (32g2, in the

classification of the emergency, or in the protective action

recommended), the Public Information Coordinator at the ENC is

supposed to fill out an " Emergency Information Summary Sheet"

(111 Attachment 12 for a sample of this form) and arrange to have

this summary information transmitted over LILCO's computer

network to the ENC, the district offices and the callboards.

O
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) In addition, Brian McCaffrey has said that rumors and public

inquiries will no longer have to go through the LILCO Emergency

News Manager 23 for a determination as to whether LILCO or LERO is

the appropriate respondent; the " management of the rumor control

organization" can now make that decision. Deposition of Brian

McCaffrey, January 7, 1987, p. 59.

Q. In your. opinion, would the revisions to the Plan

described above resolve the rumor control and public information

'
problems demonstrated during the exercise?

A. (Evans, Rowan) No. First, there is evidence from

post-Exercise drills that LILCO is still plagued with' hardware

O problems. The LILCO Observer at a June 6, 1986 drill of the ENC

made the following comment:

One of the main objectives of this exercise
; was to demonstrate adequate reproduction

capabilities. This was not done as we had a
problem with one of the machines. The SAVIN
repair tech was called and almost two hours

: later (after a second phone call) showed up
and fixed the machine. As a result of this

i problem, press releases were lagging behind in
the dissemination to the press.

____________________

23 It should be noted that, although Mr. McCaffrey called this
ability to go around the ENC a " change," in fact, the Rumor
Control procedure in effect during the Exercise left it to the

O rumor control staff at the ENC to determine whether an inquiry
should be routed to LILCO or "LERO." Egg EPIP 4-4 SS.6.2(d).

j
.I
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l

() Observer Data Log, ENC, June 6, 1986.

At the same drill, there were still problems in resolving

the lag between news releases and EBS messages:

,

Press releases are pre-written, but conforming
them to the appropriate situation seems to
take an inordinate amount of time. I

suggested to the PI staff that rather than )
'

editing the release on the TSO screen then
printing it out and then obtaining approval,
that they should use the hard copies, mark
them up as they do the EBS messages, gain
approval, and then send them out over the
computer. This would save time because we
would not need to wait for a printout before
approval.

|

Observer Data Log, EOC-Public Information, June 6, 1986.

.

Second, in the September 10, 1986 drill, it appears that the

" summary sheet" concept was necessarily a failure, as the

computer used to transmit these broke down:

There were problems with the TSO transmittal
, of messages (a computer problem) which was

| resolved by the PI staff later in the day.

l

Observer Data Log, September 10, 1986 drill. There were also

still time lags between the EBS messages and summary sheet

" bulletins" sent out to the District Offices and Callboards which

were fielding questicns from the media and the public.

(

;
'
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() The chart below shows, for the December 10, 1986 drill, the

delays between the airing of EBS messages and the forwarding of

this information to the operators who would be taking calls at

the Callboards and District Offices:

Release or Bulletin to
EBS Messace Aired 24 D/Os, Callboards25

#1 8:32 9:39 through 9:53

#2 10:04 10:30 through 10:44

#3 12:20 12:38 through 12:40

#4 12:59 N/R
\

#5 1:34 2:09through2:g4
#6 2:08 N/R

#7 2:37 N/RO
It should be noted that these delays occurred during critical

time periods. Members of the public are most likely to want and

seek confirming information or additional information right after

hearing an EBS broadcaat, especially if the EBS message indicates

the accident has escalated.

Third, even if the summary sheets were available promptly,

by their nature, the summaries contain even less information than

the EBS message that spawned them. At the very most, they may

--------------------

24 EOC Public Information Administrative Support Log
(December 10, 1986).

() 25 EPIP 4-4, Attachment l (December 10, 1986).g
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!

() lessen the amount of time during which the operators are

: blatantly contradicting LERO, but that is the most they could

accomplish.
4

Similarly, removing one link from one half (i.e., the LERO

| side) of the extensive and complex rumor control hierarchy can do

little to speed individual inquiries through the process. In
'

fact, the post-Exercise drills have revealed there are'still

delays of up to 46 minutes between the time when a caller makes

his inquiry and the time he receives a response. Egg

ENC /Callboard/ District Office External Communications Log from'

December 10, 1986 drill. The so-called changes to the procedure

are the merest tinkering. The rumor control organization is

still rigidly centralized.- Frightened people, threatened by a,

; nuclear emergency, may call LILCO for information, but they will

agi sit by the phone -- not for 15 minutes and certainly not for

i the better part of an hour -- waiting for some LILCO functionary

to call back with an answer to the simplest question. In-
,

' summary, all that LILCO's " improvements" offer is more of the

same delayed, inadequate, insufficient and inconsistent

information. LILCO's " fine tuning" does not address the main,

problem revealed at the Exercise. The revisions to LILCO's

. procedures do nothing to provide the media and the public access

to the information they would need and want in the event of a

radiological emergency.

O
,
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O .

Q. Please summarize your conclusions on Contention Ex 39.

A. (Evans, Rowan, Cole, Saegert, Loftus) We address some

related matters in the section below on Contention Ex 22.F. In

general, however, our conclusion is that, as stated in Contention

Ex 39, the Exercise demonstrated that LILCO's rumor control

system is fundamentally flawed.

\

O

:

1

I
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V. CONTENTION EX 22.F

A. Overview and Backcround

Q. Please state Contention Ex 22 and subpart F.

A. (Cole, Saegert, Loftus, Rowan, Evans) Contention Ex 22

and subpart F state as follows:

The exercise scenario and the activities,
reports, and events which occurred during the
exercise include or are premised upon certain
assumptions, enumerated below, which conflict
with established facts, uncontroverted evi-
dence, and ASLB findings. Accordingly, FEMA's
findings and conclusions identified in sub-
parts A-K below, which incorporate or are
based upon such false assumptions, are without

O basis and invalid, and cannot support a
finding of reasonable assurance that the LILCOi

l Plan can be implemented as required by 10 CFR
S 50.47(a)(2). Thus, the exercise precludes a
finding of reasonable assurance that adequate,

protective measures can and will be taken in
the event of a Shoreham emergency as required
by 10 CFR S 50.47 (a)(1), and, accordingly,
the LILCO Plan is fundamentally flawed.

()'
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- O .

F. During the exercise, the exercise
players assumed that even in light of the
actions taken by them in responding to the
accident scenario, members of the public would <

.

follow all LILCO protective action recommen- |
| dations, no one would begin to evacuate until '

after 10:24 when the first EBS evacuation
advisory was simulated, and throughout the
entire simulated accident, no one who was not
expressly advised to evacuate would attempt to'

i do so. Thus, the actions taken by LERO during
the exercise, as well as FEMA's conclusions4

concerning objectives EOC 12, 16, SA 9, and
FIELD 6, 9, 10, 11, 13, 14, 21, and 22, all'

assume that given the accident postulated,

'

during the exercise, and given the response of
LILCO players to that accident during the
exercise: (1) there would be no voluntary
evacuation at any time by any persons not
advised to evacuate, and (ii) there would.be
no evacuation activity at all prior to the,

i first issuance of an evacuation advisory at
10:24. For example, the actions of LILCO

O players during the exercise assumed, inter
AllA:.no evacuation or mobilization traffic,
accidents, or impediments on the roads prior
to the first evacuation advisory (indeed, no
impediments at all, except the two postulated
in the " free play" messages, which LILCO was

i unable to remove); no evacuees ever on the
'

roads, seeking assistance, or needing bus or
ambulance transportation, other than those
advised to evacuate by LILCO; no bus companies
or ambulance companies refusing or being
unable to make vehicles immediately available
to LILCO because they were in use to evacuate

| persons other than those intended by LILCO;
and no persons reporting to the Reception
Center, other than the 100,000 advised to do
so by LILCO.

These assumptions are false. In fact, if the
! accident postulated in the exercise had

actually occurred, and the activities of the;

j LILCO players in response had actually been
taken, evacuation activities by members of the

=

public, both inside and outside the EPZ, would
actually have started much earlier, in
response to LILCO's actions such as, forO example: (a). the first EBS announcement of
the emergency, which included the advisory to

I
:
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'T(d close all schools (issued at 6:52); (b) the
advisory to put dairy animals in zones A-E on'

stored feed (issued at 8:41); and (c) calls to
bus companies to attempt to obtain buses for
use in evacuating the public (simulated calls
by LERO players began at 8:05). Egg FEMA
Report at 26, 35. And, substantial numbers of
people, in addition to just those residing in
the zones advised to evacuate in the LILCO EBS

i messages, would actually attempt to evacuate.
Based upon survey research data, public,

response to the nuclear accident at Chernobyl,
findings of the ASLB (21 NRC at 670), and for
the reasons set forth in Contention Ex 44,
such voluntary evacuation, or evacuation
shadow behavior, would in fact occur in light
of (a) the contents of LILCO's EBS messages,
(b) the contents and timing of its press

#

advisories (agg Contention Ex 38), (c) its
rumor control activities during the exercise'

(agg Contention Ex 39), (d) conflicting and
inconsistent information and press reports

. (att Contentions Ex 38-40, Ex 43), (e) pre-
'

existing perceptions and fears of Long Island
residents concerning nuclear accidents,

. (]) (f) and LILCO's lack of credibility.

I Furthermore, such evacuation would have had a
substantial impact on the ability of LILCO
players actually to perform the various
activities undertaken or simulated by them
during the exercise. They would not have been
able to perform even the few activities they
were able to demonstrate or " simulate"

| successfully during the exercise if they had
had to deal with the actual public response toi

the postulated accident and the LERO actions
responding to that accident during the
exercise.

,

!

| Since the actions of the LILCO players and the
conclusions drawn by FEMA from such actions|'
were all premised on the false assumptions set
forth above, FEMA's conclusions that objec-
tives EOC 12, 16, SA 9, and FIELD 6, 9, 10,
11, 13, 14, 21 and 22 were met or partly met
(agg FEMA Report at 32-33, 34, 43, 56, 57, 58,
62, 64, 65, 66, 72, 74, 80 and 82) are without
basis and invalid. Because the exercise was
premised on the false assumptions stated in;

this subpart, the results of the exercise
preclude a finding of reasonable assurance,

! that adequate protective measures can and will

I

i
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() be taken in the event of a Shoreham emergency.
Accordingly, the LILCO Plan is fundamentally
flawed.

Q. Do you agree with the allegations in that Contention?

A. (Cole, Saegert, Loftus, Rowan, Evans) Yes.

, .

Q. Please summarize your testimony on the matters raised
,

in this contention.

t

!

A. (Cole, Saegert, Loftus, Rowan, Evans) The primary

point of contention Ex 22 subpart F, is that the Exercise
1

results, and FEMA's findings concerning those results are

() invalid, because they are premised on a basic -- and false --

assumption: that, given the accident postulated during the
.

Exercise, and given the response of LILCO to that accident during
the Exercise: (1) members of the public would not attempt to

| evacuate prior to LILCO's first advisory to do so; and (2) people

whom LILCO did not advise to evacuate would not attempt to do so.

This section of testimony will discuss why, in light of LILCO's

actions during the Exercise, that assumption is false.

First, we will demonstrate that, in fact, the underlying

assumption of the LILCO Exercise players, and FEMA evaluators,

was that in a real Shoreham emergency like the one postulated

during the Exercise, the public would follow LILCO's protective
'

O action recommendations. Applied to the Exercise scenario, this
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() general assumption translates into the following specific ones:

that no one would begin to evacuate prior to 10:24;'that

beginning then only people in zones A-M, Q and R would begin to

evacuate; that people in the remaining zones in the EPZ would not
-

begin to evacuate until noon; that no one outside the 10-mile EPZ

would attempt to evacuate at all; and that only the roughly

100,000 people in zones A, B, F, G, K and Q would go to the

Nassau Coliseum to be monitored. This last point is discussed in

the section dealing with Contention Ex 49.C.

Next, we will demonstrate that if the accident postulated in

the Exercise were to occur, and the LILCO protective action

recommendations which were prepared and used by LILCO during the
' ()

Exercise were broadcast to'the Long Island public and its other'

actions demonstrating how it would implement its Plan in a real

emergency also occurred, in fact very large numbers of people

would begin to attempt to evacuate following the first EBS

broadcast at approximately 7:00 a.m. (long before any LILCO

recommendation to evacuate) and that these people would be from

every EPZ zone as well as from areas outside the EPZ. We will

then set forth our bases for concluding that there will be a very

large number of evacuees from a Shoreham accident -- if the

response to that accident were as demonstrated by LILCO during

the Exercise. Those bases include the following:

O
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Data from surveys and other research demonstrate at.

the Long land public would respond to the actual LIL EBS

broadcast mes es used during the Exercise to imp ment LILCO's

Plan by attempting o evacuate very early (lon before an

advisory to do so) an in very large numbe (far more than
merely the EPZ population sumed by CO).

'

2. Research data demons at that the tone and situation-

specific information conta' ed in the rticular EBS messages

prepared by LILCO duri the Exercise woul exacerbate pre-

existing fears and eliefs, and would cause me ers of the Long
'

Island public ignore LILCO's instructions, pre red and

proposed f use during the Exercise, that there was n need for

()' anyone o evacuate prior to 10:24, and no need for anyone tside

t 10 mile EPZ to evacuate at all.

3. Research data demonstrate that in a real Shoreham,

emergency like the one postulated in the Exercise, the EBS

messages prepared in response by LILCO during the Exercise would

further reduce LILCO's already low credibility with the Long
Island public, and would also cause the public to ignore LILCO

instructions and protective action recommendations to the public
such as those used during the Exercise.

()
!

I
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(} 4. LILCO's inability to disseminate clear, consistent,

timely and accurate information to the public via the media or

its " Rumor Control" system as demonstrated during the Exercise,

and the actual media coverage, in a real accident, of LILCO's

actions demonstrated during the Exercise (as discussed in the

testimony on Contentions Ex 38 and Ex 39), would, in a real

accident, further result in people whom LILCO had not instructed

to evacuate nonetheless attempting to do so, and so attempting
before any evacuation recommendation by LILCO.

We will not discuss here, because it was previously litiga-

ted, the impact of a large evacuation shadow upon LILCO's ability
to implement its Plan or protect the public. But, we will note,

briefly, why the fact that there would be a large number of peo-

| ple who would attempt to evacuate from a real Shoreham accident
;

if LILCO's response was the same as was demonstrated during the

Exercise, invalidates FEMA's conclusions that Exercise objectives
i'

were met, because the evacuation could not be controlled.

|

Q. For background purposes, please explain what is meant

by " voluntary evacuation" or " evacuation shadow" which is used in
|

Contention Ex 22 subpart F.

( A. (Cole, Saegert, Loftus) In emergency situations,

whether they be caused by natural or unnatural causes, the public

(} is confronted with the problem of how to protect itself from harm
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L

(]) caused by the disaster agent. Emergency response officials, or
'

in this case LILCO, may recommend that the population which they

believe to be at risk should take certain specified protective
actions. For example, during the Exercise, LILCO eventually

advised all residents of the 10 mile EPZ to evacuate, although
for the first three or four hours of the " accident," LILCO did

not advise anyone to evacuate. In an emergency situation,.

however, it is possible that people who are eventually asked to

take some type of protective action, in this case those living
within the EPZ, will decide by themselves -- or " voluntarily" --
that they should take that protective action before they are
advised to do so. It is also possible that people who are never

'

asked by emergency response officials (in this case all those
' ()'

living outside of the Shoreham 10 mile EPZ) to take a protective
; action, will decide by themselves or " voluntarily" that they are

at risk and will take some protective action. Voluntary

evacuation is the evacuation by people who have not at the time

been advised to evacuate by emergency response officials.,

In the context of radiological emergencies, this phenomenon
has been labeled by Professors James H. Johnson and Donald J.

Zeigler as the " evacuation shadow" effect based on their studies

of the actual response of people to the accident at Three Mile
1

j Island,26 and the potential responses of Long Island residents to
!
.

26 In their study of what actually happened at TMI, Messrs.
Zeigler and Johnson found that although only approximately 2,500,

people were advised to evacuate, approximately 144,000, or about
(footnote continued)
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I an accident at the Shoreham nuclear power station. This was
O discussed in the Testimony of Messrs. Zeigler and Johnson on

Contention 23, ff. Tr. 2789 (Emergency Planning Contention 23

! (Evacuation Shadow Phenomenon).
,

H

Q. In order to place your testimony in context and to
,

provide the necessary background, without repeating what was

previously litigated concerning the evacuation shadow phenomenon,

please briefly summarize for the new Board how scientists havei

researched and analyzed the evacuation shadow phenomenon.

A. (Cole) Although there has been some debate over what

was the primary cause of the evacuation shadow at TMI, there has

() been no argument that it took place. The primary reasons given

for the TMI evacuation shadow by scientists and others who have

studied the issue, as was discussed during the prior litigation,

are: the public's pre-existing fear of being exposed to

.

radiation from an accident at a nuclear power plant; and the
s

confusing and inconsistent information that the public was given

at the time of the accident. In fact, as stated in Contention
|

Ex 44, the Board itself concluded that "(i]f for any reason

confused or conflicting information was disseminated at the time

of an accident, (at Shoreham], the Board accepts that a large

|

|
|

____________________

(footnote continued from previous page)() 39 percent of the population within a 15-mile radius of the
plant, actually evacuated.
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I

excess evacuation on Long Island could materialize. Lono Island

Lfahtino Co., (Shoreham Nuclear Power Station, Unit 1), 21 NRC

644 (1985) at 670.

,

TMI has been the only serious accident to occur in the

United States at a nuclear power plant. Therefore, analysis of

potential reactions of citizens living in the area of other

nuclear plants has, of necessity, been based upon survey
research. A significant number of surveys have been conducted;

many were discussed in the earlier litigation, and they all

suggested that in the case of a radiological emergency at a

nuclear power plant, there would be a substantial evacuation-

shadow.27

O
B. Exercise Assumption That There Would Be

No Voluntary Evacuation

Q. During the Exercise, did LILCO, Exercise players, or

the FEMA evaluators assume that there would be any " voluntary" or

" shadow" evacuation?

____________________

27 Messrs. Zeigler, Johnson, myself and others conducted a
large survey 3of approximately 2,600 Long Island residents in the
spring of 1983. We posited three different scenarios of acci-

| dents at the Shoreham plant and found in each case that there
: would be a large evacuation shadow. Some of the results of this

research were published by Zeigler and Johnson. Egg D.J. Zeigler
and J.H. Johnson, Jr. " Evacuation Behavior in Response to Nuclear
Power Plant Accidents," Prof. Geogr. 36 (May 1984): 207-215.
Surveys commissioned by LILCO in 1982 and carried out by William
Johnson Associates and Yankelovich, Skelly, and White also found
that there would be very substantial evacuation shadows in case
of a nuclear accident at the Shoreham plant. In addition, I

i conducted two surveys in 198f for Newsday, which included
O questions aimed at assessing the size of the evacuation shadow,

and obtained similar results.
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(} .A. No, they did not. In fact, it is clear that they as-

sumed the contrary, i.e., that people would follow instructions,;

1

that only those people who had been instructed to evacuate would i

i !
leave,'and that they would not leave until they were instructed '

to do so. This means that during the Exercise, both the players

j and FEMA evaluators assumed that the LERO responders would not
i

have to contend with any results of evacuation activities by the
public prior to 10:24, and that even after that time, they would
only have to deal with the results of first the people in zones

! A-M, Q and R, then after 12:00, those in zones N, O, P and S

attempting to evacuate.28
:

3

1

Specifically, during the Exercise, players assumed that

ev'acuation would not have begun until the time of the initial
i
! evacuation recommendation at 10:24 a.m. Transcript of Deposition

of Richard J. Watts (December 3, 1986), at 98. During the

Exercise, the evacuation time estimates used to derive protective
i action recommendations assumed 100 percent compliance with LILCO

recommendations, or no voluntary evacuation. Edward Lieberman,

Transcript of Hearing, March 10, 1987, at During the.

____________________

28- We understand, however, that in recent deposition testimony,
' FEMA witness Philip McIntire stated that he has recently con-

cluded that there would be a higher number of individuals on Long;

Island who would engage in voluntary evacuation than in other
situations because "a higher percentage of the families would be
predisposed to taking emergency actions, in this case, evacua-
tion" and because of his " concern . about the credibility if. .

a LILCO Spokesman giving a direction to the general public about
an accident at a LILCO plant." Transcript of Deposition ofO Joseph H. Keller, Philip McIntire, Ihor Husar, Thomas E. Baldwin
(March 6, 1987), pp. 67-70. *
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() Exercise LILCO did not dispatch Traffic Guides until after the
; first evacuation recommendation had been simulated. LILCO
'

Admission No. 130. And, it was not until after the noon EBS

message recommending that zones N, O, P, and S also evacuate,
5

that the Traffic Guides for those zones were dispatched. Egg

LILCO Admission No. 137. Furthermore, at a press briefing during
i

i the Exercise, the LERO Spokesperson at the ENC expressly stated
| LERO's assumption that there were no voluntary evacuees or shadow

j evacuation in response to the LILCO Exercise performance:
.

QUESTION: Elaine, have you had any spontane-
ous evacuation; Anybody leaving their homes
and heading for New York City or . . any-.

where else?3

MS. ROBINSON: Again, we're being asked about() whether there's been any so-called spontaneous1

evacuations. We have had no reports of any.,

,

I

ENC Videotapes.
i

: C. There Would Be Substantial Voluntary Evacuation in
i Response to the Information LILCO Demonstrated During

the Exercise It Would Disseminate to the Public in a
i Real Emeroency

!

Q. Contention Ex 22 subpart F alleges:
;

i

j [I]f the accident postulated in the exercise
[ had actually occurred, and the activities of

the LILCO players in response had actually
been taken, evacuation activities by members
of the public, both inside and outside the
EPZ, would actually have started much earlier,

) in response to LILCO's actions . . . .

i

4,

i

f

!
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/~T
(/ It alleges further:

i

Based upon survey research data, . such. .

voluntary evacuation, or evacuation shadow
would in fact occur in light of (a) the
contents of LILCO's EBS messages . . . .

and goes on to list other factors which we will discuss later.

Did you conduct any research on the extent to which there might
be voluntary evacuation or evacuation shadow if an accident such

;

as that postulated in the LILCO Exercise scenario actually were
i to occur and LILCO's response to it was as demonstrated during

that Exercise?

I A. (Cole) Yes. I recently conducted a survey which was

! () aimed at finding out how Long Island residents would respond if

an accident and LILCO response similar to that demonstrated in

the Exercise, including the EBS messages used during the Exer-

cise, were to actually occur. I also conducted focus group
,

sessions t.o obtain qualitative data on this question. In,

1

addition, other data and research also support the allegations
!

,

stated in subpart F of Contention Ex 22.
I

1. Survey on Public's Response to LILCO's Exercise
i EBS Messaaes

,

a. Descriotion of Survey

Q. Please describe your involvement in and the purpose of

i the survey you conducted on this subject.

I
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() A. (Cole) The aim of the survey was to find out what Long

Island residents would do if there were an accident at Shoreham
to which LILCO responded by preparing and broadcasting the suc-'

'

cessive EBS messages used during the Exercise. Thus, while in

the past, research conducted on Long Island concerning the reac-

tion of residents to a potential nuclear accident at Shoreham was

necessarily more general and based upon hypothetical protective
|

action advisories, this time LILCO's actual demonstrated response

to a Shoreham accident -- that performed on the day of the Exer-

cise -- was available and was used in the survey. The purpose of
,

this survey, I might point out, was not to measure oreciselv

whether 50 percent or 55 percent of Long Island households would

! evacuate after hearing the first EBS message. Rather, the pur-

pose of this survey was to obtain some general estimates of the

size of the group that would evacuate, in response to the actual

messages -- including their tone and situation-specific

information -- which LILCO showed during the Exercise it would

use to respond to a real Shoreham accident.
'

i

Q. Please describe how the survey was conducted.

A. (Cole) This was a telephone survey in which we inter-

viewed 1,500 Long Island residents. The methodology of the sur-
'

vey is set forth in detail in our report, which is Attachment 14

hereto. Briefly stated, since the primary aim of the survey was

() to find out approximately how many people would attempt to evacu-

i

i
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.

ate at each stage of LILCO's demonstrated response to a Shorehami

O
accident, we developed a set of questions based upon the LILCO

EBS messages prepared and used during the Exercise. These ques-,

tions repeated parts of EBS messages Nos. 1, 2, 5, and 7 in. order

to estimate how many families would begin the attempt to evacuate

in response to the various EBS messages.

,

Q. Was a questionnaire used in administering the survey?

A. (Cole) Yes. I prepared a draft of the questionnaire

and then pre-tested it to determine how long it would take to

administer on the telephone and whether the wording of the ques-
tions was clear. The final questionnaire used in the summary,

(]) appears as pp. 53-61 of Attachment 14 of this testimony.

! Q. In the questionnaire, why didn't you use the entire EBS
1

messages exactly as they were written by LILCO?

A. (Cole) In order to successfully conduct a telephone

survey, the questions must be intelligible to the respondents.
i

The full text of the EBS messages used by LILCO was too long and

too complex to use in a telephone survey. In fact, in one of the

pre-tests we used questions which were longer and more closely
,

| approximated the EBS messages. We found that people could not
i
! follow them. The final questions used the actual wording cf the
i

EBS messages wherever possible, however.

,

|
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- {]) Q. Who was interviewed in this survey?

A. (Cole) The survey was administered to a stratified

random sample of households residing in Nassau and Suffolk

Counties. The sample was stratified based upon three geo-

graphical areas. We interviewed a random sample of 379 residents

living in the EPZ, a random sample of 629 residents living in

Suffolk County but outside of the EPZ, and a random sample of 492
-

,

residents of Nassau County.

Q. How were the respondents in this survey selected?

A. (Cole) Telephone numbers were randomly generated by

computer according to the method set forth in the Technicali

Appendix. Egg Attachment 14, p. 37-39.

Q. Can the results of this survey be used to generalize to

all individuals on Long Island?

,

A. (Cole) The survey was designed to be a random sample

of all Long Island households with telephones. (More than 97% of

households on Long Island have te'lephones.) Within households,
;

i

; we utilized either the male or female head of household as an

informant on what the household would do. Thus, the results can

be used to generalize to all Long Island households.29

() ~~~[nsekectingthemaleorfemaleheadofhousehold,weutil-29.

(footnote continued)
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{} Q. You stated that 1,500 people were interviewed during.

this survey. Is that a large sample size?

A. (Cole) First, I should point out that when the data

from the three different geographical areas were aggregated, we

weighted the data so that each geographical area would represent

the same proportion in the sample as it does in the population.
I Otherwise, the EPZ would have represented a disproportionately

large portion of the sample. Thus, when considering the sample

as representative of all of Long Island, it is roughly equivalent
to a random sample of between 1,100 and 1,200. But even a sample

of this size is a relatively large sample. Generally, nationwide

political surveys such as those conducted by Time magazine are,

( about the size of this survey. Of the more than 150 surveys I
,

. have conducted, only about one dozen have had samples larger than
i

that used for this survey.

,

Q. Does the size of the sample have an impact upon the

accuracy of survey findings?

i

i A. (Cole) Yes. What's called " sampling error" for
:

l surveys is highly dependent upon the size of the sample. In a

survey that is based upon a random sample, you interview a
!

-------------------.
'

(footnote continued from previous page)
ized a sfEb. quota to make sure that the proportion of men and
women in the survey accurately reflected their proportion in the
population. This is important because past research, including
my own, has shown that men and women have differing attitudess

towards nuclear power.
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j randomly selected group of people. You then look at what those

; people say in order to make generalizations from the sample to

the population. In this case, the population would be households;

in Nassau and Suffolk Counties. The sample was the 1,500 heads
i

j cf household whom we interviewed. The larger the sample size is,

the smaller the possibility that the actual percentage of people

having a certain attitude in the population will vary
)

significantly from what is indicated in the survey sample.
;

!

For this survey, the sampling error for the entire sample is

j plus or minus three-percentage points; the sampling error for

Nassau County and Suffolk County outside the EPZ is plus or minus

i four percentage points. The sampling error for the EPZ is plus

or minus five percentage points. This means that in theory if

j this survey were to be repeated 100 times using the same
!

techniques, in 95 out of the 100 times the results obtained for a

! particular question would be within 3 percentage points of the

; results which would have been obtained by interviewing members of
!

! every Long Island household.

i '

,

This sample is a highly accurate way to make generalizations

to the population about what would have occurred during an

; accident at Shoreham similar to that depicted in the LILCO
i

; scenario.
3

!
I |

O
'
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Q. Who conducted the interviews?

A. (Cole) The actual interviewing was done by a'Long

Island research company, Mktg. Inc. The procedures utilized in

conducting the interviews are outlined in detail in the Technical

Appendix to our Report. Attachment 14, pp. 39-47.

Q. What was done after all of the interviews were

complete?

A. (Cole) After all the interviews had been completed and

verified for accuracy, the interview data were entered directly

from the questionnaires onto a computer. We then verified the

() data entries, and computed the weights to be used to make sure

that when responses from the three geographical areas were added
i

,
together, we had a representative sample. The weightiae pro-

|

!,
cedure also took into account the fact that some households on

Long Island have more than one residential telephone listing.
,

| The complete weighting procedure is described in detail in the

!
' Technical Appendix to the Report. Attachment 14, pp. 47-49.

b. Summarv of Survev Results

! Q. Please describe the results of the survey of responses

to the EBS messages used by LILCO during the Exercise.
|

|

|

O
.
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A. (Cole) The most important result of the survey is that

if an accident such as that postulated in the Exercise were

actually to occur and LILCO responded with the EBS messages it

used during the Exercise, a massive voluntary evacuation would

have begun at approximately 7:00 a.m., in response to the first

Exercise EBS message broadcast.

I estimated the size of the evacuation shadow in the fol-
lowing way. We asked the 1,500 respondents in the survey the

following question:

Now I would like to ask you a few questions
. about what you would do if something happened
! at the Shoreham nuclear power plant.

Assuming that the Shoreham nuclear power plant
' O is licensed and begins to operate, we would!

like to know what you would do if something.

happened at the plant. Suppose that you were
at home on a weekday morning and you woke up
at 7:00 a.m. and turned on the radio. You
heard on the radio that there had been an
incident at the Shoreham nuclear power station
and an alert condition was declared at 6:17
a.m. A LILCO representa.tive said that no
release of radiation had occurred but recom-;

mended that schools within the ten mile
emergency planning zone should remain closed.
He said that if you live more than ten miles>

away from the plant, there is no reason for
you to take any action. When you heard this
message on the radio, would you and members of
your family: go about your normal business,

; or stay inside your home, or leave your home
and go further away from the plant?

| As can be seen by comparing this question with Attachment 8, the ,

!

; question tracks the information LILCO decided during the Exercise

() to provide to the public in its Exercise EBS message No. 1.
;

|

'
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1

!

i
'

-in considering all the families on Long Island as a group,
O

we found that 19 percent when they heard the first EBS message

would go about their normal business, 25 percent said that they
i

would stay inside their homes, 53 percent said that they would '

i

leave their homes and go further away from the plant, and

3 percent said that they did not know what they would do. Thus,,

; after hearing the first EBS message, more than half of the

households on Long Island would begin the attempt to evacuate.30
,

| We found that the differences in the responses of people living
j in the three geographical zones were relatively small. People
,

j living inside the EPZ were the most likely to say they would try
a

to evacuate after hearing the first EBS message; but there was
i
~

no significant difference in the responses given by Nassau County r

(]} residents and Suffolk County residents who lived outside the EPZ.

The full table of data is presented as Table 1 in the Report.
] Attachment 14, p. 20.
!

:
i
!
!

____________________

; 30 We calculated the number of households that would attempt to |
| evacuate after hearing the first EBS message by using the most
! reliable information we had on the current number of households:

on Long Island -- the number of residential listings in the 1986
! edition of Cole's Directory. I took the number of residential
i listings and adjusted them for the number of households with
! multiple listings. Since Cole's Directory publishes a table
! showing the number of residential listings for each zip code, I
! was able to estimate the number of households in each of the ;'

geographical areas. Once these estimates of total households '

were made, the estimates of the numbers of households attempting
. to evacuate at any given point were made simply by multiplying
! the relevant proportions obtained from the survey by the total
j number of households in a given area. In this way I was able to
! estimate that after the first EBS message was aired at 7:00 a.m.,
' A a total of 433,691 households on Long Island and 21,102 house-,

U- holds in the EPZ would begin the attempt to evacuate.
I
!

'
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.

i

) () Q. Did the survey contain any information on the likely

response of the public to LILCO's Exercise EBS messages subse-,

4

quent to the first one?
4

i

A. (Cole) Yes. For those respondents who said that theyj
;

would not ev'acuate after hearing the first EBS message, we read'

!

! them a question based upon the second EBS message prepared by
,

LILCO during the Exercise:

i
1

| Suppose that in order to find out what had
; happened at Shoreham, you kept your radio on
! and at 8:45 in the morning you heard that a

site area emergency condition was declared at
8:19 a.m. A site area emergency indicates
that a major plant safety system could fail.

- A LILCO representative said that a very minor
release of radiation had occurred, and recom-

,

Q mended that schools within ten miles of thet

*Shoreham plant should remain closed. All milk
producing animals, within two miles of the
Shoreham plant, should be moved into shelters,

i and placed on stored feed. The LILCO repre-
! sentative said that if you live more than ten
j miles away from the plant, there is no reason

for you to take any action. When you heardi

! this message, would you and members of your
family: go about your normal business, or
stay inside your home, or leave your home and
go further away from the plant? i

,

| Sag alan Attachment 8.
,

| '

! !

; This question was asked only of those respondents who said

that they would not evacuate after hearing the first EBS message,

because this is the only group for whom this question would be

()
!
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() relevant. If persons said that they would leave their homes at

7:00 a.m., it does not make sense to ask them if they would stay
4

in their homes at 8:45 a.m.

We were able to use the combined data from this question

with those from the question on the first EBS message to estimate

how many Long Island residents, in a real Shoreham accident,

would have begun the attempt to evacuate by 9:00 a.m., shortly

after the second EBS message was aired but still almost an hour

and a half before any residents were advised by LILCO to evacuate

in response to the Exercise scenario.

The survey data led to the conclusion that in a real emer-

O gency to which LILCo responded as it did during the Exercise,

after the broadcast of the second Exercise EBS message, 69 per-

cent of all Long Island households or about 565,000 households

(more than one and a half million people) would have begun the

attempt to leave their homes and move further away form the

Shoreham plant. In the EPZ, 76 percent of the households (ap-

proximately 26,000 households) would have begun the attempt to

evacuate prior to any evacuation advisory from LILCo. (These

data may be found in Table 2, p. 21 of the Report, Attachment

14.)

O
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f(]) For those people who said that they would not evacuate after

hearing both the first and second EBS message prepared by LILCO

during the Exercise, we asked them the following question based

upon LILCO's fifth Exercise EBS message:

Suppose that at 10:30 a.m. you heard on the
radio that at 9:39 a.m. a general emergency
condition was declared at the Shoreham nuclear
power station. A LILCO representative said C

that there had been a failure in plant safety
systems, and recommended evacuation for all
people living in the ten mile evacuation zone
except those people who live south of the Long
Island Expressway and East of the William
Floyd Parkway. LILCO said that people who
were told to evacuate would be safer if they [
left as soon as possible. The LILCO represen-
tative said if you are outside the ten mile
zone there is no reason to take any action.
He repeated once again that the Shoreham
nuclear power station is in a general emergen-

O cy condition and that there had been a release
of radiation into the air. When you heard
this message, would you and members of your
family: go about your normal business, or
stay inside your home, or leave your home and
go further away from the plant?

This message was, during the Exercise, LILCO's first advisory
that any member of the public should evacuate. That recommenda-

tion was made for people in zones A-M, Q and R, at approximately
10:30 a.m. Egg Attachment 8. Since the LILCO zone letters would
have been meaningless to the survey respondents, in the question

we used the most widely known routes which form the rough
geographical boundaries of the LILCO zones.

O
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.

() By combining the data obtained from this question with those

relating to EBS Nos. 1 and 2, we were able to estimate that by

10:30 a.m., the time at which the first evacuation advisory was

issued, fully 77 percent of all Long Island families, including

; roughly 75 percent of those living outside the EPZ and 84 percent

of those living inside the EPZ, would have begun the attempt to

evacuate. (These data may be found in Table 4, p. 23 of the

Report, Attachment 14.)
:

The final question we asked o,n evacuation was based upon

LILCO's EBS message No. 7 prepared by LILCO during the Exercise.

Egg the Technical Appendix to the Report, pp. 55-56, Attachment'

14, and Attachment 8. This message was aired at around 1:00.p.m.
,

and advised all residents of the EPZ to evacuate.' We found that

this message had little impact upon those who had not already

expressed the intention to evacuate at an earlier point in the
,

scenario. All together 80 percent of Long Island households and

87 percent of those living within the EPZ expressed an intention

to evacuate. The number of households who would be engaged in a

: voluntary evacuation (that is, the number expressing an intent to

evacuate minus those expressing an intent to evacuate who live
!

within the EPZ) at this point would be approximately 600,000.

!

|

,

!
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[} I should also point out that 13% of the people we inter-
viewed living within the EPZ said that they would not listen to

LILCO's instructions to evacuate. This means that more than
4,000 households would not follow instructions to evacuate.

Q. What do these results mean?

A. (Cole, Saegert, Loftus) The primary import of these

data is that the overwhelming majority of Long Island residen'se
would not listen to instructions given by LILCO during a
radiological emergency if those instructions were stated, and'

| were disseminated, as LILCO demonstrated they would be during the
Exercise. The survey indicates that in light of the situation-

() specific information contained in the EBS messages used by LILCO

during the Exercise, people would behave according to their pre-i

existing attitudes and situational conditions, not according to
instructions given by LILCO which did not, include an immediate

advisory to evacuate. The results of this survey and other

research we discuss further below, indicate that Long Island
I residents have two fears about an accident at Shoreham. The

first, and strongest, is that they will be exposed to health and
even life-threatening levels of radiation as a result of the

accident. The second is that evacuation will be impossible and

that the conditions on the roads would be dangerous. Most Long

Island residents hold hath these beliefs. For most the first is

O a stronger impetus to behavior, and that accounts for the large
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{~ } evacuation shadow that would result if there were a real Shoreham
accident and instructions such as those used by LILCO during the

Exercise were given to the public. But, for some Long Island

residents, the second belief is a strong impetus to behavior.

People for whom this second belief is the strongest motivator

would not evacuate even if LILCO tells them to.

So, the primary conclusion to be drawn from t'he survey

results is that there would be very large numbers of people who

would not follow the instructions LILCO demonstrated during the
Exercise it would give to the public in the event of a Shoreham

accident such as that postulated in the Exercise. Most would H21

follow instructions urging them not to take any protective ac-

() tions; some would not follow instructions advising them to take
;

protective actions. The basic assumption during the Exercise

that there would be no voluntary evacuation is false.

i Q. In the past, LILCO witnesses have argued that surveys

are not a reliable means to predict what people would do during a

real radiological emergency. Why should the Board accept as
'

valid the survey results you have described which support the

allegations in Contention Ex 22.F?

A. (Cole) While it is certainly true that surveys are not

perfect tools for predicting exactly how individual people will

respond to a future event, they do provide very useful evidence,
,
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1

() particularly with respect to the issue raised in contention,

Ex 22.F. Thus, the point made in Contention Ex 22.F and the re-
'

lated contentions, is not that a particular number of individu-

1 als, or individuals from a particular location, would voluntarily -

evacuate, or that they would do so at a particular time, but

rather that LILCO's assumption during the Exercise that there

would be n2 voluntary evacuation, and the FEMA evaluator's

identical assumption, is false, given the tone and situation-'

:

) specific contents of the actual EBS messages used by LILCO during

I that Exercise. Thus, no one suggests that the survey is a

nrecise instrument which accurately predicts precisely how many,

or which, people would actually attempt to evacuate, or more

i precisely when, were a real accident such as that depicted in the

' Exercise to occur at Shoreham and LILCO were to disseminate the

instructions it used during the Exercise. But, the survey is the

I best tool that we have; it gives us a rough idea of the size of

the evacuation shadow in response to the specific information

contained in LILCO's Exercise EBS messages. In a real accident,

depending upon the seriousness of the accident and other varia-

bles, the evacuation shadow might be somewhat larger or smaller

than that found in the survey; but I am sure that in any serious

accident such as that postulated in the Exercise scenario, there

would be a large voluntary evacuation in response to LILCO's
'

demonstrated advisories to the public. The fact that the

opposite assumption was the basis of the Exercise and the

(
|
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.

(} evaluation of the results of that Exercise renders invalid the
conclusions drawn about the adequacy of LILCO's ability to
implement its Plan.

2. Voluntary Evacuation Would Result from LILCO's
First Exercise EBS Messace

.

Q. In your opinion, is the allegation in Contention

Ex 22.F, that in a real emergency the public would begin to
evacuate "in response to LILCO's actions such as . the first. .

(Exercise) EBS announcement of the emergency . " correct?. .

.

{
A. (Cole, Saegert, Loftus) Yes. I'n fact, one of the most

striking findings of the survey is that so many Long Island
,

{} residents said that they would evacuate after hearing the first
EBS message.

In your opinion, why would so many pe e attempt to.

leave imme ately in response to LILCO's E No. 1, rather than

waiting to see the accident devel ed or waiting for an

instruction to evacua ?

-A. (Cole, Saegert uoftus We discuss several reasons
related to the speci 'c tone and cont t of EBS No. 1 in Section

4 below. But, t most basic reason, as st ed in subpart F of

Contention Ex 2, is the pre-existing fears and rceptions of

Long Isla residents. Research has shown that they e very

() afraid f being exposed to dangerous levels of radiation in the
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' vent of an accident at Shoreham. They also believe, however

tha it is impossible to conduct a safe evacuation of Long
Island. For example, in a September 1986 survey I (Dr. le)
conducted for Newsday, the following question was aske .

In ase of a nuclear accident at the Shor am
pla , do you think it would be possible o
safe evacuate all the people who live ithin
the 1 mile area around the plant?

Seventy-six percen of the respondents said n , only 18 percent
believed that it wou be possible to cond t a safe evacuation
of residents of the EP and six percent ad no opinion. Similar

results have been obtain on other Ne sday surveys. The primary

reason for the perceived di ficulty f evacuating Long Island is

its geography, heavy populati n de sity, and insufficient network-

of roads. Therefore, people w are afraid of being exposed to

dangerous levels of radiation to a Shoreham accident believe

that they must leave as soon as pos ible or else it will become

impossible or "too late" t leave. T s is the primary reason

why we found so many pe le saying they ould attempt to evacuate

after hearing the fir EBS message.

,

(Saegert, Lo us) At first, it might see puzzling that

such a large pr rtion of Long Islanders would tempt to

evacuate at t very first indication of an acciden at the

Shoreham pl t. But, people will be responding to th 'r

perceptio s that (a) the situation is very dangerous, (b it is

() likely to get worse, and (c) it will be difficult or impos ible

- 169 -

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



_ _ _ .

() t get off Long Island should an evacuation be ordered. Ther

fore or each individual, attempting to be the first out is a
j

highly esirable response. Most Long Islanders believe at the j

traffic w 11 quickly become so bad that movement will blocked.

Only those o first make a move will succeed.31

:

3. Voluntar Evacuation Would Occur, Response
to LILCO' Exercise Emergency Inf rmation, in
Light of P -existing Perception and Fears of
Lona Island esidents

t

,

| ____________________
'

31 The situation is an exam e what is known in environ-
mental and social psychology s a s cial trap. Egg J.J. Edney,
"The Commons Problem: Alte ative P rspectives." American
Psycholocist 35 (1980): 1 -150. Tw paradigms particularly
apply here. One is known as the trage of the commons. First
formulated by Garrett Ha din, the trage of the commons occurs
when it is in the colle tive interest to reserve a commonly held
resource, in this case accessible roads fr e of unnecessary traf-

i fic, but in the indiv dual interest to be t e first to use as
much of this resour as possible.32 Garret J. Hardin, "The

'

Tragedy of the Co ns." Science 162 (1968) 243-1248. The
other relevant fo ulation is known as the pri ner's dilemma.
Sag A. Chammah R port, A. Dwyer and J. Gyr, " ree-person non-
zero sum nonneg lable games." Behavioral Scien 7 (1962):
38-50. In thi situation, two prisoners could bo escape if,

they would co rate in disarming a guard; however, if one acts
without the ooperation of the other, he will suffe greater
harm. This much-studied paradigm has found that peo e most
frequently act in an uncooperative way if there is no eans of
assuring hat the other person will also cooperate, eve though
uncoope tive actions are ant as rewarding as cooperativ ones.
In the vent of an accident at Shoreham, people would try to
evacu e on their own, and block other people's ability to

O evac ate by doing so. Therefore, even if they realize the
pot ntial value of an orderly evacuation, they would each te to
tr to maximize their own gain at the expense of others.
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i

() Q. Subpart F of Contention Ex 22 also alleges that na

1 emergency, given LILCO's demonstrated response dur ng the' r

Exer se, there would be voluntary evacuation in lig of " pre-

existi perceptions and fears of Long Island res* ents

concerni nuclear accidents." Do you agree?,

A. (C e, Saegert, Loftus) Yes. T e survey data already

described sup t this allegation, as do other extensive research

data.
,

Q. Please exp in.

A. (Cole) As a s la scientist, I have long believed inO
the importance of integrat g quantitative and qualitative

I
research methods. In ord r to orove a particular proposition, it

is necessary to have antitati data. Qualitative data adds a.

richness to quantita ive data that can help us understand better

what people will It can, there re, provide important in-.

sight into the r asons behind some of ur findings from sys-

tematic quant ative research.

t

,

So, order to understand better the es ntially quanti-

tative nswers given by the sample of Long Isla residents who

respo ded to the survey, I conducted some qualita ive group'

in rviews, sometimes called " focus groups." Perha s one of the

() st important conclusions to be drawn from an analys of the

1

:
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(]) t nscripts of the focus groups is that the EBS messages * pared

by LI O and used during the Exercise bring out deep- ated fear

of being osed to radiation released during a accident at
Shoreham, a f r which is held by a signif ant segment of the

Long Island popula ion. Although it be alleged that this

fear may be based on m' informati it is real nonetheless. As,

one of the most famous soc * 1 sycholog'ists, W.I. Thomas, put it:
"If men define situations sr 1, they are real in their

consequences," cited 'n R.K. Merto Social Theory and Social

Structure, (Free ress, 1957), p. 421. The transcripts of the

focus groups ggest that fear of radiati may be the primary
reason wh so many people told us in our syst atic survey that

they w id attempt to evacuate if the accident po ulated in the
Exe cise were real and LILCO responded with the EBS m sages it

repared for use during the Exercise.

Q. Could you please describe the procedures which were .!
followed in conducting the focus groups?

A. (Cole) I conducted three focus groups with partici-
pants living both inside the EPZ and those living in Suffolk
County but outside the EPZ. The first group had a mixture of

these people; the second had primarily persons living outside but

far from the EPZ; and the third had a majority who livednot

inside the EPZ, with some living outside but on the border. In

order to recruit the members of the focus groups, we drew a
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() random sample of telephone numbers from the exchanges in the EPZ

and in Suffolk County bordering the EPZ. These telephone numbers

were drawn in the same manner as were those utilized in the

systematic survey. Experienced telephone interviewers were used i

to recruit the participants. The interviewers followed a

protocol which is Attachment 15.32

When the participants arrived, they were escorted into a

conference room where I greeted them. The respondents were first

given a one-page questionnaire in which they were asked to give

their opinion on Shoreham and a few demogr.aphic characteristics.

A tabulation of these results is presented in Attachment 16

hereto. I told the respondents that we were interested in howi

O they would react if the Shoreham nuclear plant was put on line

and something was to happen at the plant. I told them I would be

playing a series of tape recorded messages and we would then be

discussing them. I asked them to imagine.that they were at home

on a weekday morning and after getting up at 7:00 a.m. they

turned on the radio and heard the following message. They were,

asked to assume that this was not a test but a real event. We

____________________

32 Since the analysis of the survey data showed that attitudes
toward Shoreham were a very significant determinant of how one
would respond to a radiological emergency, we tried to have the
composition of the focus groups represent the composition of the
population of the areas from which they were drawn on this cru-
cial question. Because in the area from which we were drawing
the group participants more than 70% of the population is opposed

,

to the opening of the Shoreham plant, we made a special effort to

| recruit pro-Shoreham participants, turning down potential parti-
; cipants who were anti-Shoreham in order to find pro-Shoreham par-

ticipants.
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I

I

then played a recording of the full text of the first EBS message
prepared by LILCO, and simulated to be broadcast at 6:52 during
the Exercise.33 After a discussion of that message, other EBS |

|messages prepared during the Exercise (Nos. 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7)

were also played and discussed. The discussion of the three
focus groups were tape recorded and then transcribed.

Q. Have you analyzed the focus group transcripts?
,

A. (Cole, Saegert, Loftus) Yes, we have. They provide

additional support for the allegations in Contention Ex 22

subpart F, that there would be a substantial voluntary

evacuation, in the event of a real Shoreham accident, in response
() to the EBS messages used by LILCO during that Exercise, as a

'

result of the public's pre-existing perceptions and fears, the

contents of the EBS messages, and LILCO's lack of credibility.

Q. Please explain, first, how the focus group data support

the Contention Ex 22.F allegation that " pre-existing perceptions
and fears of Long Island residents concerning nuclear accidents"

would cause voluntary evacuation if LILCO's response demonstrated

during the Exercise were to occur with respect to a real Shoreham
accident.

____________________

33 The recordings of the EBS messages were made by an advanced,

graduate student in the sociology department at Stony Brook. The() recording was intelligible and no respondent complained that they
had trouble hearing the messages.
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() A. (Cole, Saegert, Loftus) The focus group: showed that

some Long Islanders believe that if there is any accident at

Shoreham, they will be exposed to radiation. In general as

LILCO's former witness Barnett also found in his research, Long

Island residents frequently do not base their assessment of risk

on either the amount of radiation they have been exposed to or

the duration of that exposure. In their view, exposure from an

accident at a nuclear power plant to any amount of radiation for

any length of time is dangerous and potentially even lethal. One

woman who lives in the shadow of the Shoreham plant, when asked

what she would do after hearing the first EBS message used by

LILCO during the Exercise, replied:

() I live a half a mile east of the plant and I
think I would make a nice gin and conic. I

figure I have been exoosed and I would just
sit it out. Focus Group # 1, held on January
20, 1987.34

In the third focus group, after hearing the first EBS

message played, a participant associated Shoreham with Love Canal

and Three Mile Island and said she would leave immediately:

If I heard that specific message, I would
leave because of Three Mile Island, Love
Canal, things that have happened in the last<

ten years I would go and stay with relatives
who are 20 mile away from Shoreham. It could
chance in 15 minutes and that micht be 15
minutes too late. (# 3);

____________________

34 Henceforth, citations to quotations from the focus groups
will be as follows: citations to the first focus group, held
January 20, 1987 will be to "# 1"; citations to the second focus

(]) group, held on the morning of February 7, 1987 will be to "# 2";
citations to the focus group held in the afternoon of February 7,
1987 will be to "# 3." All emphases are supplied.
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(]) After hearing the second EBS message, one respondent said

that if animals had to be placed indoors, this meant that humans

must be getting exposed to unhealthy doses:

That radiation had been released and not only
are the animals breathina it and cettina it,
we are. (# 1)

If you had storage feed, how long is it going
to last and ultimately those animals are going
to have go out there. It is already too late
(# 2)

That means that everything is going to be
contaminated. (# 2)

Another assumed that her life span had been affected by the
minor release reported in EBS No. 2:

O My life scan has already been reduced at this
ooint. (# 1)

(After EBS No. 3] Listening to this, this is
a fear that I live with. This sends chills up
my spine. Someday I will see something like

l this happening and I know that I am gone. It
j is really frightening. (# 1)

This respondent was asked why she would not attempt to
leave, if she was so worried about the radiation. She replied:

I really see no point in it. Number one I
have to pass the plant. I am so close to the
plant, I see it every day. If they are makina
an announcement, I know radiation has leaked.
I have been exoosed. Whether it is a fast
death or a slow death is really my option. If
you have been exoosed to so much radiation,
your chances are not cood. (# 1)

O
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() After hearing EBS No. 2, a participant stated:

I think today that we don't live in any area
that is isolated from others, and we don't
have buffer zones. We may be injured by a
nuclear power plant in Wisconsin or Ohio, and
to just base a decision on whether we live

#

near LILCO or not may not be the wisest thing
to do. I have-to agree with this gentleman
that when I heard the second report IEBS # 21'
I would already believe that I was affected by
11 and I am never going to outrun the winds

'

that will take this radiation away. (# 2)

In another focus group after hearing the second EBS message,
a respondent said:

I feel that if I didn't die in the next six
months, I would definitely die of it in the,

i next five years. (# 2)

O
Another said:

: One of my worries would be that nerhaos I had
alreadv lost mv life and iust didn't know it.
There is a certain time delay between this
release of radiation by the time all consulta-
tions were made and got out to all the radio
stations, I may have already been exposed to
radioactivity. We may in fact be walkino dead
alreadv. I iust don't know. (# 2)

These statements illustrate well the attitudes of many Long

Island residents who participated in the focus groups and, we

imagine, who answered the larger survey. Once an accident has

occurred at Shoreham and some (any) radiation has been released,

they believe that their lives are in grave danger.35
____________________,

35O (Cole) During the focus group interviews, I also repeated
; to the participants one of the primary arguments of LILCO

(footnote continued)-
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() Q. Did 211 th: 7-rkirip2nte in um 2c;;; ; supa her: c'

de p fear of avree"re to radistien f-^= n recident :t Sher-h=='

____________________

(footnote continued from previous page)
witnesses such as Dr. Mileti, that in natural disasters the
biggest problem is getting people who should evacuate to actually
do so rather than a large voluntary evacuation'. Thus, I stated:

LILCO says that in the cases of other kinds
of disasters, natural disasters like hurri-
canes, tornados and floods, that people do
not leave, they just stay. And LILCO says
that that is the same thing that would happen
here. (# 1)

I received the following responses:

It is not; because with something like this
it is fear of the unknown. We have sees (0
hurricanes come and go, earthquakes and
everything else. This is really unknown. WeO don't know anything about it. And the.long
term ramifications. And the distrust of
government. The whole public opinion has
grown and once that first message comes
across, I think there will be madness. LILCO

| will not be able to reason with people's
j fear. (# 1)
|

When I asked: "Do you see any difference between the danger of a
, nuclear accident and the danger from the natural disasters," I
| was told:

First of all, there are no long lasting ef-
fects to the hurricane, or a flood. It is
gone and you don't have radiation sticking
around for how many years? You can see a
tree fall, you cannot see radiation. Not
unless there is an explosion. You only see
the particles of air coming down. But
radiation is invisible. (# 1)

You are also talking about material things
being destroyed. Here radiation can kill
your kids and your kids' kids too. (# 1)

() People are afraid of things they cannot see.
They cannot see radiation. A lot of people

(footnote continued)
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1

t']} A. (Cole, Saegert, Loftus) No. Some of e participants

exp sed the opinion that_the amount of radi ion being released
!from Sh eham during the hypothetical ace' ent might not be so<
'

'

great as to ill and that indeed they ight be able to protect

themselves by a ltering. For exa le, when asked if they would
go to some place in assau Coun to be checked for radioactive;

; contamination, two par 'cipa s gave the following answers:

What about th man ho had a house in
Pennsylvani who ha omething under his
house and worked in the power plant and
they fou all this rad tion on him entering

,

the pow plant, rather t n leaving the,

: power ant and he has been iving with quite
a bi of radiation for a numb of years.
Wha I am saying is that there ' a certain
am unt that you can accept. (# 2,

' O' eople don't understand. I don't kn how
many people have been in the military. I

spent five years in the Marine Corps an they
teach you nuclear biological warfare. Y

____________________

(footnote continued from previous page)
will panic and leave. (# 2)
I think when they tell us that all these
people who will control an evacuation will in
effect commit suicide by standing there
directing traffic let's not pay attention to
them anyway. It is simply lies. Tapes like
this is [ sic) propaganda. (# 2),

:

i I think the element of time and how you view
i

a situation based solely on time. A
hurricane we have been exposed to so it is
not unknown. We all know that it will pass
within a matter of hours. But we see
radiation over a period of many, many years.,

So I don't think they are correct; they
cannot assume that you won't leave. (# 2)

I did not leave for the hurricane and I live
down at the bay. But I would leave for4

i something like radioactivity. I would leave
with my children. (# 2)

'

- 179 -

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



.. _ . . . . _ .

.-

() can survive with nuclear dropout. You need
gas mask and a suit to cover you up and aft
you get fallout on you you wash yourself o f
and you have to eat non-contaminated food ,
which means in containers, non-contamin ed
water, which means. sealed. You have t take
certain precautions but you can survi .

(# 2)

Anoth respondent said that if there as an accident at

.Shoreham, he uld stay in his basement, since concrete offered

the best protect n against radiation So, not all of the

respondents had a s ong fear of ra lation; but a majority did.

And insofar as we can all from udies such as that conducted by
Slovic, et al., this is t ue i the general population.

Q. Some of the res nde ts in the focus groups who seemed
- (:) to be afraid of radiati noneth ess said that they had no

intention of evacuati If fear radiation is a major cause.

of voluntary evacua ion, how can you xplain this?

A. (Cole Saegert, Loftus) The fo s group participants

expressed w strong fears. One of radiatio from the plant; the

other of w t they perceived as the impenetrab traffic and

probable isorder (possibly violence) which woul result from the

airing f the EBS messages. Some participants, eve some who

felt hey would die from the hypothetical Shoreham ac dent, felt

tha they could not evacuate because it would be impossi le.

T ey felt that in the event of an accident, they would stoi ally

(} ave to accept their fate. This supports our conclusion stat
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() earlier from the survey results as to why, if the accide t

p tulated in the Exercise were to occur, there would ea

mas ve voluntary evacuation of Long Island.

Sp ifically, most of the participants, wh her they them-

selves sai that they would evacuate or " pani ," felt that

everyone els would panic. After the first BS message was

played, one par icipant said:

I think y alert from Shore am would cause
panic. M e oecole would d'e trvina to escaoe
on the hionways. (# 1)

Another respondent as confu d about what he would do but
was sure that there would by eria:

I wouldn't be in i diate danger like a
couple of people r'gh here but I would try
to evacuate. But I do 't think there would
be any point in rying t that point because
there would be ass hyst ria. (# 1)

In the same group ater on in th discussion another
participant said:

We are n t being realistic about ny of this.
It is j st not going to happen. one is

! aoina oet off of this Island. ere is
going o be chaos, people calling ea h other.
Ther is going to be mob rule. (# 1)

Another participant estimated:

inety percent of the deaths from an accide t

O in Shoreham would be caused by the panic tha
ensues. (# 1)
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() The same sentiments were expressed by other parti ipants'

after\the first EBS message was played:

would be afraid to leave because of 11 the
p ic. I would be afraid that peopl would be
ge ing killed on the way out. Tra ic jams,
car ccidents. I would hope that omebody
woul direct in the proper way to handle this.,

Go int the basement. Maybe we hould start'

buildin those radiation thing we had back in
the fift s. Shelters. Stac ng up dry beans
and thing like that. (# 2)

Some expressed the beli f that viol nce would occur:,

[After hearing E No. 3] If a lot of people
who were getting ni y and let's flee
attitude, if there e a lot of fanatical
people around you a going to get into a

4 traffic situation nd uns are going to come
out. If you have a fo wheel drive and you,

(]) can get'over the ill an they cannot in their
Volkswagen, tha is anoth whole set of
problems. (# 2

'

I think that n the real worl something like
this unfold g, you can just o n your windows
and hear t panic going on. I hink all of
Suffolk a Nassau Counties woul turn into an
incredibl violent disaster. (#

People re going to panic as soon as they hear
radica tive release. You can get a f el of
this ight in here. Probably 60% of th people
will panic, then it will turn to fury. They
wil be in a frenzy. There will be more
tr uble from that than from the actual ac i-
d nt. (# 2)

,

These co ents, and others made by participants in the ocus

groups, illustrate that many of the participants in the g oups
J

hold he belief that given the roads and traffic conditions on .

({} Lon Island, evacuation is a decision which would have to be ade

L
,

- 182 -

__ _ - _ _ _ _ - - _ . - . _ - _ _ . - _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ . . _ _ - . _ _ _ _ _ . . . _ _ _ . _ . _ . . _ . . . . _ . . , _



. - -

() Iver early. Several participants said that if they were oing to

l
evacua e at all, they had to evacuate early; or else t y would

simply h ve no choice as evacuation would become imp sible due

to the hea traffic congestion and the possible d'sorder on the

roads. This supports our earlier conclusion th on Long Island,

people feel th t they must take action quickl or else it will be

too late.;

!

Q. Do any othe data support th allegation in Contention

Ex 22.F we have been di cussing (th voluntary evacuation would

result from LILCO's Exerc e EBS ssages due to pre-existing

fears)?

() A. (Cole, Saegert, L ftu Yes. One survey is described

in a paper co-authored by LILCO wi ness, Michael K. Lindell. The

paper, entitled "Protec ive Response to Technological Emergency:

Risk Perception and B havioral Intenti n," by M.K. Lindell and

V.E. Barnes, was pu lished in the Octobe -December 1986 issue of

the journal Nucle r Safety. The authors r view the literature on

f evacuation shad w, including the work of Ze1 ler and Johnson, and

conclude:

ecent studies of behavioral intention in
response to hypothesized nuclear power- lant

I accidents suggest that excessive evacuat'ons
would occur again in the event of a maj
accident at a nuclear power plant In-. . . .

summary, these behavioral intention studie
seem to indicate that the overresponse at I

(} was not a unique phenomenon. (pp. 457-58)

|
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!

|(]) ndell and Barnes conducted a survey among a group of

| Univers ty of Washington students in order to determine the
<

; extent to hich overresponse to accidents such as those curring

at nuclear wer plants can be understood by the pre-e 1 sting;

attitudes of p pie toward the hazard: in this case radiation.

| They found first that University of Washington st ents were not

biased toward an a ti-nuclear position. They t n found that in

response to a hypoth tical scenario involving an accident at a

nuclear power plant, t ere would be a large voluntary evacuation, ;

exceeding in size that w ich actually too place at TMI and that

which was predicted to ta place on L g Island based upon my

i 1982 survey relating to the horeham _lant. Since nuclear power

was not a local political iss fo the students, Lindell and,s

f Batnes conalude that what happe at TMI and the results of the
:

Shoreham studies cannot be exp i d by unique local circum-

stances. Rather, their data ead t m to believe that it is

attitudes toward the hazar -- radiat n released during an

accident -- that is the st important use of overresponse or

evacuation shadow.
,

,

! Here are some f the attitudes towards r diation which
!

Lindell and Barne found among their sample:

i

! An u rotected exposure to either of th two
| haza ds [the other was a dioxin release] was
! jud ed to result in an approximately 50%

ch nce of a prompt fatality . . Almos. .

i 2 of the respondents believed that shel
t ring would offer no protection to thep)\_ adiation hazard, and more than 50% though
hat sheltering would reduce exposure by le s

1

'
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than 30% (about 45%] thought that a. . . .

radioactive release would arrive within 15
minutes . . Over 75% of the sample. .

,

indicated that they were likely to evacuate- |
. more than 65% would expect to evacu e i. . .

over 40 miles (64 km) to avoid radiation r'sks
. less than 40% felt that people c ld. . .

turn to their homes this soon (within ne
m th] following a radioactive release . . .

(p . 461-62)

The author conclude that the results f their study are

consistent with th se of risk perception tudies such as those of
f

Slovic et al. "in de onstrating how ne atively radiation hazard

is viewed." (p. 464)

(Cole) Finally, the r ce survey I conducted also supports

the proposition that pre-exi ing fear of radiation would cause

)
| voluntary evacuation in th eve of a Shoreham accident if EBS
|

messages such as those ed by LIL during the Exercise were

broadcast. In genera , we found atti udes toward nuclear power

and toward Shoreham to be quite strongl associated with

i evacuation intent ons. Thus, fully 64 per ent of those saying

that they woul classify themselves as oppon ts of nuclear power

as compared ith 25 percent of those saying th would classify

themselves as supporters of nuclear power (a 39 int percentage

differen e) said that they would evacuate after hea ng the first

EBS m sage. Likewise, 64 percent of those opposed to the
!

ope tion of Shoreham and 27 percent of those in favor o its

o ration (a 37 point percentage difference) said that the would

[}
vacuate after the first EBS message. Both opposition to nu lear
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I

() powe and intention to evacuate are based upon the same va able:

fear o being exposed to radiation from a nuclear power lant

accident.

Another teresting correlate was found bet en answers ,

given to the qu tion on the area affected by he Chernobyl

accident. Egg Re rt, Attachment 14, p. 34 Sixty-five percent

of those who said t at people living more than 500 miles away
,

from the Chernobyl pl t were exposed dangerous levels of,

radiation said that the would evacu te after hearing EBS message.

number one as compared wit 34 per ent of those who said that the

Chernobyl accident only had eg ive health consequet.ces on

people living within a 10 mil radius of the plant. This() correspo,nds with the findi s of indell and Barnes that

perception of how far on must be om a nuclear power plant

emitting radiation in der to be saf is correlated with

behavioral intention to evacuate.

In general, we did not find particularl high associations

between the stions measuring level of knowl ge about nuclear

power and avioral intentions. But, 70 percen of those who

incorrect y said that during normal operation a nuc ear power'

plant ves off a dangerous level of radiation, as co ared with
I
! 45 p cent of those who said that it does not, expresse an

in ntion to evacuate after hearing the first EBS message. Once;

(} ain, this illustrates the significance of fear of radiatio

,

!
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() Thos people who believe that nuclear power plants can emit

danger us levels of radiation during normal operation will

certainl be more likely to be concerned about health th eatening
emissions radiation during an accident.

In Table of the Report we present the cros tabulations

between the vari s questions asked in the sur y and the answers

given by the respon nt to what their family would do after

hearing the first EBS essage. Note, for xample, that among

those respondents who th ught that livi near an airport was

"very dangerous," 71 perce t said th they would evacuate after

hearing the first EBS messag amo those who said that living

near an airport was "not dange s at all," 47 percent said that

| (),

; they would evacuate. Subtrac n these two percentages gives us

a figure called the "percen age di erence," which is a very

rough measure of the ext t to which wo variables are corre-

lated. In this case t e percentage dif. rence is 24 points. For

i living near a menta hospital, we found a ercentage difference
l

of 11 points; for a coal-fired power plant a difference of 20

points; and fo a nuclear power plant a differ nce of 37 points.

On the surfa e there may seem to be no logical r son why belief

that livi near an airport is dangerous should be orrelated

with wh people would do in the case of an accident t a nuclear

power plant. But the consistency of the data here sugg ts that

! th e are two underlying variables which explain these

(]) ssociations. First, there is sensitivity to risk in gener 1.
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() e people are simply more worried about 'sk, no matter what
'

the sou of that risk. These peopl (those who say it would be

"very dangerous o live near an irport, for example) would be

more likely to take pr et e action in any situation, including

an accident at a nucle pow lant, where they perceive

themselves to be risk. The seco underlying variable would

seem to be fe of radiation from nuclear wer plants in

general. ot surprisingly, we found a much high percentage

diff ence on the question of how dangerous it would to live

ar a nuclear power plant than on the other potential haza ds.

4. Voluntary Evacuation Would Occur in Light of the
Contents of LILCO's Exercise EBS Messaces

() Q. Contention Ex 22.F alleges that there would be'

voluntary evacuation from a real Shoreham accident as a result of

the contents of LILCO's EBS messages demonstrated during the

Exercise. Why do you agree with that allegation?

A. (Cole, Saegert, Loftus) For many reasons. First, as

already discussed, the survey data clearly demonstrate that in

response to the EBS messages used by LILCO during the Exercise,

residents of Long Island would attempt to evacuate, long before

they were advised to, and even when they were not advised to.
>

The only information the survey respondents were given was taken

virtually verb ^ tim from LILCO's own EBS message. No other

information was available to them. In this sense, the survey

O
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approximated the unachievable ideal circumstance for LILCO --

that is, complete control over the information residents receive
about the accident.

Second, an analysis of the contents of LILCO's EBS messages

" broadcast" during the Exercise reveals numerous reasons that

they would evoke a decision to evacuate, rather than follow the
instructions, or lack of instructions, contained in them. We

discuss these reasons in detail below, but will summarize them
briefly here.

The Exercise EBS messages made no attempt to explain the

health effects of what had, or was projected to occur. Informa-

tion about radiation releases and doses was couched in terms
:

! either so ambiguous, or so technical as to be unintelligible.

The messages were vague, in that they failed to tell the public

what was happening, or why the particular. recommendations made by,

LERO should be followed. The messages were often inconsistent,

i contradictory or unclear. Much of the information contained in

j the messages was extremely alarming and fear-engendering.

Coupled, as this alarming information often was, with reassur-.

ances or instructions that no action was necessary, or that only,

i

people in certain very specifically defined areas needed to take
i

} action, the messages would lead to confusion, panic, and an
1 attempt to flee. The confusion which would arise if the messages

used during the Exercise were actually broadcast would cause

!
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1

f-(3 people to act on their own pre-existing beliefs./1

In other words,
if there were any indication of a problem at

the Shoreham plant,
the majority of Long Islanders would attempt to evacuate wh the er
instructed to do so or not.

These problems are apparent on the face of the messages.

Moreover, the responses which we postulate would be engend
ered in

the average listener based on our research and knowledge and

experience in the fields of sociology and cognitive and social
psychology, have been documented by the results of the focus
group studies,

Contents of the Exercise EBS Messages Relating
a.

to Radiation Releases Were Unclear, Confusing
and Frightening, and Would Lead to Voluntary) Evacuation

:|

Q.
Please explain what you meant by your comment about how

LILCO's Exercise EBS messages dealt with health effects and
radiation?

1

A. (Saegert, Loftus)
Based on studies of what happened at

TMI,
the Task Force on the Public's Right to Know, which served

the President's Commission on the Accident at Three Mile Isla dn,

concluded that reports on radiation releases should include:
(1) the amount and unit of radiation; (2) the rate of release;

,

1
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() (3) the time and duration of the release; (4) the nature and type
'

of radioactive materials detected in the atmosphere; and (5) the
impact of continuous versus short term exposure.36

Measured against this standard, the radiation information -

contained in the EBS messages " broadcast" during the Exercise

falls woefully short. This is what listeners on the day of

Exercise would have learned about the radiation being released:

EBS No. 2 a very minor release at 8:19; fact that
schools closed does not mean a release is
imminent

EBS No. 3 a minor release at 8:19 into the air; a small
release into the air

EBS No. 4 a release of radiation into the air

EBS No. 5 a release of radiation into the air occurred
at 9:39

EBS No. 6 a release of radiation into the air occurred
at 9:39; significant releases of radiation
are expected shortly

EBS No. 7 a major release of radiation into the air
occurred at 12:00; based on measurements of
radiation, the thyroid dose is expected to be
400% of the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency evacuation guidelines at 2 miles, 100%
at 5 miles and 40% at 10 miles downwind of,

Shoreham. This is based on the 5 REM Child
thyroid evacuation protective action guido-i

'

lines; there has been a release of radiation
into the air,

i

____________________

; 36 Reoort of the Public's Richt to Information Task Force, The
| President's Commission on the Accident at Three Mile Island,
j

- edited by David M. Rubin, head, and Ann Marie Cunningham, October
; 31, 1979, Washington, D.C., pp. 287-88 (" Task Force Recort").

!
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i () EBS Nos. 8/8.1 a major release of radiation into the air
occurred at 12:00 p.m. today; residents of,

i zones A, B, F, G, K and Q should report to
Nassau Coliseum to be monitored for possible'

radioactive contamination

EBS No. 9 repeats dose data from EBS No. 7; repeats
monitoring recommendation from EBS Nos. 8 and
8.1; adds "Anyone who remains longer than

>

necessary is risking contamination due to the,

radiation releases which are still con-
tinuing."

EBS No. 9.1 repeats dose data from EBS No. 7; repeats
monitoring recommendation from EBS Nos. 8 and;

4 8.1; adds "Anyone who remains longer than
necessary is risking radiation exposure and

; contamination due to the plant releases which
' are still continuing."
;

!

Egg Attachment 8.

i

!

(). When intelligible, the information in these actual LILCO

AS
j messages, intended for public dissemination, is so vagueg,to be
'

meaningless. On a matter as important to the public as health

effects of radiation, this woeful lack of information is deadly,

serious. People understand words such as "small," " minor,"
,

" major," and "significant," but most listeners would have no
3

understanding at all of the meaning of these adjectives -- in
4

general, for themselves, for their families -- when applied to

" releases of radiation." The problem is compounded because even
i

LILCO's vague nomenclature does not appear to be systematic.,

I

What is the difference between "small," "very minor," and

" minor?" What is the difference between the "significant"

releases expected shortly after noon (111 EBS No. 6) and the

O " major" release it subsequently turns out occurred at noon (agg
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(]) EBS No. 7). Is there some code known only to the nuclear
cognizant? Were the releases referenced in the message continu-

ous in duration, varying only in the amounts escaping? Is a

" major" release qualitatively different from a " minor" release in

terms of the radioactive materials being released, or is the only
difference one of quantity? What were the radioactive materials
being released? What EgLt the likely health effects? If a

listener were still at home, or still in the EPZ attempting to
evacuate when the dose information in EBS No. 7 was " broadcast,"

should he abandon any further attempts to evacuate, figuring that
he had already been contaminated, and that.was that? In short,

~

_

the vagueness of the information on radiation which LILCO

indicated during the Exercise it would disseminate in a real

emergency, in fact would provide,the public with no meaningful

information on which to base their actions. As a result, they

would act on their own, and they would base their actions upon
their pre-existing fears and perceptions.

In Exercise EBS messages Nos. 7, 9 and 9.1, LILCO did

attempt to give specific information about dose rates. However,

the information was so technical as to be unintelligible to all f
but a few listeners. What is the significance of a " thyroid
dose?" Is there a threat to any other body parts? What is a

" REM?" What are EPA " evacuation guidelines?" What is meant by

O
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saying "the thyroid dose is expected to be . certain"-
. .

percentages. When? Now? For the foreseeable future? What

geographic area is deemed " downwind" of Shoreham?

It is clear from the comments of the focus group partici-
pants that they reacted to the messages used during the Exercise

in precisely the way we have just described. For example, they

observed that the messages contained little information about the

j radiation releases which would be of use to listeners:

. The message (EBS No. 1] seems to me to say
'

that the responsibility of arriving at a
decision was left to us rather than them<

i giving us enough information that we could
make a reasonable estimate of what we should
do. (# 3),

!
,

i Some participants gave great significance to minor word

changes between one message and another. For example, in the
1

commenting on the third EBS message, a participant said:

; They make mention of low fission. But they
'

didn't go into detail. Plus, they changed the
word from minor to small release. That is a
very sianificant chance. They said it was re--

leased into the air, but nothina about which
way it was blowina and how fast it was blow-
ing. (# 3)

|

Similarly, after hearing the fifth EBS message, one parti-
!

cipant was worried and believed that people outside the EPZ had

been advised to evacuate. Asked "If you heard this message how
:

|
much danger do you think you would be in?" he answered:

(
|

l

'
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4

A lot of dancer. Because they have substi-

(}~ tuted from minor to small to maior. The other
messages were repetitive. They do tell you to
evacuate even beyond the 10 mile limit, the
imolication that it is a very serious leakaae.
(# 3)

In light of the anxiety and fear that would permeate public
perceptions during a Shoreham accident, it is almost inevitable

that listeners to EBS messages like those used by LILCO during
.

the Exercise would search for the " implication" of every word-and
every phrase.37 Under such circumstances, no matter how " clear"

or " consistent" the messages are to experts, they would not be,

clear, 'onsistent, or convincing to the citizens whom they arec

designed to protect.

i (After hearing EBS No. 2) On the first mes-

Q sage, they also say at the end if anything new
'

i comes up every-15 minutes we will advise you.
And all of a sudden message # 2 comes up and
it gets a lot stronger than it was for message
# 1. Now there is a little bit of radioac-

____________________

37; A related problem is that people are likely to draw
inferences from what was said. These inferences may then be'

" remembered" as if they were actual assertions. A message that
leads people to infer something that was not logically implied or

: asserted is called a " pragmatic implication." To give a simple
| example of a pragmatic implication, consider the sentence " John

pounded the nail into the wall." This sentence pragmatically
implies that he used a hammer. The sentence does not mention a
hammer and indeed, John could have been using some other subject,
such as his shoe. Thus, the sentence does not logically imply
the use of a hammer, but most people will infer that this was the
object that was used, and they will " remember" hearing something
about a hammer.

As we discuss later in our testimony, it is apparent that'

some members of the focus groups drew such an inference from EBS
No. 2. Although EBS No. 2 merely states that a plant safety
system could fall, the message also states that a minor releasei

has occurred and that a " Site Area Emergency" exists. It is

O clear that some listeners put these three pieces of information
together and concluded that a safety system had failed.
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tivity, hide your cow. Now I would startO saying, and what could # 3 be? Now if I am
not convinced by then, I would get away. I

wouldn't sit there and say I have a little
hose and I am going to water it down. I am
going to get away from it. The hell with
everything, my bankbook, my house. (# 3)
(After hearing EBS No. 2] I think the key
thing is what is a small release to the
average layman? He doesn't care if it is a
small release or a medium release. At 7 a.m.
there was no release. I am sure that was
untrue. (# 1)
(After hearing EBS No. 3] I would like to
know what the potency of the release is.
Don't they have a certain number that is a
small amount or a big amount. Or what? (# 3)

People fear radiation, and are largely ignorant of how it
spreads and of its effects. When LILCO's EBS Messages spoke of

"small" or " minor" re]taaes, the adjectives were discounted by
some:

(After hearing EBS No. 5] I am just assuming
that enough has been released that they want
to evacuate so there is already danger. We,

i all know that radiation has effects on you;
they don't know to what extent except that a
certain dose will kill you. My life I ficure

; is coina to be shortened in some way iust by
! the fact that they want to evacuate. (# 2)
;

Another respondent living close to the plant, a person whom
EBS No. 5 had advised to evacuate, said that she would not

because she already would have been exposed to very high levels:

I am assuming that the longer you are exposed
to it the faster your death will come. How-
ever, I figure it is going to take me a good

(]) hour just to get past the plant even if I
walked it. So already my exposure then de-
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:

i
i

I
,

pending on the level that is being released

O is high, as we are hearina from this it is a
hich level. I know Brookhaven releases all
the time. So I know we are all exposed to it
but for them to evacuate you know it is not a
minor thing. So it is just how much time and
how long. You are cutting your life span.
(# 1)

Note that this participant and many others in the focus
,
.

groups interpreted the information in the EBS messages as meaning

that high health threatening levels of radiation had already been
t

released. See also the examples of focus group participants'4

comments discussed in Section 3 immediately above.

Those Exercise EBS messages in which LILCO did attempt to,

i

give information about radiation were unclear to listeners

({} because the information was so technical. For example, in

response to EBS No. 7:

Now I think it is pathetic. Now you know
there is going to be thyroid absorption from
the radiation and you are going to worry'

about your children getting iodine. I would
have tried to get out in the beginning with:

my family. (# 2)
.

I am not sure about the significance of the
thyroid thing. I think they should give it
in plainer language. (# 2)

,

i

l

I

.
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5. Exercise EBS Messages Were Vague, Ambiguous,
and Gave Conflictino Messaces

b''S

Q. Please explain what you meant by your comment that the

contents of LILCO's Exercise EBS Messages were vague and

ambiguous, and explain why this would result in voluntary
evacuation.

A. (Saegert, Loftus, Cole) In addition to being vague or

incomprehensible in the specific information they provided

concerning radiation and its effects, the messages " broadcast"

during the Exercise were ambiguous about what was happening.

(Loftus, Saegert) For example, in the first message, it is

announced that the utility declared an " Alert." The message goes

on to say that an " Alert" is "one of four emergency classifica-

tions and involves conditions which could jeopardize the nuclear

plant's safety system." There is no attempt to define or explain

the meaning of an " Alert" or to place it anywhere in the continu-

um of the "four emergency classifications" mentioned. Egg

Attachment 8. Since " Alert" is not defined, many people will

assume there has already been an accident. This is, in fact, how

many members of the focus groups evaluated the message, as:

illustrated by the quotations cited above and those which follow.

'

Similarly, there is no explanation of what the " conditions" are

that "could jeopardize" the safety systems, of how probable the

O
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jeopardy is, or of how likely it is that the safety systems would

O
, fail. In other words, the message givekno indication of what the
i

problem is, how serious it is, or how serious it could become.

In EBS No. 2, the term " Site Area Emergency" is similarly

undefined. Again, instead of telling people what has actually

happened at the plant, EBS No. 2 merely tells the public that a

Site Area Emergency " indicates that a major plant system could

fail." Sag Attachment 8.

<

EBS No. 4 is even more sketchy. It states that a " General

Emergency" has been declared, and that "there has been a fail'ure

in plant safety systems." Egg Attachment 8. Perhaps by the time

(]} EBS No. 4 was broadcast, an astute listener, with very good

recall and endurance, could have pieced together from the four
,

messages " broadcast" between 6:52 and 10:01, that an " Alert" is

declared when conditions "could jeopardize" the plant's safety

system, that a Site Area Emergency " indicates" that a major

safety system could fail, and that a General Emergency " indicates

there has been a failure in plant safety systems." It is

unlikely, however, that any individual during an actual

j radiological emergency would be able or willing to undertake such '

a technical investigatory analysis of emergency messages, nor ;

l

should the public be required to do so. |
l

O
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Moreover, even if someone were able to discern the

() significance of LILCO's unexplained " emergency classification"

jargon, he or she still would have no idea of the actual nature ;

of the accident, whether the " safety system" or " systems" could
'

|be fixed, how likely repair was, or how long the " emergency"
might last. Nor would he or she know that " General Emergency" i

i was actually the highest of the four emergency classifications --
J

'

the messages had only mentioned three.

EBS No. 5, containing the evacuation recommendation for

zones A'-M, Q and R, cryptically states that "(p]eople in these
4

zones will be safer if they evacuate as soon as possible away
from Shoreham." There is no indication in the message of the

magnitude of the danger these people are either in at the moment,O
or threatened with. Egg Attachment 8. Not a single one of the

EBS messages tells the public what the accident was, whether its

cause is being or can be repaired, whether it will get worse,
and, if so, how much worse and when. The only hint along these

lines is the ominous statement that "[y]ou could be away for
several days" EBS Nos. 5, 6, 7, 9, and 9.1.

The vagueness of LILCO's Exercise EBS messages concerning
'

exactly what has happened at the plant, coupled with the

inadequacy of the information concerning the radiation release or

releases (discussed above), would lead the public on Long Island

| to two possible conclusions: either those in charge -- i.e.,
s

i
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LILCO -- do not know what is going on; or they are refusing toO say what is going on. Either conclusion would make people

unwilling to follow LILCO's broadcast instructions, as Contention

Ex 22 alleges.

:

(Cole, Saegert, Loftus) In general, the data from the focus

groups confirm that real people on Long Island would in fact
.

react to the LILCO Exercise messages as our studies and analyses

suggest, and as Contention Ex 22 subpart F, alleges. For

example, the focus group respondents felt they were not being

given enough information. They felt that if the EBS had been

activated, something quite serious must have happened at the

plant; but they were also being told, at the same time, that

(} nothing serious had happened and they should just keep-tuned...

I When the participants' fear of radioactivity is coupled with

their distrust of LILCO and the complex (some respondents said

" coded") EBS messages, it is almost inevitable that in a real

emergency, use of the messages LILCO prepared during the Exercise

! would increase fear and anxiety and cause people to attempt to
1

evacuate regardless of LILCO's recommendation.

Throughout the focus group sessions, a constant theme

emphasized by many of the participants was that they doubted that

! LILCO personnel, or on-site personnel, actually knew exactly what

{ was happening at the plant. And, no matter what they were being

told, the participants for the most part were pessimistic in

()>
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|

1 i

assuming that conditions would get worse. The words of the Long
(:) ;

Islanders themselves, after hearing LILCO's Exercise messages,

i are telling. After hearing EBS No. 1:

i

Something did happen but they were very vacue.

about it. They said somethina hacoened, but
nothina is wrona which immediatelv makes me
susoicious. They are trying to assure you
that there is no radiation coming from the

: plant. However, LILCO's record does not en-
! gender confidence. (# 1)

It tended to scare you and it really didn'ti

say anything. It didn't say that it was
imminent and anything was going to happen.

! You don't really know what is coina on and
what is coina to hanoen. (# 2);

I think the words are vague but also enig-
matic. There seems to be a mysterv that thev
are creatina that only leads to more acore-,

i hension. (# 2)

O The speaker mentioned that it was an alert
condition, but they didn't describe or ex-
clain what that actually meant. What should
we do? (# 3)

,

Verv vaaue. Verv little information. They
just seemed to imply there is nothing wrong,

i don't worry. (# 3)
|

It depends on how your mind works too. It3

{ didn't tell you anythina and yet it did tell
| vou somethina. (# 1)
!

It is not going to put anybody at ease. (EBS
No. 1)

|

| I think that is exactly what they would say if
something happened, you don't want to alarm
people so you are going to be very vague. You

,

don't want to create a panic. You know some'

people are going to panic as it is. You maybe
'

( don't even know the extent of whatever hap-
i pened. And the neoole there don't know what

is coina to haonen. It may cet worse. (# 1)

:
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- It says nothing. No release of radioactivity
( in the future but hold onto your socks, hgt;

they don't know what is coina to hacoen next.'

| (# 3)

They say not to worry about your kids. I
think the instructions about early dismissal
are confusino. At 7 a.m. in the morning the>

kids haven't gone to school yet. Why bring up
early dismissal? (# 3)

What if they said there was nothing dangerous
i happening now, if they were dismissing schools

in the event of something getting worse, I
cannot see how anyone would not panic. (# 3)

i

Asked "How clear do you think this message was?," the responses

were:

I would have to make a decision. They are
supposed to be professionals and they are
supposed to arrive at a conclusion but from
what the message says there is no conclusion.

(]) There is actually more confusion than clarity.,

', (# 3)

; The message raised more questions. It would
'

be totally disturbina to the oublic to have
; that scarse information and iust be wonderina
' what was next. (3)

I would say that the message is not firm
enough. It doesn't reassure anybody. They
left it to you to go and get a reference book
and decide what course of action you wanted to
take. And so, if you did something wrong out
of the reference book then it was your fault.

! You read it wrong. I think it should have been
more definitive, stronger, more explanatory.

and more restrictive in what it tells you what
3 to do. Give you a course of action to follow

] which is a safe one. (# 3)
,

!

i

|

l

| (:)
:
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After hearing the second EBS message:

'
We do want to protect our families. That is
the question. We want to know that is going
on and here with two tapes we don't know what-

is going on. (# 1)

i "So, you feel that these messages don't really tell you what
has happened?"

No, they don't tell us anythina. They tell us
don't panic. The tell us that they are doing
some kind of an evaluation, gigt getting the j

,

children home early from school and that is;

; left up to the schools to do. They are not
tellina a family what to do; thev are not

; tellina oecole how to cet off of Lona Island
and that is one of the biacent oroblema. They

cannot tell us how to cet off this Island.
They can't. But they want to open this and
what is happening is that we don't know enough
about the nuclear plant but we have fear

,

because we are not allowed to know. (# 1),

|

i Asked "How clear would you say this message was as far as

| what it told you to do?," one response was:

'
It wouldn't tell me that this was a dangerous
situation because it doesn't want to cause a.

panic with the people. But it still would
; panic the people. (# 2)
:

"So when you heard this, you would feel that it was very
mysterious."

Yes. (# 2),

!

| I would question what it would mean to me
' because I don't live in the 10 mile zone.

Does this mean that this thing is about to;

blow and I better get out of there too or is
I this just a very localized matter? (# 2)
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(Loftus, Saegert) These actual reactions are consistent
i

with what we know about human information processing. Some
i

messages, or some parts of the messages, prepared and used by

LILCO during the exercise are extremely frightening and fear

inducing, while other messages or parts of messages attempt to be
,

reassuring. When people are alternately presented with alarming

information and information which attempts to reassure, they
:

become confused. This pattern of the alternation between

alarming and reassuring bulletins, and the resultant confusion,

was cited by a large number of the evacuees at TMI as a factor in

their decision to flee.38 As stated in Contention Ex'22.F and

Ex 44, the contents of LILCO's EBS messages and the confusion in

LILCO's broadcast information would also result in voluntary

) evacuation in a Shoreham ac,cident, if LILCO's response were as,

demonstrated during the Exercise.
,

Specifically, during the Exercise, the pattern of creating

confusion by alternating fear-inducing and reassuring information

. in one message started with the first EBS " broadcast." On the
!

one hand, that message states that there has been no release of

radiation, and none is " imminent." On the other hand, it informs

people that the plant's safety system "could" be jeopardized,

____________________

38 Michael K. Lindell and Ronald W. Perry. " Nuclear power
plant emergency warning: How would the public respond?" Nuclear
News (February 1983): 49-53, at p. 49, citina, P.S. Houts and
M.K. Goldhaker. " Psychological and Social Effects on the
Population Surrounding Three Mile Island After the Nuclear
Accident on March 28, 1979," in S. Majumdar, ed., Energy,
Environment and the Economy (Pennsylvania Academy of Sciences,

O 1981).
'
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that schools in the emergency zone should remain closed, and that

people should start looking for their " Emergency Procedures"
l

brochures. Egg Attachment 8. The information and the reference
i

to an " emergency" is alarming, especially when coupled with the

undefined " Alert" classification, and would belle the assurance

that no release is " imminent."

EBS No. 2, while telling people that they need take no

action beyond figuring out what zone they reside in, also contra-
,

dictorily recommends that "[a]ll milk producing animals in zones

A, B, C, D and E should be moved into shelters and placed on
stored feed." Most people, hearing this, would wonder why, if
cows were not safe, people were. Why do cows need to be shel-

tered but people only need to find a brochure? The message does

not explain the contradictory information. In response to the

confusion that a message such as LILCO's Exercise EBS No. 2 would

create, people would draw upon their pre-existing perceptions and

fears, and take self-protective actions in response to the fear-

inducing portions of the message, rather than acting upon the
conflicting portion with the attempt at reassurance.

(Cole, Saegert, Loftus) Indeed, as the following excerpt
from focus group one indicates, many people actually did
interpret the instruction to sheltet animals as an indication

that contamination had already occurred. When asked a question

O
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O ("When you heard this about the animals, what would that make you

think was happening at the plant?"), the following interchange
took place:

That radiation had been released and not only
are the animals breathing it and getting it,
we are. (# 1)

(But what would you do?]

Buy seed stock. Now that is the question. I

think you would probably go out and pick up
some powdered milk; now you are going to have
the store's bombarded. What about the public
water supply? You are afraid of any milk
products and also any of your produce. And in
the future besides. So you will be going
through your canned goods. (# 1)
I don't think you will be hanging around that
long. I would definitely be gonel (# 1)

Subjects in the second focus group had a similar reaction:

Milk-producing animals have to be put away and
store their feed inside the barn. (# 2)
That means that everythina is ooina to be
contaminated. (# 2)

Other focus group responses, previously cited, also indicate a

similar reaction to EBS No. 2.

EBS Nos. 5 through 8.1, insofar as they give hard informa-

tion, are very alarming. Egg Attachment 8. People are being

told to evacuate, first just from some zones and finally from all

zones in the EPZ. EBS Nos. 5 through 7 contain detailed
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instructions for closing up your house and advise that "you may(~t

(-)h be away for several days"; this would be very fear-engendering.

Messages 8 and 8.1 mention, for the first time, that some people
might already be contaminated. Yet at the same time, the amount

of the alarming information is escalating -- and the geographical

boundaries of the problem appear to be expanding -- the messages

continue to advise large numbers of people (i.e., those outside

the EPZ) that there is no reason to take any action. Again, this

advice carries with it no logical explanation or basis to lend it

credence. Indeed, in Message No. 5, the conflicting implication

directly accompanies the attempt at reassurance for people (
outside the EPZ (i.e., "If you are outside the 10-mile emergency
planning zone, there no reason to take any action. If conditions

change in the future, these recommendations may change and we

will inform you immediately.").

Most of the participants in the focus groups confirmed our
analyses, and the allegations in Contention Ex 22.F. They found

the EBS messages, particularly the first three, to be confusing,
arousing fear and suspicion, rather than reassuring, and
indicated that in response, they would not follow the LILCO

instructions to sit tight and not evacuate.

In addition, during a real emergency to which LILCO

responded as it did during the Exercise, many people would over-

interpret and read a lot into very simple statements in the EBS

O
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messages, for example, by hearing a statement that nothing need
O

be done presently, and believing it to be evidence that somethingi

would have to be done in the future. When people have such high

levels of anxiety in a situation with which they are unfamiliar,

as is the case with radiological emergencies, it is inevitable

that messages will be misinterpreted. This problem is exacer-

bated when the messages themselves are ambiguous or confusing.

:

The data from the focus groups confirm this analysis as

well. When people heard the first of LILCO's Exercise EBS
,

messages, their suspicions were aroused that conditions at the

plant were worse than they were being told and that they would

get worse in the future. Only a few of the participants had the

() notion that a situation requiring the broadcast of an initial EBS

message might not be a serious situation or might be an accident

that could easily be brought under control. And, as it turned

out during the Exercise, given the postulated accident and

LILCO's EBS messages in response to it, conditions did deteri-

orate at the plant, and if it had been a real accident, the

assumptions of the public that things would get worse would have

been confirmed. The suspicion that they were not being told

everything that they should know or that conditions would get

worse were expressed by the focus group participants.

.
(

;
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The following quotations, from the sry Long Islanders to

.)'

whom LILCO would direct its messages, illustrate the points we

have just made concerning how the contents of LILCO's Exercise

EBS messages would, in a real accident, result in confusion,

exacerbate pre-existing fears, confirm suspicions that the LILCO

messages were not accurate or complete, and cause Long Islanders

to take action in a real Shoreham accident contrary to advice

that there is no need to evacuate, as alleged in subpart F of

Contention Ex 22:

*

I feel that it was evasive. I believe that
because they put it on the air there was defi-
nitely something wrong. We are in imminent
dancer and it would scare me. Just because
they are saying it is not necessarily a dan-
gerous situation, but that one is about to
occur. (# 2)

O On the first message, they also say at the end
if anything new comes up every 15 minutes we
will advise you. And all of a sudden messaae
# 2 comes uo and it cets a lot stroncer than
it was for messaae # 1. Now there is a little
bit of radioactivity, hide your cow. Now I'

would start savina, man, what could # 3 be.
Now if I am not convinced by then, I would cet

AEAY. If there is a big fire and it is
spreading, I would get away, I wouldn't sit
there and say I have a little hose and I am
going to water it down. I am going to get
away from it. The hell with everything, my
bankbook, my house. (# 3)

They said something happened, but nothing is
wrong which immediatelv makes me susDicious.
(# 1)

I do not know what the emergency broadcast
system would use but something definitely Egni
wrono and what I would worry about is decen-'

eratina conditions. They said nothing is im-
! minent right now but how about fifteen minutes

from now? It might be imminent then. (# 1))
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I have been in the government since '61 and.

O- they don't make decisions not without coming
from up high. It takes them more than a day
to make a decision. Forget about a nuclear

. emergency. It would take a while to make some
kind of decision. I would aet my family and I
would move to the south shore because it takes
them too lona to tell me what to do. I might
die but at least I would make the effort. But
I would go south not west. If it took them
that long to make the announcement, sirens
should have been going off. Just hearing the
announcement would make me move. Don't use
the public roads. I could do.better on a boat
than I could in a car. I don't have a boat
but I think that is the answer. Chaos would
prevail. (# 1)

You know what would worry me though is that if
it went into the air and they are sending
teams out but each time'it is getting worse.
Nothing reassuring about it. (# 1)

I would be more concerned at this point, par-
ticularly since they said to make your house

. completely air tight, close the dampers, make
O sure everything is bolted down. Now you don't

even have time to go shopping. This has only*
been a matter of a couple of hours. I would
be very nervous. (# 1)

The scenario has been getting progressively
worse and worse. I am getting to the point
where I would consider destroying the live-
stock, as hard as that might be, because that
might be the best thing for them. (# 1)
My reaction would be similar to the other
woman who said she would go get her kids and
get out because if we were notified later that
there was a real mishan then it would be too
1311 Then the roads would cet instantly
cloaaed and I think I would leave at the first
warnina. (# 2)

of course, it enters your mind that if some-
thing really bad did happen, they wouldn't
want to panic the people so right away you

! think of Chernobyl. (# 2)
1

1 Just the fact that they out it on the radio
I means that there is a dancer. Any oroblem at

| () that noint is a dancer automatically. (# 2)
L i

!
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:

I am involved with writing for a publishing'

; house that is involved with a number of news-e

papers and the first reaction is always to
downplay everything. And then as the story ,

progresses, you can put in an update on what
is occurring. So myself if I heard this, my
first reaction would be that it is a lot worse
than what thsv are savina. (# 2)

There is a small leak at the moment which in<

', time will create a larger leak and it is ooina
i to aet worse. (# 2)

: This is a lot stronger message than the first
one that came out. This is definitely an-

: event. I would be more moved to try and aet
| out for fear of what is acina to hannen next '

j when they say that other system failures could
g2 The thing that I wonder about is even if
you are able to get out, you have lost every-"

thing. You cannot go back to a radioactive
i house. They just ruined your life. (# 2) '

Even if they said there was nothing dangerous,

happening now, if they were dismissing schools ;i

in the event of something getting worse, I
) cannot see how anyone would not panic. (#.3)

! From the time of the third message, I would
think that if they were worried about a maior
safety system malfunctionina, thev should have,

j started evacuation orocesses and notified
neoole and they didn't say they are. (# 3)

1 I would not listen to any messaaes from LILCO.
| I would estimate the situation to be ten times
| worse than what they were savina. (# 3) 1

/
!

| A related area of confusion generated by LILCO's Exercise
i

EBS messages was brought out during one of the focus group |
I
! sessions, in which several participants had an interchange over
!

j the meaning of hearing messages which differed little from each

j other (gigt, EBS No. 2 and EBS No. 3). Some thought that this

O
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was a good sign; others that this was a bad sign as whatever
O

condition it was that was causing the problem had not been

brought under control:

It (EBS # 3] didn't say anything else but it
was reassuring. It was status quo from the

,

last time. (# 2) |

,

"So, you would feel better?"

Well, I would feel that there is no more time
left. Now there is a chance of a major one
going out now. (# 2)

"Why do you feel that way?"

Because that is what he said. (# 2)
"What did he say?"

If there is any change we will inform you or
we will change the information or the message.
(# 2)
He said that on the first one, too. (# 2)
Well you can look at it one or two ways: you
can say that things are not getting worse,
that they are not deteriorating. And on the
other side, you could say well they are unable
to stop or control what is happening. So that
message would not have any impact on me at
all. The way I would react to the second
message I would feel that nothing is changed.
(# 2)

There was one phrase that sounded particularly
ominous in which he said it is not necessary
that the public take any action at this time.
That imolies that they are about_tq_tell us to
do somethina. (# 2)

O
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'

|
'

i

|

|

(:) When people are anxious and fearful as many undoubtedly will

be in the case of a real radiological emergency, they will read
1

- significance into many minor clues, particularly when the

information they are given is vague or conclusory and lacking in i

i reasons or explanation. For example, the following dialogue took

place concerning LILCO's third Exercise EBS message.

1

; I don't think they know and that is why they '

have field teams out. (# 3)
,

My translation of that that is hey guys maybe
we don't know what we are doing. (# 3)
The tape said that there was a possibility ofi

'

a major safety system malfunction so I think I
that they are not going to tell us when that
happens. (# 3)

You may agg when it happens. (# 3)

() It is still very unrealistic because what they
are telling you to do is one get your animals
inside and two read your manual. This is not.

very comforting. (# 3)

Q. You mentioned earlier that LILCO's Exercise EBS
messages did not explain why recommended actions should be taken.

4

i Please explain what you meant, and why this characteristic of
| LILCO's Exercise EBS messages would result in voluntary

evacuation.'

l

|
!

A. (Saegert, Loftus, Cole) The EBS messages prepared by

f LILCO during the Exercise frequently fail to give a rationale for

j the actions they recommend that people take. LILCO apparently

believes that telling people what protective actions to take isj(:)
.|

,

I
i

i
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a

sufficient, even though the lessons learned from TMI lead to the
,

opposite conclusion. In fact, in order to get the public to
4

respond to a recommendation, particularly when it runs counter to
'

their natural instinct or firmly held beliefs or fears, the

public must be given reasons for taking the actions recommended.
'

LILCO's information disseminated during the Exercise does not
' provide clear reasons for protective actions recommended and it

does not explain the probable health effects of various

situations and how protective actions will affect these outcomes.

As already noted, the participants in the focus groups themselves
4

pointed'out this serious flaw in the LILCO response demonstrated
~

during the Exercise. Given that kind of flawed response during a
. real Shoreham accident, the resulting confusion and reliance on

{) pre-existing fears would cause substantial voluntary evacuation,
as alleged in Contention Ex 22.F.

The example already cited above from EBS No. 2 is one

j instance of this -- there is no explanation given as to why cows
should be put indoors on stored feed but people are not in
danger. Another example of a failure to explain is the

'

i

directive, also in EBS No. 2, that" (plarents should not drive to

| school to meet their children." Is this because LERO does not

want the roads and schoolyards blocked with traffic, or is it

j because parents, like milk-producing animals, should stay inside?

|
,

4

4
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If the latter, then is it safe for the children to be out in

( buses? Does the message mean children are contaminated and they

will be taken somewhere else?
. ,

EBS Nos. 5 through 7 instruct evacuees as follows:

i Before you leave your home or business, make
sure you have closed all windows and doors,
turned off all appliances, extinguished any
fires, and closed fireplace dampers.

Of course, the threat of fires occurring in empty houses if

appliances are left on does not need any explanation. But are
i

the rest of the instructions aimed at protecting against looting,

or against contamination of the house? If the latter, how+

effective will these measures be? Is it worth lingering in the

() area of the radiation to perform them?

As noted, many of the focus group subjects indicated that
r

the messages gave them little information or clear instructions

as to what they should do. Here are some additional examples:+

They don't give you wind directions; where is
it going. I think they should say hurry up
and get out. (# 1)

i

And after hearing the third EBS message, prior to any

evacuation recommendation

i

I think that is what is wrong with it is that
there is really no conclusive statement beina

| said. They say go to your brochures, go to
: your phone book. I don't think most people

are going to do that and that in itself is
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going to create problems. Again, I don't even
know if people within a ten mile zone are sup-

(]) posed to leave or are supposed to stay there.
(# 2)

I have a couple of concerns about the message
itself. One is that they don't give you spe-
cific instructions. They iust refer you to
other olaces to find out what to do and figure
out what applies to you. (# 2)

After hearing EBS No. 5:

Also, a little bit of anaer came in because I
didn't know what was coina on and what the
oeoole within those ten miles were beina told.
Because I am 14 miles away, I am kent in the
dark of this whole thing. The fact that I
know I don't have a brochure, what are they
going to tell us now? (# 2)

i

Asked the question, "Do you think these messages have been very

confusing?" a member of the third focus group responded:

It is nothing. Broadcast stations have a
bigger responsibility than that to put the
information on the air. Just because they
have an emergency broadcast system, they
cannet start giving you coded messages like
this. That is ridiculous. (# 2)

"You don't think these message would reassure anybody?

Reassure? I would feel so powerless. I would
feel like I was in an airplane at 50,000 feet
with two engines out and two and one half mil-
lion fellow passengers. We are going to
crash. That doesn't say anything. (# 2)

One participant in this group thought that the messages were

so unclear that they might not be " authentic."

(
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|

1 |
|

I haven't heard anyone question the authen-)

O .ticity of these tapes. This mass communica-
tion skills, we are much more advanced than
that now than a long time ago. One from
Column A, one from Column B, you can't,

communicate with a mass audience in that way
so I question the origin of the tapes. (# 2)

,
Another stated:

|
4

If this thing ever does go on line, they
should prepare better messages than the ones
we have heard today. That is jibberish. Zone-

i A to Zone P and Q and M. Why don't they just
! say if you live in Shoreham, Wading River,

Cutchague, whatever it is, get out. Referring
people back to manuals in the middle of a
nuclear event is stupid. And if there are

| public authorities that are supposed to
'

oversee this, they don't deserve the jobs, if
this is what we are going to be hearing,

j (# 2)
!

| (]} These actual responses of Long Island residents to LILCO's

i Exercise EBS messages confirm our analysis, and the allegations

) in Contention Ex 22.F, that the. contents of LILCO's emergency
j information, as demonstrated during the Exercise, would result in
i

! confusion. Such confusion, or a feeling that sufficient
i

information about the emergency or what actions were necessary

I was not being provided, would, in turn, cause people to act upon

their pre-existing fears and evacuate, whether or not they were

j advised to do so.

i

6. Conflicting and Inconsistent Information in Exercise ,

EBS Messaaes Would Result in Voluntary Evacuation
,

,

1

j Q. Subpart F of Contention Ex 22 also refers to " con-

{} flicting and inconsistent information" as an additional reason

|
4

I
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!

,

that, in a real Shoreham accident there would be voluntaryO evacuation in response to the actions of LILCO as demonstrated
during the Exercise. You also mentioned this in your summary

remarks about LILCO's Exercise EBS message. Please explain why
the contents of LILCO's EBS messages were inconsistent and

conflicting, and why that would result involuntary evacuation.

A. (Cole, Saegert, Loftus) There are numerous

contradictions and inconsistencies in the EBS Messages used
during the Exercise. We have discussed above several examples of

inconsistencies and mixed messages contained in the EBS

broadcasts, including statements that individuals would

interpret, or " hear" as being inconsistent, whether they are so

(]) intended or not. There are also actual inconsistencies in the
Exercise messages, however.

The most egregious example of an actual inconsistency is

contained in EBS No. 2. At the outset of the message, the public

is informed that a release has occurred. Then after explaining

the early dismissal of schools, the message goes on to say "(1]t

does not mean that a release of radiation is imminent." Even if

LILCO had attempted to clarify this by saying that a release

"into the air" was not imminent, it is unlikely that people would

note or understand the distinction between "a release" and "a
release into the air" without additional explanation.

O
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Almost all the focus group participants noted the incon-

O sistency in the second EBS message in which it was first stated

that a minor release had taken place, it was later stated that no

release had taken place, and then again that a minor release had

taken place. Egg Attachment 8. Even minor inconsistencies such

as this one would reinforce the feeling of the public that they
i

were not being told the whole truth about what is going on and

that LILCO itself might not know what is going on. It would

result in evacuation behavior, regardless of LILCO's instruc-

tions.

i
'

When asked what the second Exercise EBS message said about

the safety system at the nuclear plant (recall that it said "a

(]} major plant safety system could fall"), some of the participants
in the focus groups responded as follows:

It is in dancer of failure. It seems like you
are in a little bit more of a state of emer-
gency now and yet you are being urged not to

'

panic, not to go pick up your children from
school. And you know that most mothers are
not going to sit home. They are not going to
be able to sit home. (# 1),

The conflictina information they aive vou.
There are two parts of the message; one says
there has been no release, the other says
there has been a small release. Conflicting.
They don't know what they are savina. It
sounds like they are pretty sure that there
has been some sort of a release because they
want you to take all milk producing animals
away. It tells me that thev don't cuite know
what is coina on, how bad it is. So they are
taking all these precautions. They should
have told us what they were doing to reassure
us more. (# 1)>

.
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It 11 failing. (# 2)
O It hag failed. (d 2)

There is a small leak at the moment which in
time will create a larger leak and it is acina
to aet worse. (# 2)

It is sort of confusing; at one point, he said
that there was a minor leak and then a few
moments later, he said that there was no leak..
And then he said that there was a leak. That
was a bit of a confusing message. (# 2)
I don't think they are sure about it at all.
I don't think there is any safety once it
starts leakina out. Is it in your water.
Even if you are ten and a half miles away you
cannot control it. (# 3)

"Did anybody hear anything that the message said about the

safety system?"

Q No. (# 3)

They said what they did exactly the first time
with the exception of the milk producing
animals. And then they said there was a minor
leakaae. And thav then contradicted it, don't
worry about it. (# 3)

At the beginning of the message didn't it say
there had been no release and then they said
there had been a minor leak. Contradictory.
They still want people to be calm. (# 3)
More clear than the first one. Get the hell
out of there. (# 3)
More confusina. Contradictorv. (# 3)

A second example of an actual inconsistency in LILCO's

Exercise messages is as to the time when the release into the air

occurred. EBS No. 3 states that the release into the air
occurred at 8:19. EBS Nos. 5 and 6 say that the release into the
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air occurred at 9:39. Egg Attachment 8. Which is accurate?
Certainly, the media reporting on the event would have noticed

these conflicting statements, and highlighted them for the
public. Egg the section of this testimony on Contention Ex 38.

1

The actual inconsistencies in the contents of LILCO's
Exercise EBS messages, as well as those which would be perceived

-- correctly or incorrectly -- by listeners during an emergency,
would, for the reasons we have already discussed, result in Long
Islanders attempting to evacuate whether LILCO advised them to or

not.

7. Summarv of conclusions

() Q. Please summarize your conclusions'concerning the likely

reaction of the public to the EBS messages prepared and used by

LILCO during the Exercise, if they were used during a real
Shoreham accident.

A. For all the reasons we have discussed, dissemination of

LILCO's Exercise EBS messages in a real Shoreham emergency would
,

result in large numbers of people, both inside and outside the

EPZ, attempting to evacuate long before LILCO advised anyone to
evacuate. This would occur as a result of the public's reaction
to the tone and situation-specific contents of LILCO's EBS

messages. All available data, and our knowledge and experience

concerning human behavior, indicate that messages such as those
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.

(]) used during the Exercise would be perceived as confusing, vague,

contradictory, incomplete, insufficient, evasive, and inadequate.

As a result, members of the public would turn to other sources t

obtain nformation about the emergency, and in determining wha

their respo e would be, would rely upon their own percepti ns

and fears about uclear accidents, their dangers, and ho a

rational Long Islan resident should respond to such a event. ;

Given the documented pe eptions, fears'and beliefs of Long

Islanders about the dangers of radiation and the, difficulty or
4

impossibility of fleeing the S reham area du ing an emergency,

large numbers would attempt to ev uate upon learning that there

had been any kind of accident at Sho ha , rather than waiting

for an advisory to evacuate. Therefor LILCO's assumption

( during the Exercise, that the publi woul follow its

instructions, and that no one wou begin to vacuate prior to
,

its fifth EBS message, three an one-half hours nto the

*

accident, is false.
,

D. Voluntary Evacuatio Would Occur, in Response to he

BecauseofLILCO's[onDisseminatedDuringtheExerise,Emergency Informat
Lack of Credibility

/ .

Q. Contentidn Ex 22.F also alleges that LILCO's lack f

credibility wouId cause voluntary evacuation in a real acciden

if LILCO's response vere as demonstrated during the Exercise.
i

you agre/with that?

!

O

.
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A. (Cole, Saegert, Loftus) Yes.
.

1. Survey and Research Data Demonstrate the Link
'

. Between LILCO's Exercise Information, and it ,

} Lack of Credibility and Voluntary Evacuatio

Please explain..

A. Cole) First, it is well known, a d granted by LILCO,
that LILCO es have low credibility in t Long Island com-

munity. We wi not repeat at length h e the evidence on that
subject discusse in the prior litiga ion.39 In addition, how-

ever, more recent a veys and other data, referenced in Conten-

tion Ex 22.F, have con irmed tha fact. Thus, between 1982 a'nd

December 1986, there has een ttle change in the credibility
'

() afforded by Long Island re ents to LILCO. In my most recent

survey, eight percent of e espondents said that they would

j trust a LILCO official " great eal" to tell the truth about an

accident at Shoreham. Thirty-nin percent said "somewhat," and
i

50 percent said not at all. Two per ent had no opinion.

Similarly, the S tember 1986 survey I' onducted for Newsday

asked Long Isl d residents how much the would trust a series of

people to te the truth about the Shoreham nuclear power plant.
i

i _____ _____________

39 n the 1982 survey conducted for Suffolk Count , we found
on1 4 percent of the population of Long Island said that they
wo d trust a LILCO official to tell the truth about n accident
a Shoreham, 36 percent said that they would trust a L LCO

O ficial "somewhat," and 58 percent said that they woul not
trust a LILCO official at all (2 percent had no opinion

,
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ILCO's chairman, William Catacosinos, had by far the lowe
:

le 1 of credibility. Fifty-two percent said they woul not
4

trus him at all.

Thes survey questions were general ones ab ut credibility.
My most rece t survey, however, also containe a more specific

question on LIL O's credibility directly b ed on LILCO's demon-
strated response a Shoreham accident ring the Exercise. The

results provide dir t evidence to sup rt Contention Ex 22.F's
allegation that LILCO' assumption ring the Exercise, that

people'would follow ~its p otectiv action recommendations, is

false. We asked the 1,500 r s ndents the following:

Suppose there was n a cident at the Shoreham:

! A nuclear power pl t and ILCO officials saidi U that everybody iving wi in ten miles of the
plant should acuate but hat everybody who
lived more tb n 10 miles f. m the plant was
safe. Woul you believe th LILCO officials
that peopl living more than 0 miles away
were safe

,

This survey que ion is based on LILCO's re eated statement in
the EBS messa s prepared and used during the xercise, that

there was n need for people outside the 10 mil zone to take any,

action. nly 18 percent of the respondents said at they would;

j believ LILCO on this crucial point; 77 percent sai that they

woul not believe LILCO, and 6 percent said that they id not now

wh her they would believe LILCO. The answers given to his

estion suggest that during an accident at Shoreham, give the

O
.

I
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mergency information LILCO demonstrated during the Exercise iO
wo ld disseminate by EBS, LILCO's credibility would sharply
deci e from its already low level.

Furth rmore, the question read to respondents * the survey,

which was'ba d upon EBS number one, contained n advisory to

evacuate but it did contain the sentence that 'if you live more

than 10 miles awa from the plant, there is o reason for you to

take any action." Ap arently, respondent did not care about

what they were advised t do, or LILCO' claim that people living

more than 10 miles from th plant w e safe. Massive numbers of

people all over Long Island, el ding Nassau County, stated they

would begin the attempt to eva te as soon as they heard that

() something had happened at Sh reham Combined with the other

survey results and focus oup data scussed below, this further

supports the conclusion in Contention E 22 subpart F, that the

voluntary evacuation n the event of a rea Shoreham accident,

would be large and would include people from outside the EPZ.

2. Qual' ative Data Also Support Contenti n Ex 22.F's
All gation that Voluntary Evacuation W1 1 Occur,
i Response to LILCO's Demonstrated Res nse to

Accident, in Licht of LILCO's Lack of redibility

(C le, Saegert, Loftus) We also found from the fo us groups

a ge rally low level of confidence in LILCO's ability to conduct

a uccessful evacuation in case of a radiological emergenc

This low level of confidence that an orderly evacuation coul be

O
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con ucted contributed to the participants' decision at an early i

depar re would be necessary if evacuation were to e possible at

all:

ey are trying to assure you that there is no
ra lation coming from the plant. owever,
LIL O's record does not encender confidence.
(# 1

How mu'h can we trust the LI O plant if there
is an 1 -house minor proble How much can we
trust th if they should vacuate us? Would,

they try cover up some ing? (# 1)
The fact tha human err allowed this
incident to h ppen -- w can you trust them
after this.inc' dent h pened. They allowed it
to happen in th fir place. (# 2)

In the first focus gro several respondents were confused

as to who Jay Kessler was I sked: "What if the media said
that Jay Kessler [Direc r of L al Response) was a LILCO

employee?"

Oh, goodb e. (# 1)

When asked " ow much would you peo le trust LILCO and LILCO

representative to tell you the truth abo t what was happening at
Shoreham in c se of some sort of incident," the following
responses w re obtained:

Several weeks ago my daughter heard a iren go
off near her house; she called LILCO a they
couldn't give her any information at al . 12
kAned on her exoerience, I don't see any coint
in believina LILCO. (# 3)
None of us trust LILCO. The message itsel

O' wasn't that bad but none of us believe what
they are telling us over there. (# 3)
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They have their own livelihood. You don't() even know if it is a tape recording. (# 3)
The taoe said there was a nossibility of a
maior safety system malfunction so I think
that they are not coina to tell us when tnat
hhooens. (# 3)

J

Some res ndents had confidence in LILCO uch as this man

who had lived a ross the street from Brookh en Laboratory for

many years:

I live ac as the street fr Brookhaven
National L boratory and ab t four miles south
of Shoreham Brookhaven b has probably the
most sensiti e radiation larms in the world
and they are 'n a direc path of the pre-
valling winds ut of t e north. So Brookhaven
Lab would prob ly kn w about a leak in
Shoreham becaus tec nicians for Shoreham live
out there. A pu i warning system has been

; in place for 45 y rs and they are well in-

Q structed and wel nformed as to what to doi

i and so I would it to hear. (# 1)

But many others e ressed 1 ck of confidence in LILCO and
its employees to car out a succe sful evacuation. Some said

that they would no obey LILCO emplo ees and others expressed

doubt that the L CO employees would a ually be there to carry

out their assi nments:
'

I wonder if the LILCO employees wo ld be
ere? (# 1)

Let me just ask you something. You a e sup- )posedly having LILCO employees directi g all i

this. They now know that there is a p blem. 1

Are they going to stand there out in th '

traffic. No. I don't think you would nd 1

them. (# 3)

O
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"Would you take directions from LILCO employees if the were

direct g traffic?"

I do not think anybody would. I think ever -
ne would try to find their own fastest w of

g tting out. Do you know how slow the t affic
wo ld be? I do not think the LILCO em ovees
wou d stav around. (# 1)

All t ese drivers for these buses. Come on!
It is ike some science fiction f m. (# 2)
I have rsonally spoken with a us driver
hired by ILCO that presently rives a school |bus within the 10 mile area d she is being
paid a cert in sum every so any months for
agreeing to e on duty and rive that bus. To
me she said a 1 I am taki care of is my
family. So I ouldn't 1 k for those bus
drivers. (# 2)

I live inside the are and I frankly do not
believe that all t e e volunteers are coina to
tell you where to eM and how to aet there. I
do not believe it. ILCO employees who areO family men with ves nd children at home
they will go ho to t e care of their own.
I would go off on my ow . (# 3)
I guess I wo ld feel the me way but at the
same time I do know a pers who is a member
of that L CO group (LERO] d he told me that
they had t had any training t all so if cush
comes t< shove he is coina to orry about his
wife. /Because he has no trainita. It is not
oroanfzed. I would iust leave aid do the best
I can. (# 3)

Peopl are not likely to give credence to he recommen-

dations o a source which they believe is incompe ent. If an

accide warg to occur at the Shoreham plant, the a cident would

be vi wed by the public as the ultimate proof of LILC 's incom-

pet nce. High levels of distrust of LILCO's competence a ready
e ist on Long Island, fueled by the public's perceptions a out
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LILCO' mismanagement of financial considerations, natural
O

disaster (Hurricane Gloria) and the actual constructio of the

Shoreham p ant.40 LILCO's' perceived incompetence wou d,
~~'

0 This is 11ustrated by the fairly widespread elief among
the focus grou participants that the constructi n of the
Shoreham plant s plagued by faulty workmansh' :

I have question here. First of 1 Will Uh1
was let as President because h was held
responsib e for mismanagement at Shoreham.
There were cracks in this and is was defec-

J tive in tha . Catacosinos di not change a
damn thing t t Will Uhl did So it is still
crap. It is till defectiv . So the man does
not have a job, someone ju t replaced as
President and t y haven' changed a thing.
(# 1)

I think that when c pany has turmoil within
we disbelieve them. e know for a fact that
the whole construct' n is incorrect. I do not'

believe they have or ected anything. I don't

(]) see how they cou 1).

A lot of peopl are pre aid. They say I have
'

the money in e bank wh n it comes to a
catastrophe, forget it. have heard that. I
have heard rom people wh constructed that
thing from other states. ey would give me
stories t at would curl you hair. One. . .

person t ld me he has his ow beer cans in the
cement f the nuclear reactor. (# 3)
The re I think about it, I ma worry about
Sho ham more than other nuclear plants
be use I knew some of the steam 'tters who
w ked there because of the stori they told

I would leave after the first essage. I.

hink the steamfitters had three sh ts. They
found out they were not making progr s that
they should have. So they laid off t e
midnight shift. The next week product vity
increased. It went up by 18%; two shif s over
three shifts. So that goes to show you hat
is going on out there. (# 3)

This woman in one of the focus groups said that she
. Q pe sonally was not opposed to nuclear energy but she idn't trust
' (footnote continued)
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'/'
therefore, further decrease the utility's credibility in the() - /
event f an emergency such as the one simulated and resylt in a
refusal o follow LILCO emergency instructions.

Below a e some additional comments from focus group partici-
pants in respo se to the question: "When you eard this message

(EBS No. 1] woul you believe that you were eing told the truth

about what was ha ening at the Shoreham p ant? How confident

would you be that th were telling you he truth?"

If they told m there was radiation
leaking, I woul n't believ that. (# 1)

[After the first BS me age) I would tend to
doubt the announce ent ecause maybe things
are more serious th n hey would want you to
believe. I think th would take their time

(]) in making a serious nouncement. (# 2)

"When you heard this ssage BS No. 2], did you believe

that LILCO was telling y the compl e truth about Shoreham?"

No. It brin s back too many oughts about
Russia and ow they denied the truth.
Periodical y, you heard a litt e bit more.
(# 1)

__________________ _

(footnote continu d from previous page)
LILCO to operate Shoreham properly:

I th k that when we talk about peop opposed
to oreham they fit into two categor es not
on . There is a certain sort of peopl who
o se any form of nuclear energy becau e they
f el it is inherently dangerous. Then ere
re many people who feel that safe nucle r

energy is a possibility but that LILCO i elf
cannot be trusted. I would put myself in o
the category of someone who is not oppose to

O nuclear energy but I am very much opposed o
LILCO. (# 3)

i
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t is tough to be reassured about anything at
O is point. No matter how they report it. I

ldn't believe anything, no matter what theyw
'

sai to me. Especially what they said about,

the ivestock. (# 1)

!
Q. On a r ated matter, LILCO has claimed t t although it

is true that LILCO 'tself has low credibility, i case of an!

actual radiological ergency, it would "consu t with scientists"

who have higher credib ity. Based on your esearch about

responses to LILCO's Exe cise demonstrati s, would that increase

the likelihood that LILCO nstructions ch as those issued in
,

the Exercise would be follow d?

<

A. (Cole) Since the EBS ssages LILCO prepared during

the Exercise did contain the as er on that there had been

( consultations with " scientist " and " scientist" was present,

;

during some Exercise press riefings, e decided to find out

whether the focus group rticipants wou d believe any scientists

who tried to reassure em tnat they were ot in danger during an

accident at Shoreham I asked: "What if th had some LILCO

nuclear engineers 11 you that nothing seriou was happening?"

Who i paying their salaries? They are con-
geni 1 liars. I wouldn't believe them na
sta of bibles. (# 1)

Later n in the session, I asked again if they wo ld believe
i

nuclear s lentists interviewed on television who said th t the

situati was not dangerous:

()'
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After hearing all of this. I would believe
fS the basic premise that people should not panic
(,/ ut I would find fault with his [the

cientist's] reasoning because there is not
t at much radiation. I wouldn't take the
ch nce of believino him and him beino wrona,
beiYo caid off by somebody to calm down the
ooottace. (# 2)

I don t have much faith in experts. To me,
there no such animal. But because thes
enginee s have a lot more training than I
have, I ould tend to put some credence '

what the say. Maybe 60-40. (# 2)
If they we e on site I would have fa' h in
whatever th y are saying. (# 2)
What is to st o LILCO from inter ewina an
enaineer lona before an accidenf occurs and
olavina it laths on. (# 2)

Although the participa.ts were oomewhat more likely to trust

scientists not affiliated wit LI CO, their level of distrust of

() anyone remained high. As one rticipant said above, what if the

" expert" turned out to be w ng s they have.been in the past?

As another participant i lied: t e experts have told us that

nuclear power is safe w we are in the middle of an evacuation

caused by a potentia ly dangerous acc' dent at a nuclear plant;

how can we be exp ted to believe the perts at this point?

(Cole, egert, Loftus) We discuss t e public's likely

reaction the activities of LILCO's scient'st Dr. Brill during

the Exe cise press conferences in the section f our testimony on

Cont tion Ex 38.

(
|

|

!
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(Cole) I should add, to be fair, that there was s e

va iability, as expected, among the focus group parti ipants.
That is, some members of the focus groups found LI O's Exercise

messag to be clear, LILCO to be credible, and id that they

would do hat the messages suggested (although some of these who
lived withi the 10 mile EPZ said that they ould not evacuate

even when adv sed to evacuate). The foll ing quotations are

from those focu group members who prob ly would listen to

instructions in t EBS messages.

(About the irst EBS me age] It sounded
clear to me. (# 1)

"Was that (EBS messa e 5 a clear message?"

() Yes, very clear. 1)

(About EBS me sage 6] Very clear. (# 1)

(After hea ing the first S message] I think
that if t ere was a defini problem they
would ha e told the people the 10 mile
radius o try and get into s e safe area.
Even t ough there is a rush h r it would be
fooli to jeopardize their in grity, thei

live or well being of the peopl in that
are . That would be totally out f hand for
the to do. (# 2)

"How uch would you trust LILCO to tell y the truth about

what was appening at Shoreham?"

l Yeah. I trust a fellow worker. I just d . I

have faith in the fellow worker in America.
(# 2)

;
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I trust them. They live here too. How are
O' they going to get out? How are their kids

going to get out?' Even if they are not withi
the 10 mile zone it is not a game. They are
ot walking around in a bubble either. (# )

I ay not trust them but I would trust t
mes ge conveyed over the radio because I do
not elieve it totally comes from jus them.
The r ulatory commission would have strong
hand t play in anything that was r ated to
the pub c. (# 2)
I would h e some misgivings; b I would try
to give LIL 0 the benefit of t doubt. Try
to believe t t message. And would stay and
try to be coo and make some reparations.
There is no way ou can pla for situations
like this. Ther are just too many variables;
so you would have o impr vise. (# 2)
I would still sit t h , monitor what is going
on. There is a possi 111ty from the statement
[EBS message 2] that t e controls could fail
and I think that I oul trust their informa-
tion as being extr caut us at this point..

O They are warning ou and saibly that they
are not as far t of cont 1 as people would
imagine. (# 2

[After EBS n ber 5] I would t st the an-
nouncements of what they say. would want to
leave, how ver, the practicality f getting
out?

1

Q. LILCO laims that despite its low lev of credibility

during a real accident at Shoreham people would li ten to its

instruction , including instructions that they need t take any
i
'

protectiv action such as evacuation. What is your re onse to

that c im?

!

O
i

|

2
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A. (Cole) First of all, whereas the County's posit' n on
O'

this contention is supported by both quantitative and q( libstive
evidence as we have discussed, LILCO's position is no ! supported

any evidence.

he focus groups and the survey used the tual BBS messages

LILCO p epared during the Exercise. The res its clearly suggest
i

,

that many f the people whom LILCO assume would believe and 1

follow LILCO s instructions actually fi LILCO's EBS messages<

unclear, incon stent, vague, anxiety rovoking and a completely
inadequate guide s to what they sh uld do. To my knowledge,

LILCO and its witne es have no idence that these messages are
clear, consistent, an non-con sing or that the people on Long

(]) Island would follow thei in ructions.

Further, virtually 11 t participants in our focus groups,

whether they were pro horeham o anti-Shoreham and whether they

said they would ev uate or not, ex essed dissatisfaction with,

,

the information ovided them by LILC Most felt that the

; information wa not detailed enough. Th wanted to know what

| was "really" happening and what was being do e about it. They

did not w t to listen to what one participant lled " coded"
,

In addition, in a real emergency, virtu lly all Longmessage .

Isla ers would be exposed to media reports, as disc sed in the

se ion of this testimony on Contention Ex 38. Thus, i addition

: t being confronted -- and confused -- by the conflicting,
()

.
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7 in onsistent and insufficient information provided by LILC in_

% the vent of an actual emergency, Long Islanders would 1so be
confr ted -- and further confused -- by the confli ing and

inconsi ent reports generated by the media, as a result of the

media's a tempting to fill the information vacu m created by
LILCO. LILC simply has no evidence that Lon Island residents

would listen t instructions in LILCO EBS ssages and not be
i

guided in their ehavior by other source of information. The

participants in th focus groups said is directly.

Furthermore, I pu this argum t to the focus group
1

participants to see how ey wou respond: "LILCO says that in

case there was an actual e rge cy like the one described in

[}
these messages that people w id listen to what they were told in

these messages -- that they wo d obey instructions. What do you

think?"

2

I think most cople wheth you are 10 miles
within the r dius or note, y first reaction
to danger to get away fro the danger and I
think that is also the way mo t people on Long
Island wi 1 react. (# 1)

'

No. No way. Peoole will ao fo themselves
and thfir own and most people wi not listen
to au 1orities. (# 2)

i I th nk LILCO is crazy to believe t at;
| bec use nobody believed them when we had the

hu ricane aftermath and we didn't get our:

| e ctricity back. That was a natural isaster
! d this is an unnatural disaster. (# )!-
1

(:)
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_ Their credibility is not that great. (# 3)
'

Do they believe we are coino to sit there and
isten to their messaces? How could they e
re reassuring? I would hate to see th mes-

sa es get any higher keyed than that. # 3)

Once they hear something going on at e power
plant they are going to panic. (# 3

A great ercentage of Long Islande s do not
trust LI O. Once they hear some ing is
going on the Shoreham plant, hey will not
listen any urther. (# 3)
LILCO has no ight to judge p ople's behavior.
(# 3)

Q.. What other. data s port y ur conclusion that voluntary

evacuation would result from ILC 's lack of credibility in light

of the Exercise EBS messages?

O A. (Saegert, Loftus) In ad ition, research on persuasive

communication has shown ov r the year that credibility is a

significant factor in de rmining the r sponse of an audience to

a message. The more er dible the source, the more persuasive the

communication. Credib lity derives from suc characteristics as
!

perceived competenc , reputation for honesty, 'ntelligence and
,

'

other such qualit'es. Sources perceived as havi g no motive to

dissemble are b leved more than those who, for ex ple, might be

paid to promo a certain view.41
|

1 ------------ -------

41 Egg A. . Eagley and S. Himmelfarb, " Attitudes and inions."
In M.R. Ro enzweig and L.W. Porter (Eds.) Annual Review f
Psycholoa (vol. 29). Palo Alto, CA: Annual Review, 1976; W.J.
McGuire,/"The nature of attitudes and attitude change."
G. LinMey and E. Aronson (Eds), The Handbook of Social

2nd ed. (Vol. 3). Reading, MA: Addison-Wesley,O Psycholoav,
1969.
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Similarly, communications from sources low in credib ity

() 11 have the least impact when the association between the

so ce of information and the message is stressed. F r the

reas s already set forth in Section III on Conten on Ex 38,

media esentations of the development of an acc' dent at Shoreham

would no oubt reinforce the association of t EBS messages, and
I

other infor tion disseminated by LILCO wit the source -- LILCO

-- which is pe ceived as having low credi ility. The condition

that might lead a disassociation of he source and the message,

would be lacking: he passage of lo periods of time between

hearing the message a d being aske to respond to it.
:
!

Studies of the effec of redibility on attitude ch'ange also

! show that two other factors mportant in the event of an accident

at Shoreham would increas the likelihood that people will not

follow advice from LILC . First the more the information

provided by a low-cre bility sour e departs from what people are
'

predisposed to thin , the less likel it is that such information

will be believed. Certainly it is cle r from all the data we
i

have discussed at people on Long Islan believe that the thing

to do in case of an accident is to evacua , even if you live

outside the PZ. In addition, people who a highly involved in
'

a particu ar position (as evidence shows Long slanders are when

it come to feeling the need to evacuate in cas of an accident

! at Sh reham) are most resistant to changing thei position.42
!
1 --- ----------------

| 42 J.L. Freedman, " Involvement, discrepancy and change."() Journal of Abnormal and Social Psycholoov 69 (1964): 290-295.
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In addition, the tone of the information disseminated y,.

LIL O during the Exercise would cause a major reduction 'n
~

credi ility, and refusal of Long Island residents to llow

instruc ions, because it would be viewed as unduly ptimistic and

an attemp to protect LILCO's corporate image, vid Rubin, an

expert on me la coverage of disasters, found t t officials of

both Metropoli n Edison and the Soviet Unio reacted to

pressures to save face, protect their car rs and keep residents

calm, by tainting e rything they told e press with unwarranted

optimism. The public an readily pi up on this. Rubin found

that the correlate of o icial opt' ism was the unwillingness of

officials to release sensi ive ' formation even if the public
needed to know it.43 LILCO onstrated during the Exercise,

that in its Plan and imple nt ion, it has followed this

pattern, down to Rubin's pecifi example: details of type and

amounts of radiation r eased were oor or non-existent during

TMI and Chernobyl; ring the LILCO E rcise, LILCO demonstrated

it intended to fo ow the same flawed ap roach.

(Cole, egert, Loftus) Thus, all the allable data,

including at based upon LILCO's actual EBS me sages used during

the Exe Ise, as well as our experience and knowl ge about human

behav r, support our conclusion that LILCO's lack credibility

wou d, in light of its demonstrated response to a Sho ham acci-

() 5 Rubin at 19
|

l
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dane, roe"It in a recusal or tne puul.c to frile" in;tructicn '

O thar *ber: i; ne u ed to evammate in th frat af a :: 1 Ch: Ch:m |
l

: r;cuuy.

E. Contention Ex 40 -- EBS Messages About Traffic Guides
Would Further Increase Voluntary Evacuation

Q. Please state Contention Ex 40 and subpart C of that

contention.

A. (Cole, Saegert, Loftus, Evans, Rowan) Contention Ex 40.

and subpart C state as follows:

Contention Ex 40. The exercise demonstrated a
fundamental flaw in the LILCO Plan in that the
Plan fails to provide any traffic assistance
or guidance for evacuees until long after they

('T are likely to be on the roads attempting to
'/ evacuate. Under the LILCO Plan and the evacu-

ation time estimates used by the LILCO players
during the exercise, it is assumed that Traf-
fic Guides will be at their Traffic Control
Posts, " guiding" motorists and implementing
traffic control strategies to assure that
evacuees will follow the evacuation routes,

prescribed by the Plan, during the entire
evacuation process. Egg, g2gz, App. A at IV-5
thru -g and V-2; OPIP 3.6.3. Indeed, every
LILCO EBS message supposedly broadcast every
fifteen minutes, beginning with the message

i simulated at 10:24, stated that LERO Traffic
I Guides would be in place along evacuation

routes to guide evacuees. However, for the
reasons set forth in more detail below, the
LILCO Plan fails to comply with 10 CFR
S 50.47(b)(10), NUREG 0654 II.J.9 and J.10,
LILCO failed to satisfy objectives EOC 7, 11,

i 16, SA 1, 2, 5, 7, 9, 10, FIELD 9, 11 and the
j exercise precludes a finding that the protec-
; tive action of evacuation can and will be
l implemented in the event of a Shoreham acci-

dent. Specifically

O
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Ex 40.C. Assuming arauendo that no

O members of the public would seek to evacuate
prior to the simulated EBS evacuation advisory
at 10:24, once that radio broadcast had been
made, people would expect LILCO Traffic Guides
to be in place and to provide assistance and
guidance with respect to evacuation routes.
The EBS message supposedly aired during the
exercise at 10:24 so states, and that message
was supposedly repeated every 15 minutes.
Thus, according to LILCO's own emergency
information repeatedly disseminated to the
public beginning at 10:24, Traffic Guides
would be in place. This information was
false, and the LILCO personnel who issued it
knew or should have known that it was false.
The provision in the LILCO Plan requiring the
issuance of such a false and misleading state-
ment, and the actual use of such a message
during the exercise, is a fundamental flaw in
the LILCO Plan, and constitutes a violation of
10 CFR S 50.47(b)(7).

'

In addition, by creating public expectations
that such evacuation assistance including4

directions and guidance as to evacuation

O routes, was available when in fact it was not, .

the likelihood is substantially increased that,

none of LILCO's recommendations for other
emergency information would be believed or
followed by the public.

; Q. Do you agree with that Contention and subpart?

r

A. (Cole, Saegert, Loftus, Evans, Rowan) Yes, we do.

This aspect of LILCO's demonstrated response to an emergency

further supports our conclusion that such response would cause

the public to give little if any credence to LILCO emergency
instructions and information.

1

I

; - 242 -

_ _ _ . _ .-_-_-_. _--_ __ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ___ _ _ _ _ _



The facts concerning mobilization of Traffic Guides under
G
'\_/ the LILCO Plan, and as demonstrated during the Exercise, have

been discussed by other witnesses in separate testimony. We rely

in our testimony on the basic fact, admitted by LILCO, that
1

during the exercise, no Traffic Guides were dispatched from the
Staging Areas until after LILCO had simulated an evacuation

recommendation to the public (LILCO Admission No. 130) at
10:24 a.m., and that it took varying amounts of time after they
were dispatched for the Traffic Guides to arrive at their posts 1

!

and be in position to perform their assigned functions.

Q. Please describe the LILCO " emergency information

disseminated to the public beginning at 10:24" which is

referenced in subpart C of Contention Ex 40..

A. EBS Message No. 5, which was first " broadcast" at

10:24 a.m. and " repeated" every 15 minutes thereafter, included a

recommendation that the public in zones A-M, O and R evacuate as

soon as possible and added:

You will be directed along evacuation routes
| by trained traffic guides who know which way

you should go.

Every subsequent EBS message except 8 and 8.1, contained the

identical traffic guide reference. Egg Attachment 8, EBS Nos. 5,

! 6, 7, 9, 9.1.
,

(
1
,
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Q. In your opinion, how would such information be under-

stood by members of the public who heard it over the radio during
a real Shoreham emergency?

,

A. (Cole, Saegert, Loftus, Evans, Rowan) They would take

it to mean that there are people on the roads who are able to

assist the evacuation effort, give them directions, tell them

where they are supposed to go, and so forth.

,

1

Q. LILCO has asserted that the public would interpret the

EBS reference to Traffic Guides to mean that sometime in the
future, Traffic Guides would be available to assist evacuees. Do

you have any ccmment on that?
;

i

A. (Loftus, Saegert) We disagree with that. A listener

would infer from the message that the Traffic Guides would be

there when people were in the process of leaving. It is highly

unlikely that the public would conclude that, in fact, it was

only a promise of help in the future.

(Evans, Rowan, Loftus, Saegert) Moreover, even if in a real

emergency, some members of the public were to interpret the EBS
,

messages as suggested by LILCO, such an interpretation would have
'

been quickly contradicted by press coverage and by LILCO's own

interpretation of the EBS message: beginning with LERO News

| Release No. 5, each LERO news release stated:

(

i
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i
t. -
1

There arg trained traffic guides along evacu-O ation routes to assist motorists.

F
'

! (emphasis added.) Egg Attachment 9, LERO News Releases Nos. 5,

6, 7, 9.
!

Q. In your opinion, what would happen in a real emergency

if, following the 10:24 a.m. EBS broadcast you have described,

! Traffic Guides were not at their posts as of 11:00 a.m.?

A. (Evans, Rowan) The press -- including radio and TV --

would quickly pick up the disparity between the announcement that

Traffic Guides are present, and their absence, and would publi-

cize it. Reporters in airplanes, helicopters, and dispatched by

() car to evacuation routes would note that Traffic Gu' ides were not

in place. They would also comment in their broadcast reports

about the lack of assistance, and the inaccuracy of the LILCO EBS

| messages.
,

I

|
Furthermore, members of the public are accustomed to re-

ceiving rush hour traffic advice over the radio. Stations often

I provide updates from their own personnel, based on what traffic
|

| reporters see (from aircraft and from their cars). The public

has come to expect reports on congestion, accidents, potholes,
I

I malfunctioning traffic signals, breakdowns causing delays, etc. |
!

i

O
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In an emergency they would rely on the radio station personnel

who gave such reports rather than an unfamiliar voice giving
conflicting "EBS" data in an unfamiliar format.

(Saegert, Loftus, Cole) The public's reaction to this news

would further reduce any credibility LILCO may have had. For

those who distrusted LILCO from the beginning, the fact that the

Traffic Guides were not where LILCO said they would be, would
confirm their distrust. For those who did trust LILCO, it would

a

be a sign that their trust was misplaced. Members of the public

.would also conclude from the fact of the missing Traffic Guides,

that the situation is worse than LILCO is telling the public it
is -- and that the LILCO workers who were supposed to guide
traffic know this. Similarly, they might conclude that other)
members of the LILCO Emergency Response Organization (bus

drivers, monitors, road crews) would also not stay in the area to,

. help. We cited above focus group data which support this. For
i

example, one participant said "They talk about this local
!

response organization and I would have serious doubts whether all

these people are out there doing what they are supposed to be

doing or are they finding their own families and leaving." (# 2)

:

In short, the false statement in the Exercise EBS messages
that Traffic Guides are available to assist evacuees, in a real

i

j emergency, would: increase the public's fear that no one is
!

around to help them; confirm the belief that LILCO is incompe-
O -

,

,

:

|
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tent, and not telling the truth; and, the lack of evacuation

assistance would intensify the desire to evacuate, particularly

insofar as that desire is based on the belief that failure to do
so would leave people trapped.,

Q. What is the basis for the allegation in subpart C of
Contention Ex 40 that the LILCO personnel who issued the

information about the traffic guides knew or should have known

that the information was false?

A. (Cole, Saegert, Loftus, Evans, Rowan) As we mentioned

above, during the Exercise, no Traffic Guides were even

dispatched from their staging areas (all of which are located.

{} outside the EPZ) until after the first evacuation order had been
given. We understand that the LILCO Plan, as exercised, so

provides. Presumably, the LILCO personnel who drafted the EBS

messages and press releases, and the LERO Spokesperson at the

ENC, were (or should have been) familiar with the LILCO Plan, as

well as with the locations and distances involved in getting
traffic guides into position to perform their assigned tasks.
Furthermore, such individuals were, or should have been, in

communication with other LILCO personnel who knew the status of

the actual arrival of traffic guides at their assigned posts.

Therefore, there does not appear to be any reason to suggest that

either LILCO as an organization, or the individuals who prepared

O
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and disseminated the information to the public, did not know, or

O should not have known, that when it was released to the public,
|-

it was false. '

The Contents and Timing of LILCO's Exercise Press -.

Advisories and Rumor Control Responses Would Cause
Voluntary Evacuation in a Real Emercency

|

|Q. ontention Ex 22.F alleges that voluntary vacuation '

would occur 1 a real Shoreham accident in light f the contents

and timing of LI O's press advisories and its umor control

activities demonstra d during the Exercise. Do you agree?

A. (Cole, Saegert, Lo tus, Rowa Evans) Yes. LILCO's

demonstrated inability to provi ac rate information on a

[]} timely basis, and the resulting co usion and inconsistent

information that would be disse inated o the public (as

j described in the section abo on Contenti n Ex 38), would

seriously reduce the like hood that the pub 'c would follow any

j instructions given by L LCO during a radiologica emergency at

Shoreham.

(Cole, Sa 'ert, Loftus) First, people are less li ly to

follow inst ctions during an emergency if they believe th t they

are not b4ing told the truth about what is going on. As alr ady

noted,/LILCO would have difficulty in getting people to follow

ins ructions such as it demonstrated during the Exercise that it

would use during a real Shoreham emergency even if it had not i

O
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madi all the errors in dealing with the press which it di during() the Ex rcise. But, the inclination ~of people both insi e the EPZ

and outsi e the EPZ would be intensified by the inabi ity of
LILCO to co vey timely and consistent information t the media
and the publi as demonstrated during the Exerci Delays and.

inconsistencies ould fuel the suspicion that e public would

have -- as a resul of their own preconcepti ns and the LILCO EBS
messages -- that the are not being told t e truth about what is

happening at Shoreham, that the situati at Shoreham is " worse"
than what they are being old, and th they should not listen to

instructions from the sourc of thi inconsistent and delayed
information: namely, LILCO.

|

In addition,. delayed and inco sistent information

disseminated or broadcast d ring an mergency, added to that

contained in LILCO's EBS essages them elves, would further
.

exacerbate the anxiety hat a large port on of the public would

; feel about being expo ed to radiation. Th deep level of

anxiety would make t even less likely that t e public would

believe or follow protective action instruction from LILCO.

,
LILCO's wn witness Michael Lindell has conclu ed that the

:

allegation n Contention Ex 22.F which we are now di ussing, is

true. Th s, Lindell and Barnes conclude:
,

The data reported here contribute to a growing
literature that suggests that the overresponse'

at TMI resulted as much from prior publicO perceptions of the risks of a nuclear power-|

.
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i

lant accident as it did from the confusing
O a d conflicting information disseminated

du ing the TMI-2 crisis. Thus the establishof measures to ensure consistency in themen
info

ation released about an accident ad/
/

dress only a part of the problem.
7

'

These re ults suggest that local resid ts
might be ss likely to deviate from e
protective etion recommendation of
authorities *f they could be provid d with
accurate info mation about the hazprd and
about alternat've protective acti ns. The gap
between accurat information an the achieve-
ment of complia e with recomm ded actions
should be recogn ed as a lar ' one. Persons
must attend to, c prehend, eld to, and,

; retain information efore t y can act on it.
The vieldina is lik v to ccur only if the
source of the informAtion/is considered
credible.

(Emphasis added). M.K. Lindel an V.E. Barnes, " Protective
I

Response to. Technological Em gency: Risk Perception and
O)(_ Behavioral Intention." Nu ear Safet 27 (1986), at 466.

As we have discus ed, evidence from he focus groups

strongly suggests t t many Long Island res' dents find LILCO's

EBS messages used n the Exercise to be uncle r and vague, thus

demonstrating a law in LILCO's plan. In a re emergency, in

response to s ch message, the public would be su icious of what
|

| they were t ld in these messages; they would fear t at conditions

at the p nt either were worse than they had been tol or-would

soon g worse. What these people would actually do in a real

emer ncy would be, to some extent, dependent upon the na ure of
wh they are told by the media about what is going on at

S oreham, since that would be the primary alternate source o-
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'

ergency information during an emergency. If LILCO could _

' est ~lish that it was giving reliable, trustworthy, and up-to-
''

date in rmation, that it was in complete command of the

situation.a Shoreham, and that it was taking effective eps to

bring the acci nt under control and the status of th plant back,

,;.<

to normal, some pe le might be reassured and wait o hear what

happens next before g ting into their cars and tempting to

evacuate. If, on the oth r hand, LILCO gives he imoression (it
does not matter whether this mpression is ased upon fact or

not) that'it is withholding inf mation, ot telling the complete

truth, does not know~ exactly what ing on at the plant, is
,

not in complete control of the sit t n, or is not taking
2
' effective steps to bring the acc ent un r control -- as the

information it disseminated a its handlin of the press during{
the Exercise demonstrated i would during a r 1 emergency --

then the fears generated y both pre-existing a itudes and

LILCO's EBS messages uld be confirmed, and the llingness of

people to follow in tructions from LILCO might be e n less than

suggested by bot the quantitative and qualitative dat we have

discussed.
!

The allure of LILCO to give the press information on a
,

timel basis, as was demonstrated during the Exercise, would

rei force the belief that many residents would have that ;

j (a) LILCO did not want to and would not tell the public what was

O
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J

" ally" going on, and (b) what was really going on was a 1

" wor e" than what had been said in the official communica ions
.

from L CO.
:
;

Consid the following example. LILCO gave o t a' news

release at 8:2 in which it was stated that ther had been D2,

! release of radiat n at Shoreham. Keep in mi , however, that

i via EBS message, a S'te Area Emergency had tually been declnred

and a small release of adiation reported t 8:19. The press

would immediately report is frighteni and inconsistent

information to the public. ince the first press briefing would

be more than 20 minutes away, th interim the press would

question the accuracy of the info mation they had been given by

{} LILCO.- (Egg Section IV of thi tes mony on Contention Ex 38.),

The fact that the question out accu cy concerns whether or not

a release of radiation ha occurred wou make it very

significant to the pub c, because the pub ic's primary fear is

that more radiation s being released than t ey are being told.

Faced with a situ ion where a news release el ims that no
radiation has b en released, but other informati n is available

to the press hat some radiation has been released, the fears of

the public that LILCO is either purposely not tellin the truth

or does t really know what is going on at the power p nt would
,

*

be re* forced. The inconsistency -- regardless of how

in viduals resolved it in their own minds, would itself*

,

d sincline people to listen to any instructions given by LIL

(
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l

d "ing the emergency. For similar reasons, LILCO's demonstrated !

( han ing of information about the ingestion by LERO workers of KI '

tablet would have a disastrous effect on LILCO's authority.
(Egg als Section V of this testimony on Contention Ex 38 ) Once

people hea that LERO workers may have been exposed t

significant r iation or had been told to take KI a that the

public had not b en informed -- regardless of whe er the non-

disclosure was del erate or not -- the worst ears of the public

would be confirmed.4

In short, as stated 'n the sectio on Contention Ex 38,

instead of LILCO's credibil'ty being enhanced by its response to
the emergency, its credibilit wo d be further impaired based on

(]) its demonstrated response to th Exercise emergency. If LILCO

performed in a real energency as i did in the Exercise, it would

give the public the impres on that 't is a " bumbling" organiza-

tion that is either tryi to withhol relevant information and

or doesn't know the re evant information In fact, it is quite

possible that the d onstrated inability o LILCO to provide the

press with timely nd consistent information could result in an

_______________ ____

44 (Saegert) The press briefings held by LIL during the
Exercise do t give the impression that the ful story is being
given. The indicate that LILCO assumes people wi 1 follow
instructio based only on being told: "This is wh t you need to
know, and e're telling you what is best." For exam e, during a
press br'efing, Elaine Robinson stated LILCO's assump on that
people re expected to behave "in a sensible and adult nner,"
and t " behave rationally" if "it's to their benefit." is not
nece arily " rational" or " adult," having heard that radia ion
has een released, to sit by rather than try to evacuate,

Q(-
pa ticularly given the public's belief -- right or wrong -- hat
g tting out of the area would be difficult, if not impossible.
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1
I "inf mation soup" which would be at least as bad -- if not wor e
i -- than that at TMI, a case in which all parties agree that

voluntary vacuation was increased by the poor quality of
information vallable to the press and the public about what was
happening.

Finally, it sho d be remembered that a su stantial majority
of Long Island residen are opposed to the ening of the

Shoreham plant. They bel eve -- correctl or not -- that it is

possible for there to be a erious ace' ent there. LILCO has

spent years telling 'he publi that e plant is safe, that thet

chances of any type of serious a ident are extremely low, and
that the company is well prepa d handle any accident which

[}
does occur. The public's i ediate r action to reports of an -

accident at Shoreham woul not only be ar; it would also be

anger. Many would feel that LILCO forced his plant upon the

Long Island communit and now their worst fe s have been
realized. Add to is the impression that LIL is not on top of

the situation, capable of handling it, as woul be created by
the facts dis ssed in Contention Ex 38 and our tes mony on that

contention, and the result would be a condition in whi very few

Long Is1 d residents would be likely to take seriously a
instru tions given by LILCO during the emergency.

O
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(Rowan, Evans) Most of our opinions concerning how LILCO's

demonstrated method of dealing with the media would, in a real

emergency, reduce LILCO's credibility as a reliable source of

emergency information, are stated in the section of this

testimony on Contention Ex 38. We have the following additional

views, however.

The LILCO Plan and LILCO's actions during the Exercise, are

based on the apparent assumption that during an emergency, people

would listen to EBS messages on radio and act upon LILCO's

advice, while disregarding other things being said on the same

radio station or on other radio and TV stations. Based on our

experience as journalists, this assumption is not accurate.

q Someone who has heard an EBS message for the first time is not
V

likely to tune cut subsequent information; he or she is far more
likely to have an instant appetite for more information. In our

work as journalists, we have often seen crisis situations

stimulate public curiosity, often expressed in increased phone

calls to newsrooms, increased sale of newspapers, and higher
ratings for TV and radio broadcasts. In a real situation

involving a nuclear power plant, people would tune in.

Further, the broadcasts on radio and TV in the first stages
of a nuclear plant emergency would feature more than just the
information in LILCO's EBS messages. There would be instant

commentary by announcers, disc jockeys, and news reporters. The

d
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coverage would extrapolate, analyze, and summarize what was knownO from the EBS messages and elsewhere. Personnel at broadcast

stations would seek out comments from informed and uninformedi

sources to a degree unimagined in the LILCO Exercise.

! In any circumstances approximating those in the Exercise,

the news coverage would quickly include reports relayed from
helicopters and airplanes on traffic conditions. This is a,

staple of radio and television stations -- to provide rush hour
>

traffic advisories and aerial pictures of news events.

|

The combination of ad lib commentary by broadcasters,

interviews with various " sources" (some of whom probably opposed

() operation of the plant), and aerial remarks about non-existent

Traffic Guides, traffic jams and clogged roadways would create ani

overwhelmingly tense situation.

The primary source of information for people in their homes,3

television and radio broadcasts, would not stick to the script of
.

4'

LILCO's EBS messages. Given the convoluted language in LILCO's [

Exercise EBS messages and LILCO's failure to provide a steady

stream of accurate and timely data through other means,,

; professional broadcasters would feel compelled to rewrite or ad
.

| lib around the data. There would be extensive commentary after
s

1
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the announcement that radiation had leaked from the plant. All

of this would have occurred.during live coverage almost from the
start of the accident.

Q. Would this live coverage be likely to supplement or

contradict the'EBS messages and other LILCO press announcements?

A. (Evans, Rowan) Mainly, it would contradict

recommendations regarding evacuation in the EBS messages. Many

of the broadcast stations would have aircraft aloft within an
hour of the first EBS message. These are equipped with radio and

microwave capability to relay sounds and picture to stations for A

instant on-air use. In the course of such coverage, the

) narration would focus on what broadcasters do so well every day,
the reporting of traffic conditions. Therefore, there would be

extensive commentary -- with pictures for TV -- of people leaving
the vicinity of the Shoreham plant. If Drs. Cole, Saegert and

Loftus are correct (and we believe from our experience as

journalists that they are) that sizeable numbers of people would

immediately begin to evacuate, the broadcasters would immediately

report this exodus particularly through vivid photos. News of

people fleeing would reach the general public through such
broadcasts. This could have the impact, largely unanticipated in
the LILCO Plan and completely unanticipated in the Exercise, of

frightening people even more than the information disseminated by

Q
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LILCO and causing them to join in the evacuation even if they may

have been inclined to follow the EBS instructions telling them to

stay put.

Q. But wouldn't broadcasters emphasize the recommended

course of action included in the EBS messages?

A. (Evans, Rowan) It would be mentioned, but in the

context of the other things reporters were seeing and hearing,

reporters would stress those things they observed over advice

received on the unfamiliar LILCO EBS. For one thing,

broadcasters at stations on LILCO's EBS system would receive

information in aural form, by voice instead of over a teletype,

() as the Federal Government provides for its emergency broadcast

system. Not all stations would receive this voice recording

because not all stations are in the LILCO system. The wire

services can be expected to issue immediate news stories about

the information contained in the EBS messages. These would

likely summarize and condense the actual messages. In any event,

the information when repeated by broadcasters would likely be

condensed and discussed extemporaneously. Thus, there is almost

no chance that the LILCO messages would be the primary source of

information for the public.

-

J

;
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Q. How would this affect the sort of live coverage one
( could expect

in a radiological emergency of the kind simulated by
LILCO during the Exercise?

A. (Evans, Rowan) It would produce confusing and con-

flicting information which would certainly contribute to the kind
of voluntarily evacuation predicted by Drs. Cole, Saegert, and
Loftus.

.

Q.
How would LILCO's rumor control activities demonstrated

during the accident cause voluntary evacuation?
q

\

A. (Cole, Saegert, Loftus, Rowan, Evans) We already ad-
dressed this somewhat in the section of this testimony on Conten-
tion Ex 39.

(Cole) In my most recent survey, I included the following
question based on LILCO's intent, demonstrated during the

Exercise, to publicize a telephone number for the public to call

to obtain information about a Shoreham accident:

If LILCO announced a phone number that you
,

could call to obtain more information or to
have questions answered, do you think youwould: definitely call to get more informa-
tion, probably call, probably not call,
definitely not call?

(l
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We found that 46 percent of all respondents said that they would

definitely call to get more information, 29% said that they would
probably call, 12% said that they probably would not call, 13%

said they definitely would not call, and 1% had no opinion. If

we consider only those who said that they definitely would call,

this would mean that in a real accident, given LILCO's response

as demonstrated during the Exercise, LILCO could receive up to
approximately 400,000 telephone calls. Clearly, the overwhelming

majority of people would not be able to get through to any number

because the telephone lines, like the roads, would become jammed
with traffic. And, as discussed above in the context of

Contention Ex 39, during the Exercise, LILCO demonstrated that

its rumor control system could not adequately or appropriately
handle even the minimal number of public inquiries which were
simulated during the Exercise. Thus, the exercise results

demonstrate the unworkability of LILCO's rumor control system.

,
(Cole, Saegert, Loftus) The inability of residents to

!

'

contact LILCO would not only mean that LILCO's rumor control
1

system would be a complete failure, but it would increase even

further the hostility of the public toward LILCO. People would

be angered that telephone numbers announced on the radio in
i

emergency messages were constantly busy. The few people who

would by chance get through and be able to make their requests
i

I

:
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;

for additional information, would likely be told someone would
Oi

j call them back, which would also fuel their anger and frustra-
tion. Egg Section IV of this testimony on Contention Ex 39.452

(Cole) The survey also contained a question which was-aimed

at finding out whether callers would wait for LILCO to return

; their call. We asked those who said that they would definitely
^

or probably call LILCO to get additional information the

3 following question:
A

If when you called LILCO and asked your ques-,

tion, you were told that a representative
: would call you back with an answer, would you ;wait for LILCO to call you back or, try to

find some other source of information?i

!

| (} Not surprisingly, most people, 67 percent, said that they would
seek another source of information. Twenty-seven percent said

4

that they would wait for LILCO to return their call (these;

respondents did not know how long it would take LILCO to return
:

the call), and 7 percent had no opinion.

l
>

4

____________________

45 (Saegert) The repeated boilerplate of the EBS messages and,,

! packaged, sketchy, confusing and inconsistent wording of released
statements would prompt people to seek information in a more
intelligible and personalized form. They would call LILCO to

' speak to human beings who could clarify the canned statements,
only to find the phone staff also able only to repeat the canned
statements, with no additional information. In fact, during the
Exercise, the operators who handled inquiries from the public
often did not even have the most up-to-date canned statement, let

Q. alone additional or clarifying information. Egg Section IV of;

U. this testimony on Contention Ex 39.
a

l
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(Cole, Saegert, Loftus, Evans, Rowan) For all the reasons
wc have previously discussed in the context of LILCO's press |

advisories and its EBS messages demonstrated during the Exercise,

| its flawed rumor control system, and how it would be implemented

(as shown during the Exercise) would be one more reason that the

public would reject LILCO as a credible source of information or
i

protective action recommendations in a real emergency. The

inconsistent information, inaccurate information and -- most
significantly -- lack of information available from the

publicized LILCO rumor control telephone number would thus add to

the public's need and desire to rely on (1) other non-LILCO

sources of information, and (2) their own perceptions, fears, and

beliefs, in deciding what actions to take during a Shoreham
accident. As already demonstrated above, a substantial number of

people would attempt to evacuate, whether instructed to or not.

G. Public Reaction to the Chernobyl Accident Would Ca
Voluntary Evacuation in a Real Shoreham Accident

Q. tention Ex 22.F also alleges th the public's

reaction to the nobyl accident wou result'in voluntary

evacuation in a real Sho am ac ent in light of the response

LILCO demonstrated during t cise. Please explain the basis

of your agreement wit at allegation.

A. ( e, Saegert, Loftus) The most recent sur results

indica that there would be a voluntary evacuation in respo e

the LILCO activities demonstrated during its Exercise
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proportionately greater than that which took place at TMI an

( arger than that predicted by prior surveys.46 There is way I

to rove definitively what has caused the increase in t e size of
)

the p ojected evacuation shadow, although the fact t t the most

recent rvey used LILCO's flawed EBS messages ge rated during

the Exerci e likely &ccounts for some of the di erence for all

the reasons have already discussed. But, e believe the

evi'ence points to the accident at Chernob as one of the prime

reasons for the i reased fear and conc n over exposure to

radiation from accid ts at nuclear er plants, with the
'

resulting increase in p ojected ev uation behavior.

With disasters, as in o r areas of life, the public seems
'

to be educated by experienc . isaster researchers such as LILCO

witnesses Mileti and Dyne have s wn that in natural disasters

such as hurricanes and loods, with ich people are familiar,

people do not panic. People understan the dangers involved and

have generally had some experience in the ast in coping with

them. Although, fortunately, there have be very few accidents

'

at nuclear po r stations, the public seems to be, similarly,

learning fr those which have occurred. Prior the accident

at TMI, t ere was not widespread public concern wit the need to

evacuat in case of a radiological emergency at a nuc ear power
.!

stati n. Before that accident, experts had told the pub ic that

the e was no reason to be concerned. But, the accident at MI,

j _ __________________

6 Only the survey conducted by Lindell and Barnes suggests
'

t,), overresponse of similar size to our current survey.
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which required an evacuation, and involved a serious potential f

() significant environmental damage, made all sectors of the p lic

m re aware of the potential dangers of nuclear power pla
acc ents, and made the public less likely to have fa h in the

estim es of experts that accidents at nuclear pla s were so
unlikel to occur, or if one should occur, so u ikely to release

dangerous evels of radiation, that we need t be concerned
about evacuat'on.

TMI was a ser*ous accident; but arge amounts of radiation

were not released in the air an as far as is currently krown,

there probably were not e.lgnif ant health consequences for the

public as a result of TMI. en there was Chernobyl. Here was
1 an accident so serious th e models of the experts would have

)
predicted the probabili y of th type of accident occurring to

be so small as to be irtually not easureable. Something which

the public had bee told couldn't hap n did happen. Some tried
to say that the eactor at the Soviet Un n was very different

than those us d in the United States and tha the containment

system and ther safety systems differed signif antly. Indeed,

there ma be many significant technical differences between the

Cherno y1 plant and plants in the United States. But om the

poi of view of understanding human behavior we have to 1 k not

these technical differences, but at the public's perceptio ofa

he dangers of nuclear plants.

O
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Does the public believe that an accident such as tha.

which o urred at Chernobyl could happen at Shoreham?

A. (Co e) The answer is an unequivocal yes. e first

evidence comes om the survey conducted for Newsd _ in September
of 1986. The News y survey asked the followin question:

Several mont ago there was a ser ous
accident at t Chernobyl nuclea power plant
in the Soviet ion. Do you th'nk that a

; serious accident like this co d happen in the
- United States?

Fully 82 perennt of the s pl of Long Island residents said

they did believe that this type accident could happen,

16 percent did not, and 2 per ent h d no opinion. The Newsdav
; survey , contained another q stion whi attempted to measure the

influence of the acciden at Chernobyl changes in attitudes.

It asked:

| We are ' terested in how the accide t at
Cherno 1 might have influenced your beliefs
about the safety of nuclear power. ich of
the ollowing comes closer to your opi ion:
be re the accident at Chernobyl you we e

| c vinced that nuclear power plants were not
afe; before the accident you believed nu ear
power plants were safe and now you believe
they are not safe; before the accident you
were not sure that nuclear power plants were
safe and now you believe they are not safe;
before accident you believed nuclear power
plants were safe and you still believe they
are safe?

O

- 265 -

.

_--------,,-,,._-.m.-- . . , , . _, , . . _ , - _ , . - _ _ _ . _ . , _ . . . _ , , , , , , - - . _ _ - , _ _ _ _ ~ , -m,__,,__,__..,_..,,,.__m,..,_y .,m_,.__



_. -_ ___ _ _._ __ . _ __ - - _ _ _ _ ._

4.

I

! ThhsNewsday survey found 35 percent saying that they had be

() convin d that nuclear plants were unsafe before the Cher obyl;

i

[ accident; 1 percent had believed that nuclear power p ants were
safe before ernobyl but now believed they were un afe;

;

$ 30 percent had en unsure as to the safety of n clear plants
before Chernobyl b now believed they were u afe; and,

1 .

20 percent believed b ore and still belle d after the accident
that nuclear power plant were safe. F e percent said that they

| "didn't know" in response t this qu tion. Although peoplet-

sometimes do not accurately r et their retrospective attitudes,
i if this survey is even roughly icative of the influence of

Chernobyl it shows how this ent 1 d to a major increase in the,

proportions of Long Island residents lieving that nuclear power,

plants were unsafe.

i

As noted abov , in this same Newsday sur ey, a question was;
'

included measuri g behavioral intentions during hypothetical

; radiological ergency at Shoreham. Based upon th responses, it

was possibl to estimate that about 62 percent of Lo Island
,

| househol wo'uld attempt to evacuate. When an identica question
1 was as ed in September 1983 in another Newsday survey, 44 ercent

sai that they would evacuate. In analyzing the data for N wsday
i
4

i September 1986 I concluded that this significant change wa
.

l.

().
,

i
2

*
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|

pr bably a result of greater concern over nuclear safety as
O
\/ resu of fear generated by the accident at the Chernobyl clear

plant i the Soviet Union.47

The mos recent survey I conducted for Suffolk ounty also

contained a fe questions concerning the Chernoby accident. The

great majority o Long Island residents were fa iliar with that

accident at Cherno 1. Eighty-one percent s d that they had

heard about a major a cident occurring at nuclear power plant

within the last year; a of these, 71 p rcent were correctly
able to name Chernobyl or e Soviet ion as the place where the

accident had occurred. All spond ts were asked the following

question:
.

. () Last spring a major ucl r accident occurred
! at the Chernobyl n lear wer station in the

Soviet Union. Do ou thin that it is
.

____________________

47 When I cross tabula ed the response to the question on
whether they thought a accident like che nobyl could happen here
with behavioral inten ons, I found that a ng those respondents
who thought that an ccident such as that w ch occurred at,

; Chernobyl could hap en in the United States, ully 67 percent
said that they wo d attempt to evacuate in c e of an accident!

at Shoreham. Am g those who said that they di not believe that
a Chernobyl-typ accident could occur in the Uni ed States,
40 percent sai that they would evacuate in case f an accident
at Shoreham. Among those who said that before th accident at
Chernobyl t y were convinced that nuclear power p1 nts were not
safe, 70 p cent said they would evacuate in case o an accident.
Among tho e who said that before Chernobyl they thoug t nuclear,

j' power pl nts were safe and now believe they are unsafe
71 per nt said that they would evacuate. Among those ho said
that efore Chernobyl they were unsure of the safety of uclear
powe plants but now believe they are unsafe, 66 percent id

| th they would evacuate. And even among those who said t t

| b ore the accident at Chernobyl they believed nuclear powe
| ants were safe and that they still believe that they are safe,

39 percent said that they would evacuate.

I
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possible for a serious accident like that to
/~(3 occur at the Shoreham nuclear power plant if

/ the power plant is put into operation?

Seventy- ight percent believe that it is possible for uch a

serious ac ident to occur at Shoreham, 16 percent s d that they

did not beli ve this was possible, and 6 percent ad no opinion.

As I pointed ou above, belief that an acciden as serious as
I

that which occurr at Chernobyl could happ at Shoreham was

correlated with expr ssed behavioral int tions after hearing the

question based on LILC 's first Exerci e EBS message. After
:

hearing this question 59 rcent of hose who later in the survey

said that an accident as ser us s Chernobyl was possible at

: Shoreham said that they would cuate. Of those who later in
i

the survey said that they 'd not elieve that an accident as

serious as Chernobyl cou happen at horeham, 26 percent;

expressed an intentio to evacuate afte hearing the question

based on the first S message.

,

Both the ewsday data and those collected r Suffolk County

lead me to elleve that the accident at Chernobyl de the

possibil y of an accident at Shoreham, an accident wi h harmful

conseg nces more of a reality for many Long Island resi ents.

! Befo e they had been told that such an accident was virtua ly

i ssible; now they know that serious accidents at nuclear ower
'

plants are not impossible.

i
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1

4

i-

(Cole, Saegert, Loftus) That Chernobyl played a r e in the

() way ordinary Long Islanders think about an accident Shoreham
'

also evident from the transcripts of the focus roups.
Ch nobyl was frequently mentioned and was clea y in the of

| mind of many participants as they discussed ow they would react

to the ILCO Exercise EBS messages. Below re some of the
!' comments de about Chernoby1:

.

,

{ Of urse, it enters your nd that if some-'

thin really bad did happ they wouldn't,

; want t panic the people o riaht away you
think o Chernobyl. Th didn't want to tell

. anybody at happened ere. They don't-tell
j you right way. (# 2
s

,

; I would like to hav all my family around me.
i I would like kn where they are in the

event somethin m ch more serious came up in,

| another half hou or an hour. And it wouldlead me to bell that after that little
,

! () fiasco in RussF'a there micht be a lot more to
{ this than mee(s theheve. (# 1)
i

f "When you heard this message (EBS umber 2] did you believe that

LILCO was telling ou the complete t uth about Shoreham?"
,

!

No. t brinos back too many t uahts about,

i Russfa and how they denied the bruth. Peri-
odi ally, you heard a little bit ore. (# 1).

,. E en if you were able to would you happy' oming back? I wouldn't. Look at Th e Mile
! Island and that was a minor situation.
} Chernobyl 1s coina to be closed for 1500
i years. Something on that style. (# 1)
!
i

"Do ou think that what happened at Chernobyl could hap n here
at Shoreham?"-

,
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<

Yes I do, I absolutely think so. (# 1)
() I think it is possible. Maybe not that s i-

Granted the Russians don't let yo know; ous.
' all the details but nuclear power plan are

nuclear power plants. (# 1)
G ting back to Chernobyl. What go d is
ev uation when this stuff has go to
coun ries thousands of miles awa Where can
you h e? (# 3)

; The pre-existi g fears which Long slanders have of radia-
tion, which fears hav been exacerba ed by Chernobyl, would

further increase the te ency for ong Islanders to evacuate in.

__________________'__ response to LILCO s demons rateEBS messages.48

i 48 (Saegert) The fact tha ne response to such pre-existing
I- fears is to evacuate has bee ocumented by the reaction of
j Russians to Chernobyl. At e. obyl, the government evacuated
i people in towns within 25 les f the plant. Yet some people in

areas beyond 25 miles -- d in 'ev, over 70 miles from the
-

| plant -- self-evacuated. This is rticularly significant in
; ([) light of the circumstan s under wh ch the self-evacuation ,

; occurred: officials t d people not to evacuate; little
| information was relea d so people ha less reason and

opportunity to panic and private tran rtation was almost non-!

existent. Hohenems , C., Deicher, M., rnst, A., Hofsass, H.,
Linder, G., Reckna 1, R. (1986). Cherno 1: An early report.
Environment. 28(5 p. 6-30 Heldref Publica ons: Wash., D.C.;

. Woodwell, George (1986). A technology at failed. Issues.,

! in Science and chnolqgy, 3(1) p. 30-35. I spite of all the
forces operati against self-evacuation, it d occur. The Egg

'

) York Times re rted people jamming the train s tions in Kiev,
; and most was rn correspondents confirmed that ev residents
j were sendin their children out of the city. The Soviets '

! reported t t extra trains and buses had to be ad d to handle
the deman for travel to Moscow.

;

Th public's desire to take protective action wa not
confin to the Soviet Union. A noted scholar on nucl ar power,,

; Christ pher Hohenemser, was among a group of scientists in West
| Ger y who reported that they gave "over 50 seminars an
i lect res to a frightened, disoriented public that had to large
| ext nt lost faith in their state and local governments bec use of
! a ontinuing stream of apparently contradictory statements, such

'there is no serious danger or reason to panic, but pleasa
don't consume lettuce, spinach or milk and remain indoors if() , (footnote continu d)
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H. Summary of Conclusions Relating to Subpart F of
[v~}

Contention Ex 22

Q. Please summarize your conclusions on the matters raised
in subpart F of Contention Ex 22.

A. (Cole, Saegert, Loftus, Evans, Rowan) The fundamental
,

premise of the February 13 Exercise and of the LILCO Plan is that

LILCO's protective action recommendations would be followed by
the Long Island public in the event of a Shoreham accident. This

premise included the assumption by LILCO and the evaluators -that

people in a real accident, would not begin.to evacuate prior to a
LILCO advisory to do so. Thus, the Exercise, and the conclusions

drawn by FEMA from that Exercise, are all based upon LILCO's

Exercise performance which was premised on the assumption that no,

individuals would be: on the roads attempting to evacuate;

seeking assistance; seeking guidance; seeking information; or'

otherwise impacting the ability of LILCO's personnel, over a

| three-to-four hour period during the Exercise, to calmly and

without disruption or distraction, plan, prepare, mobilize for,
and " demonstrate" how they would " implement" an evacuation. We

have demonstrated in our testimony that the Exercise results have

shown that assumption to be false.

____________________

ootnote continued from previous page) --

'"poss ohenemser, C., Deicher nst, A., Hofsass, H.,,

Linder, G, Recknag 98 ernobyl: An early report.,

Environment. 28(5) p. e ications: Wash., D.C. This
sounds very si to the LILCO advisorie ed by LILCO
during xercise, such as the EBS messages sugges shelter()s ,

ored feed for cows, but no need to protect the huma( a
.
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Available data, much of which is specific to the actual EBS
'/ messages and other emergency information disseminated by LILCO

during the Exercise, indicate that during a real emergency, in

response to the information and recommendations LILCO proposes to

disseminate, a massive portion of the public on Long Island would

attempt to evacuate long before any evacuation order, and very
substantial numbers of people not advised to evacuate at all

would attempt to do so.

This would occur for many reasons, including: the tone and

situation-specific contents of the L.!LCO EBS messages used during

the Exercise; the contents and timing of its press advisories and

its rumor control activities as demonstrated during the Exercise;

(} the inconsistent and contradictory information which LILCO

l disseminated during the Exercise, as well as the inconsistent and

contradictory information likely to be in the public domain as a

result of press coverage and media response to LILCO's inadequate

public information activities in a real accident; LILCO's lack of

credibility; the reaction of the public to the Chernobyl

accident; and the documented beliefs, fears and perceptions of

the Long island public about a nuclear power plant accident and

its consequences for them as residents of Long Island.

Our overall conclusion on subpart F of Contention Ex 22 is,

therefore, the following: because the Exercise failed to take

into account the reality of how the Long Island public would
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'
respond to LILCO's proposed and demonstrated method of responding

; to a Shoreham accident under its Plan, conclusions that the LILCO

| -Plan could be implemented, based on that Exercise, are invalid.
!

] Based on LILCO's Exercise performance, there would be a large
!

voluntary evacuation which LILCO could not control.

|
I VI. CONTENTION 49.C
i

4

Q. Please state Contention Ex 49 and subpart C of that ]:
"

contention.

A. (Cole, Saegert, Loftus, Eas44., 73yer) Contention
j

Ex 49 and subpart C state as follows:
i
,

. The exercise revealed a fundamental flaw in -

| the LILCO Plan in that LILCO is incapable of
| - performing necessary registration and radio-
! logical monitoring of evacuees within 12 hours
] as required by NUREG 0654 S II.J.12. For the

reasons set forth below, during the exercisei

LILCO demonstrated that it has insufficient<

! staffing, and insufficient equipment, to per-
'

; form the necessary registration, monitoring
i and decontamination of evacuees which is re- i

| quired to effect an evacuation and to comply |

|!
with 10 CFR 55 50.47(b)(1), (b)(8), (b)(10).
Therefore, LILCO does not satisfy objective

! FIELD 21 and its Plan is fundamentally flawed
! since it has no capacity to handle satisfac-
) torily the evacuees that may arrive after a
| Shoreham emergency.

C. There is no basis to assume that2

; only those persons expressly advised by LERO
j to report to the reception center for moni-

toring because of potential exposure during,

i evacuation activities would actually seek such
! monitoring. Indeed, upon hearing that all
! residents of so many zones had potentially
1 been exposed, and in light of the large amount
: of voluntary evacuation likely to occur for
j ,) - the reasons set forth in Contention Ex 44,

J
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:

substantially more people than the number
j

- expressly advised to report would be likely to
' ( seek such monitoring. Thus, the LILCO response

would, in fact, be even more deficient than,

#

was demonstrated during the exercise.

For the foregoing reasons, the LILCO Plan,

# fails to comply with 10 CFR S 50.47(b)(1),
i (b)(8), (b)(10) and NUREG 0654 S II.J.12. The
! exercise thus precludes a finding of reason-
'

able assurance that adequate protective meas-;

ures can and will be taken in the event of a
; Shoreham emergency, as required by 10 CFR
'

S 50.47(a)(1).
:

'

Q. Do you agree with that contention?;

i

; A. (Cole, Saegert, Loftus, umrri , = yrr) Yes, we do.

Subparts A and B'of Contention Ex 49 have been addressed in other

testimony.

j Q. During the Exercise, how many people.were advised by
i

LILCO to report to the Nassau Coliseum reception center for

radiological monitoring and possible decontamination?

1

1

1 A. (Cole, Saegert, Loftus, umrri , Me,.;' There is no
a ,

dispute that during the Exercise, LILCO " advised" approximately

| 100,000 residents of the 10-mile EPZ to report to the Nassau

Coliseum, which, at the time of the Exercise, LILCO assumed would
.

q be available as a reception center during a Shoreham accident.

| FEMA Admission No. 147; LILCO Admission No. 191. At noon, LILCO
,

recommended the evacuation of the entire 10-mile EPZ (EBS Message

i No. 6), and at 1:45, LILCO advised all residents of zones A, B,
i

j '

,
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:

F, G, K and Q "to report to the Nassau Coliseum before going
() anywhere else. At the Coliseum the public will be monitored for

;

I
<possible radioactive contamination." EBS Message No. 8. 'A short

time later, LILCO modified this message to explain that residents

of zones A, B, F, G, K and Q should go to the Nassau Coliseum

"since they may have been exposed to radiation during their trip
i

out of the EPZ." EBS Message No. 8.1.

! Q. During the Exercise, did LILCO personnel assume that
| only those persons expressly advised by LILCO to report to the
1

| reception center for monitoring because of potential exposure
! during evacuation would actually seek monitoring?

A. (Cole, Saegert, Loftus, ve r r i r , .".2 7 ; . )- Apparently,
I )
! yes. The documents provided to the Governments during discovery

provide no indication that LILCO assumed or expected anything

j other than that its " broadcast" instructions would be followed.
Indeed, they indicate that LILCO was expecting only about 100,000,

i

! persons to report to the Coliseum to be monitored. Logs, such as
i
j those of the Manager and Director of LERO, indicate that about

95,000 persons were expected at the Nassau Coliseum, and
!

" arrangements" purportedly were made for this number. In
-

.

! addition, during a press conference at the ENC, this was the
3

| number of people that the LERO spokesperson announced were

; expected at the Coliseum.

,
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Q. In your opinion, why is there no basis for that
f^h,

\_/ assum tion?
1

A. (Cole) My opinion is based upon my knowle e of the

great fear hat Long Island residents have of bein exposed to

radiation ( the portion of this testimony rel ting to

Contention Ex 2 subpart F) and on a question n the recent

)survey I conducte for Suffolk County. In at survey we asked
$

the 1,500 respondent the following quest on:

If at 1:45 p. you heard o the radio a LILCO
representative ay that ce tain people living "

within ten miles of Shor am may have been
exposed to radiat n du ng their trip out of
the evacuation zon an should go to a speci-
fic location in Nass County to be monitored
for possible radioa ve contamination, would
you: go to the sp cif location in Nassau to

(.[) see if you had be n cent inated with radia-
tion, or go som here als to have your radia-

'

tion level che ed, or wou not bother to
have your ra ation level ch cRed?

The resulting data nable us to estimate t at about 50 percent of

all Long Island useholds would attempt to o to the location in

Nassau County o be checked for radiation. Fi y percent said

that they w id go to the specific center, 32 per ent said that

they woul have their radiation level checked somew re else,

13 per nt said that they would not bother to have the r level

chec d, and 5 percent were unable to answer this questi n.

Fi ty percent of the population of Long Island represents re

than 1.3 million people.
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It is clear that many of these people would not be able t
i get nywhere near the LILCO Reception Center because of clog ed

itraffi But, hundreds of thousands of people would atte t to
.

go to th center to be monitored. LILCO's failure to p n on s

being able o service the hundreds of thousands of pe ple who
,

would "volunt tily" come to the Reception Center m es this part

of their emerge cy plan unworkable.

(Saegert, Loftu ) We concur with Dr. C le's testimony, and
we would like to point ut that there are dditional reasons and
factors which make it ver likely that onsiderably more than
just those people advised t by LILC would seek monitoring in
response to the kinds of infor ti n disseminated by LILCO during
the Exercise.

First, as we have dis ssed in th section of our testimony
on Contention Ex 22.F (a ove), people hav a tremendous fear of
radiation. The EBS m sages " broadcast" by ILCO during the

Exercise do nothin to calm this fear, or to e lain why only

some people mig have been contaminated. In fa , the contents

of the EBS me sages themselves would probably lead eople to seek

monitoring As we pointed out above, Exercise EBS Me sage No. 7,
which p ports to give information about dose rates, is unclear,
full unintelligible jargon, and fear inducing. The m ssage
st es that a " major release of radiation into the air" occ rred

at 12:00, and then gives thyroid dose rates as " percentages" -

,
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!

I
l

i_ 400%,.100% and 40% -- of EPA " evacuation guidelines." There i

no attem to explain the-significance or health effects of hese

dosages in erms understandable to laypersons. During th
-

.

! Exercise, LIL 0 " broadcast" this message for approximat ly one
!

; hour. .Then, th next Exercise message, EBS No. 8, s tes that:
i

i The Dire or of LERO, Jay Kessler, rec ends
! that all sidents of zones A, B, F, , K and
j Q should r et to the Nassau Colise before
i going anywh e else. At the Colise the

public will monitored for possi e radio-
active contam ation.

A short time later, this me sage was am ded to explain that the

residents of zones A, B,F,G K and should report for

monitoring "since they may have e exposed to radiation during,

:
! their trip out of the EPZ." Reg less of the implication of .

()I
these messages -- that people her an those in the named zones{ -s

do not need to be monitored' - the unc ar and frightening

f information about radiati , dose rates, hyroid doses, and

fh contamination LILCO dem strated it would sseminate in a real

| emergency would lead arge numbers to seek m itoring.49
'

i
!

Ie 49 (Loftus) E n those persons who might inte to follow the
j instructions gi .n in EBS Nos. 8 and 8.1 may not le to do so,
; because of ano er feature of those messages -- th r reliance on
i identifying tential contaminated individuals by 1 tered zones.
i When people tar a particular letter very briefly, th y often do
j q not percei the letter correctly, particularly if the listeners

are under stress as they would be during a radiological emergen-+ *-

cy. Mis akes are frequently made in auditory perception and
i these stakes follow a predictable pattern. One group o let- '

! ters. at are particularly likely to be confused are the ' -

i Jsoun ng" letters, for example, the letters B and E, and B nd D.
,

'

! In dition, the letters F and S are very confusable. Ther ore,
i

|n le may " hear" a zone not actually stated in the message, r
V s k monitoring even if not instructed to do so.

!
1

!
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Second, some people might focus just on the parts of EBS 8
A
(_/ and 8.1 stating that "the oublic" will be monitored for possible

radioactive decontamination, or on the part of EBS 8.1 mentioning

that "they may have been exposed to radiation during their trip

out of the EPZ," without focusing on the portion of the message

intended to limit the size or location of "the public" which may
have been exposed.

Third, even people who understood correctly the contents of

the message but were not residents of the named zones, may

nonetheless seek monitoring because, assuming people know their

own zone, they may not know which zones they have gone through,

or travelled near, during their trips out of the EPZ.

O
) Fourth, large numbers of people are likely to discount

LILCO's zone concept in its EBS messages altogether. People know

i that radiation in the air does not stop at precise geographic
boundaries. Thus, some people would discount the idea of zones

-- some safe, some not -- as counterfactual, and would, accord-
'

ingly, ignore any implication or statement in the message that

only residents of certain zones had been endangered. Individu-

als' fear of raGiation, combined with their lack of understanding
of its effects (a lack of understanding which LILCO's Exercisei

EBS messages do nothing to alleviate) would make it likely that !

they would seek monitoring. )
:

;

('
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(Cole, Saegert, Loftus) Indeed, the focus group data

support this analysis that people would not accept as valid

instructions from LILCO that only portions of the population had
been endangered or exposed:

"Did you believe [the] LILCO [EBS message) that if you were

outside that zone that you weren't in any danger?"

No. (# 2)
Absolutely not. (# 2)
They have no way of credictino when and how
the wind is coina to move. You cannot control
mother nature. The radioactivity will effect
gaz I don't care how technologically astute
they are, they have no way of knowing how
things are going to blow. (# 2)

"You wou'ldn't believe the message when they said you were

safe outside the zone?"

No. (# 2)

Since they finally did say evacuate, I would
have to leave. I am almost 30 miles away, it
is 9:39 in the morning and rush hour traffic
is over. (# 2)

It is definitely much more alarming. As to
believability, I think that someone livina
outside that immediate zone would certainly
know that it is time to oack un and co if you
haven't already cone. (# 2)

"Now what did that message tell people who live outside the

10 mile zone to do?"
;

O
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Not to worry. (# 1)

"Do you believe them?"
,

H2 (# 1)

"Would you believe LILCO that you were safe if you were

outside the zone?"

No. It is in the air. (# 1)
,

Harris, Mayer) Our experience in the public health f Id

; demonst tes that, given the events during the LILCO Exe ise, a

substantial rtion of the population would voluntar y report

for testing, e if such persons had no scientif or objective
,

basis for assuming ey had been exposed to r iological

particulates. Radiatio is colorless and orless. Therefore,
;

it is impossible for people o determin on their own whether

they have been exposed to radia on. We also know that the

public ha" a greater fear of rad t n than of almost any other
,

hazard. This fear, coupled w' h the f t that one cannot

determine without monitori g whether one s come in contact with

radiation, would resul in people reporting the reception

j center to seek test g even if they were instruc d not to do

so.50

_____________ _____

50 We are ware of many instances where people, who r sonably
'

-could not ave believed they were exposed to certain infe tious
diseases r noxious chemicals, nevertheless have requested
testin , and prophylaxis. For example, this phenomenon has een
obse ed as it relates to Acquired Immune Deficiency Syndrome,
w h we all know as AIDS. The groups principally at-risk ofO (footnote continued)
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(Cole, Saegert, Loftus) Our research and experience c nfirm

( tha t large numbers of people would seek monitoring for ny of
'

the ame reasons they would engage in a voluntary eva ation.

They a afraid that exposure to radiation release from Shoreham

during an accident would harm them and their fam y members, or
,

possibly ki 1 them. They believe that radiati n travels far and
!

quickly.51 T y believe the EPZ, as well a its subzones, are '

fictions when it comes to the presence an danger of radiation.

For all these reas a many people livin outside the EPZ would,

in a.real accident an in response to LILCO's actions as

j demonstrated during the xercise, ek monitoring.

t

____________________

(footnote continued from prev. us page)
,

, O acquiring AIDS are very well de ined: recipients of intravenous
I v blood transfusions, homosex als, sers of hypodermic needles,

etc. However, as AIDS has receiv increased media attention,
requests for AIDS testing y person outside these risk groups

: has oecome fairly common This occu even where such persons
have no objective reaso to believe th have contracted AIDS,
and despite the avalla ility of AIDS-re ted educational
materials and progra The same princi e would hold true in.

the event of an acc ent at Shoreham becau e of the public's
perception of the r sk of radiation, and it inability to
determine, withou technical assistance, who er it had been
exposed to that sk.

,

Another e mple, which is also similar to t t which would
be observed i a radiological emergency, is the p lic's reaction
to learning the existence of toxic waste dumps. Generally,
the area wh h has been contaminated by a toxic wast dump is
well defin As there is no ready way, however, whe eby people.

can deter ine if they have been exposed to or harmed b the toxici

material , people well outside the dump site area seek sting,
or expr ss concern about increased risk of cancer. They o this
even t ough there may be no logical or scientific reason r them

,

to be leve they have been exposed to toxins.
t'

51 Egg Lindell and Barnes, 1986 for additional data suppor 'ng
O the contention that people believe radiation to be very quick

traveling and covering long distances.
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'

,

Here are some additional examples of statements from ocus
i'

gro respondents, expressing their fears over the long erm

effec of a Shoreham accident, which would in our op'nion, lead
them to eek monitoring:

i

W1 h nuclear power, we are dealina wi anent'ity that we don't know that much gbout.,

As fhr as the dammaes from radiatioW', and so'

on. cousin when she was little was |
expose to radiation and twenty y ars later '

she had ancer of the thyroid. 3)

You don't ve to worry about hopping
i because the wouldn't let vo out with any

food. No matier what it waW'. If it is within,

the evacuationharea, it is/ contaminated .
Where is this r eption nter? Who is going
to welcome you wi h ope arms? (# 1)

'

I always think about e lona term effects.
O The water sunolv, the5 animals, the crass, the

{ ootatoes, Lll of it/ do not know if it
happened if I woul ever ome back. (# 1)

f

Even if you were able to wo ld you be happy4 coming back? wouldn't. L k at Three Mile#

Island and th was a minor s uation.
Chernobyl is oina to be close for 1500
years. Somethina on that style. (# 1)

We have cited abov many other similar expres ons by focus group
participants.

In the vent of a real emergency, people now wo d also have
the exampi of Chernobyl to intensify their fears. As e dis-

cussed i the section of our testimony relating to matter raised '
4

in Con ention Ex 22.F, the Chernobyl incident -- and its af r-

eff ts -- were widely publicized. People know that far more

an the area 10 miles from the Chernobyl plant was contaminate

i
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In fact, the incident was made public by the Soviet Union ly

() after increased radiation levels were detected by scient'sts in

Sweden. Radiation from Chernobyl affected crops and imals as

r away as Scotland, Lapland and Turkey. The exam e of

Che obyl would give people far outside the EPZ - as well as

people 'n the EPZ who had not been advised to do -- a rational

basis for etermining to seek monitoring. E en if individuals

did not know, or could not recall, the de ils of exactly how

widespread the c tamination from Chern y1 had been, based on

the testimony of Me rs. Rowan and Ev ns (1g1 Section III of this

testimony on Contentio Ex 38) thes details would no doubt be
brought up and re-publici ed by e members of the media who

would cover a nuclear emerg c at Shoreham.52

O
Q. If LILCO has suc low c edibility as you have dis-

cussed, why would people gnore LIL 's instructions.concerning

s concerning \evacuation but listen t its instructi ; monitoring
i

for possible radioact've contamination?

c
.

______________ _____

52 Headlin such as "Chernobyl Doses Across Con 'nent" and
maps have a ared in magazines and newspapers showi g half of
Europe as ntaminated. Subsequent to the Chernobyl ccident,
newspaper have carried predictions and gruesome descr tions of
potentia cancers resulting from exposure. A year afte the
Chernob 1 accident, one headline read "After Chernobyl, irth
Defect Low but Retardation High." Pictures in Life maga ine of
the v ctims create terrifying and vivid images. Hohenemse , C.,
Dei er, M., Ernst, A., Hofsass, H., Linder, G., Recknagel, R.
(19 6). Chernoby1: An early report. Environment. 28(5),O Washington, D.C.: Heldref Publications, 6-30.
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A. (Cole, Saegert) If LILCO were to tell Long Island

() res ents during an accident at Shoreham that they are in

dange , LILCO would be saying something that the public ould

initial y disbelieve and which the public would belie is in

LILCO's if-interest. If LILCO were to tell membe s of the
public that they should be monitored for radioac ve contamina-

tion, it woul be telling them something that ey would be

likely to belie e,1ecause it would be cons' tent with their own

beliefs. During real Shoreham accident any members of the

public would be de erately frightened hat they had been exposed
to potentially harmfu doses. If LI CO offered them a place to

have that level checked, those wh could get to that place would

attempt to do so. Others, s t e survey showed, would attempt tc

have their radiation level c cked at other locations.53()I

|

Q. Please summar e your co clusions concerning Contention

Ex 49.C.

___________ ________

53 (Cole I should like to reemphasize at this oint that
surveys s ch as that I conducted are only rough to 1s for
assessi behavioral intentions. Clearly, since ma of the
people ho answered the question about monitoring ha no way of
knowi where they would be at 1:45 p.m. if the accid nt were to
real take place, we should take their answer only as an
ind .ator that they would ' ant to be monitored and that theyd
wo d, if possible, go to one of the Reception Centers i dicated
b LILCO. Given all the unknown variables, it is not pos ible to
ome up with a precise estimate of the numbers of people

O- would really show up at these centers.
o
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I
MS. LETSCHE: This panel is available for cross-

2 examination.
3

CROSS-EXAMINATION

#
BY MS. McCLESKEY:

Q Messrs. Evans and Rowan, I see that you've

6
struck a paragraph on page 96 of an answer that goes to you

#
two. Can you tell me why you've struck it?

8 A (Witness Rowan) Just a second. We're looking

'
for it.

'O (Pause.)
" Upon examination it appeared the spokesperson

'N12 was trying to describe the status of the remaining persons

'3 who were unaccounted for, and we were not sure that there

O ,,

|
was the discrepancy between the Figure No. 10 and Figure

15 14. So we decided to delete that.

16
C And was based on review of the video tapes of

I7 the ENC?
'8 A I think it was the transcripts, but it might

'' have been the video tapes. 'It's been a while now. We have

20 been going over this material for three months now.

21j Q Thank you.
1

22
. Professor Cole, you conducted a survey on Long

23 Island in December of 1986 to find out approximately how

24 many people would attempt to evacuate in response to a

25 Shoreham accident, right?

O

-- ._ . -- . - . . . _
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h '
A (Witness Cole) Yes.

Q And in the survey you tried to include the
3

actual messages used during the exercise, right?
a

A We tried to follow them as closely as possible
$

given the constraints of telephone interviewing.

Q Right. In fact, you state in your survey
#

report, which is Attachment 14 to your testimony, at page 10
8

that "The questions used in the current survey were all
9

based upon LILCO's responses to the exercise scenario,
'

including its proposed simulated radio announcements and
11

protective action recommendations to the public during the
12

February 1986 exercise of its emergency response plan."

3
; And you go on to state that "Although the EBS

|
'

messages used by LILCO during the exercise were too long and
15

too complex to use in their entirety in a telephone survey,

''
the questions uti]ized the actual wording of the EBS

"
mtssages wherever possible. Where it was not possible, care

'8
was taken to summarize the content faithfully."

"
Is that right?

20
3 y,,,

21
( Q Now in your testimony you also say that in the

22
survey you tried to include tone and situation specific

23
information from the messages, right?

24 g y,g,

25
Q Could you please tell us which question on the

|l/T.V
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O surver or euestions in rour view eake the EBS messaees into
'

2 account?

3
I will note for the record that Professor Cole's

#
questionnaire begins at page 53 of Attachment 14 to his

5
testimony.

6
(Pause while the witness locates the passage

7
referred to.)

8 A (Witness Cole) The questions that utilized the

'
information that was given out by LILCO during the exercise

'
were the scenario questions beginning with Question 12,4

''
which was based upon EBS message No. 1 broadcast around 7,

12 and that is very heavily based almost word for word in most

13 cases on the actual EBS message. Then the other questions

O Id were based upon follow-up messages. 13 was based upon, and
' is I would have to check the exact numbers, but 2 and 14 was

16 based upon 5 and 15 was based upon 7, as I recall.

37
Q Are Questions 12, 13, 14, and 15, in your view,

'8 the only questions in the survey that were based upon the

'' EBS messages?

20 A There were other questions which related to the

21 EBS messages. For example, in one of the messages LILCO

22 asked people who had been advised to evacuate the EPZ to

23 report to reception centers to be monitored for possible

24 radioactive contamination.

25 So we asked the question, No. 16, based upon

O

. _ __ .. _ -- _ -.
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-O what geog 1e s reseense was to that vare of the EBS messaee.
'

2

In some of the EBS messages LILCO announced a
3

telephone number that people could call if they wanted
*

a

additional information as to what they should do, and we
5

based one of our questions, 17, on that part of the EBS
6

message.

So it's not only the scenarios, but several of

8 the other questions here were based upon information that

was included in the EBS messages.
' '

Q Now, Professor Cole, you've done telephone
11

surveys yourself before perhaps in a earlier stage in your
'

. career, haven't you?

'3
A Oh, yes.

iO -' 1.
O Could you please read Question 12 aloud to us as

is
you would if you were reading it over the phone to a

''
respondent?

'
A Okay, sure. Now I would like to ask you a few"

'8
questions about what you would do if something happened at

the Shoreham Nuclear Power Plant. Assume that the Shoreham,

2
Nuclear Power Plant is licensed and begins to operate. We

2
would like to know what you would do if something happened

22
at the plant.

23 " Suppose that you were at home on a weekday
24

morning and you woke up at 7 a.m. and turned on the radio,
,

25
you heard on the radio that there had been an incident at

;

.
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O the shoreham auc1 ear Power station and an a1ere condition'

2
was declared at 6:17 a.m.

3
"A LILCO representative said that no release of

'
radiation had occurred, but recommended that schools within

5
the 10-mile emergency planning zone should remain closed.

.

6 He said that if you live more than 10 miles away from the

7
plant there is no reason for you to take any action.'

8'

"When you heard this message on the radio, would

9
you and members of your family go about your normal business

'U
or stay inside your home or leave your home and go further

''
away from the plant?"

12
Q Thank you very much.

i '3 Now you said that this question corresponds to

O 'd
i EBS Message No. 1, which is in Attachment 8 to your

15 testimony. Would you take a look at that. I would like to

16 ask you some questions about it.

'I (Pause.),

'8 A (Witness Cole) Yes, I have it.

''
Q That message is about 4 pages long, isn't it?

20 A Yes. It's double spaced with rather large;

21 margins, but yes.

22
Q Now in your Question 12 you tell the lister.ar

23 that there has been incident at shoreham, right?

24 A Right.

25 0 And you tell the listener that an alert was

-

1

l
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,

-O dec1ared e s=17, riehe2
'

2
A Yes.

3
Q And you tell the listener that a LILCO

4
representative says that no radiation has been released,

'
right?

A Right.

#
Q And you tell the listener that schools within

8 the 10-mile EPZ are to remain clo~ sed?
'

A Yes.

'U
Q And you tell the listener that if you live

"
outside the 10-mile zone you need not take any action at'

i

12
this time, right?

'3

O
- A Yes.'

' ,4

Q Now EBS Message No. 1 tells the listener that

15
there is an EBS system, right, in the first line of the EBS

16
message "This is .e emergency broadcast system"?

''
A Yes.

' '8
Q That tells the listening that there is an

"
emergency broadcast system, right?

20
A Yes.

21
Q And that is not in your questions, is it?

22 g pg,

23
Q And then the EBS message tells the listener that

24
the EBS system has been activated, right?,

25 g y,,,

!O
,

.
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() Q And that's not in your question, is it?I

2 A No. -

3
Q Then the EBS message goes on to say that there

#
has been an incident at Shoreham which corresponds to your

5 question?

6 A Yes.

7 Q That there was an alert at 6:17 which

8 corresponds to your question, and that no release has

9 occurred, and that corresponds to your question, right?

10 A yes,

11 Q The EBS message goes on to say that no release

12 is imminent; isn't that right?
i

13 A Yes.
,

| 14 0 That's not in your question, is it?

15 A It says "A LILCO representative said that no'

16 release of radiation had occurred.

17 Q Right, but your question does not say that no

18 release is imminent, does it?

19 A No.

20 Q The EBS message says that an alert is one of

21 four classifications, right?

22 A Yes.

23 Q And that is not in your question, is it?

24 A No.

25 Q The EBS message says that that classification

'

(1)

.

i
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-(!) I could indicate a jeopardized safety system, right?
2 A Yes.

3
| Q That's not in your question, is it?

4 A No.

5 Q The EBS message says that the Director of LERO

6 is consulting with others; isn't that right?

7 A Yes.

8 Q And that's not in your question, is it?

9 A No.

10 0 Then the EBS message says that schools within

il the 10-mile EPZ will remained closed, and that is indicated

12 in your question, isn't it?

..
13 A Yes.

14 Q The EBS message then goes on to say that the
is school plan is part of an emergency plan, right?

16 A Yes.

17 Q That's not in your question, is it?

18 A No.

19 0 And then the EBS message says that the emergency
20 plan was adopted prior to Shoreham operating, right?

21 A Yes.

22 Q And that's not in your question, is it?

23 A No.

2d Q The EBS message says that the school closure

25 does not mean that a release of radiation is imminent,

!O

.
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(] 1 right?

2 A Where are we in it?

3 0 We are on page 2 in the paragraph labeled 1. -

4 A Yes, you're right.,

5 Q And the EBS message tells people that parents
6 shouldn't drive to the school to pick up their children,

7 right?

8 A Yes.

9 MS. LETSCHE: Judge Frye, I'm going to object at

10 this point. I mean the message says what it says and Dr.

11 Cole's question says what it says. I think they both speak

12 for themselves and they have both been admitted into

13 evidence.
' '') Id Going through it line by line and repeating

15 what's one and what's in the other I don't think serves any

16 purpose, and I would object.

17 MS. McCLESKEY: I disagree with the objection

la strenuously. This testimony is based throughout on the

19
,

assertion that the survey questions correspond to the EBS
i

20 messages, and I think I'm entitled to elicit from this

21 witness how that correspondence works.

22 JUDGE FRYE: Overruled.

23 BY MS McCLESKEY:

24 Q We're still on EBS Message No. 1, and the EBS

25 message goes on to say that if you're in 10-mile zone, you

( .

|
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(I) I will have received a brochure, right?.

2 A Ycs.

3 Q And that's not in your question, is it?

d A No.

5 0 And it tells people to refer to the brochure,

6 right?

7 A Yes.

8 Q And that's not in your question, is it?

9 A No.

10 Q And it tells people that the brochure will tell

" them which planning zone they live in, right?

12 A Yes,

i 13 Q And that's not in your question, is it?
i '
| 14 A No.

15 Q The EBS message then tells them there are going

16 to be future messages, right?

17 A Yes.

18 Q And that's not in your question, is it?

19 A No.

20 Q And the EBS message tells them that the brochure

21 will help them understand future messages, right?

22 A Yes.

23 0 That's not in your question, is it?

24 A No.

25 Q Then the EBS message describes the 10-mile EPZ

I
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/ }} boundaries by street; isn't that right?( 1

2 A Yes. ,

3 Q And that's not in your question, is it?

4 A No.

5 0 And the EBS message tells people that they would

6 have received other mailings about the EPZ if they live in

7 it, right?

8 A Yes.

9 0 And that's not in your question, is it?

10 A No.

Il Q Then the EBS message says you don't need to take

12 any actions if you're not in the EPZ, and you did include

13 that information in your question, didn't you?

| (' 3' / 14 A Yes.

15 0 The EBS message then says if no brochure is

16 available, you can look in the telephone book for the

17 information about zones, right?

18 A Yes.
|

| 19 Q That's not in your question, is it?

20 A No.

21 Q And then the EBS message says if you can't

22 locate your brochure you can also look in the Yellow Book?

23 A Yes.

2d Q And that's not in your question, is it?

| 25 Q No.

O
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I Q Now would you mind taking a minute to explain to-

2 some who may not know what a Yellow Book is?

f 3 A A Yellow Book? I presume you mean it's the

d Yellow Pages, or I don't know it is then.

5 Q You think it's-referring to the Yellow Pages

6 that's distributed by the phone company?;

7 A Yes, or I don't know what it is, and I don't

8 think that most people would know what it is either.

9
Q I thought in previous testimony that you had

10 described an. additional mailing that's sent out to Long

II Islanders that is a commercial venture called the Yellow

12 Book that has -- I'm sorry, it may have been somebody else.

--
13 JUDGE PARIS: Is it not the Yellow Pages?

; O,
j' 14 MS. McCLESKEY: No, it ---

15 JUDGE PARIS: At this point I think the record

! 16 is Confused.

37
; MS. McCLESKEY: In addition to the Yellow Pages

18 which the company distributes, there is apparently on Long
'

t .

: 19 Island a Yellow Book that people get that is a commercial

20 venture that compiles a lot of the restaurants and

21 commercial establishments and everybody refers to that
'

22 frequently, and in addition to the regular phone book, the

23 maps are in the Yellow Book and the EBS messages are,

24 referring to that Yellow Book as well.

25
.

JUDGE PARIS: Thank you.

.

- - - - - . . __ _ _ _ _ . - . - -
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) BY MS. McCLESKEY:1

2 Q The EBS message says that that information about

3 EPZ zones is also provided on posters in various public
4 places, businesses and parks, doesn't it?

5 A Yes.

6 Q And that's not in your question either, it it?

7 A No.

8 Q Then the message repeats certain information.

9 It repeats the information that Shoreham is in an alert,

10 that there has been no release of radiation and that no
11 release is imminent; isn't that right?

12 A Correct.

13 0 Your questions doesn't repeat any information
,

14 for the listener, does it?

15 A No.

16 Q Then the EBS message goes on to tell the

17 listener that it will be repeated every 15 minutes, right?
18 A Yes.

19 Q And that if new information is available sooner
20 that a new message will be issued, right?

21 A Yes.

22 Q And that the message can be heard on the station

23 that the listener is tuned to now, right?

24 A Yes.

25 0 And it tells the listener to keep listening for

O

|
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-(]) further messages, right?I

2 A Yes.

3 0 Will you please turn to Question 13 on page 544

d of your Attachment 14 and read that question as you would

5 for a survey.

6 A " Suppose that in order to find out what had

7 happened at Shoreham you kept your radio on and at 8:45 in
f

8 the morning you heard that a site area emergency condition

9 was declared at 8:19 a.m. A site area emergency indicates

10 that a major plant safety system could fail.

Il "A LILCO representative said that a very minor

12 release of radiation had occurred and recommended that
i

..
13 schools within 10 miles of the Shoreham plant should remain

:O" 14 closed and all milk producing animals within two miles of
,

|
-

15 the Shoreham plant should be moved into shelters and placed

16 on stored feed.

17 "The LILCO representative said that if you live

18 more than 10 miles away from the plant there is no reason
.

19 for you to take any action.

20 "When you heard this message on the radio would

21 you and members of your family go about your normal business

22 or stay inside your home or leave your home and go further

23 away from the plant?"

24 Q Now I believe you said that that question

25 corresponds to message No. 2 of the EBS messages; is that

D.
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] 1 right?

2 A Yes.

; 3 Q Would you turn to message No. 2 in your

d Attachment 8.

5 (Witness complies.)

6 Do you have it?

7 A Yes.

8 Q Now your question gives the listener the

9 information that a site area was declared at 8:19, right?

10 A Yes.

11 Q And that the site area means that a major safety

12 system could fail?

13 A Yes.

14 0 And that LILCO has said that a minor release of

15 radiation has occurred?

16 A Very minor, yes.

17 0 Very minor, I beg your pardon.

18 And that schools in the 10-mile EPZ are to

19 remain closed?

20 A Yes.

21 Q And that milk-producing animals within two miles

22 should be sheltered and placed on stored feed?

23 A Yes.

24 Q And if you live greater than 10 miles from the

25 plant there is no reason to take action?

,

.
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-f ) 1 A Yes.

2 Q EBS Message No. 2 is also about four pages long, ;
,

3 isn't it?

d A Yes.

5 Q And it, too, tells the listener, first, that

6 there is an emergency broadcast system, right?

7 A Yes.
,

4

8 Q And that it has been activated, right?

9 A Yes.:

10 Q And that information isn't in your question?

11 A No.
.

12 Can we stipulate that all of this information

13 that is in the message that clearly is not written in here
1 .

3d is not in the question or do we have to go through it line

15 by line?i

16 MS. McCLESKEY: I don't think we can stipulate

17 this matter.

18 WITNESS COLE: Okay.
4

19 JUDGE FRYE: There is going to be a lot of

20 duplication here, it would seem to me. I mean all the
.

21 messages, I assume, will say this is the emergency broadcast

22 system and the emergency broadcast system has been activated

23 because of an incident at Shoreham..

24 MS. McCLESKEY: Yes, sir.
.,

25 JUDGE FRYE: Do you need to repeat all of that

-

4
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'

(]} with each one do you think or can we short-cut it and just1

2 pick up things that may be different from the first one?
4

'
3 MS. McCLESKEY: My difficulty is that our

d testimony is that the repetition makes a difference.

5 JUDGE FRYE: Okay.
.

4 6 BY MS. McCLESKEY:

7 Q Now the EBS message says that there has been an

8 incident at Shoreham and you told your listeners that

9 basically by telling them there was a site area emergency
10 declared, right?

11 A Yes.

12 Q And the EBS message says that the site area was

13 declared at 8:19 and that's in your question?
~

14 A Yes.

! 15 Q And a very minor release has occurred and that's

16 in your question?.

17 A Yes.

la Q It also tells the listener that the site area is-

19 one of four classifications, right?
!

! 20 A Yes.

|
21 Q And that's not in your question, is it?

! 22 A No.

23 Q It then tells the listener that a site area
i

24 emergency means a major system could fail, right?
|

25 A Yes.,

;

| (:)
:

.

.
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./ }
I Q And that's also in your question?

2 A yes,

3 Q And then it tells the listener that there exists

d an organization called the Local Emergency Response
5 Organization, right?

6 A Yes.

7 Q And that's not in your question?

8 A Right.

9 Q And that the Local Emergency Response
10 Organization is for people within 10 miles of Shoreham,

'l right?

12 A yes,

13 Q And that's not in your question?,

14 A No.

15 Q And that LERO, the Local Emergency Response

16 Organization, we refer to it as LERO, has been activated,

17 right?

1a A Yes.

19 Q And that's not in your question?

20 A Right.

21 Q And LERO is responding to an incident at the

22 plant, right?

23 A Yes.

24 Q And that's not in your question?

25 A' Correct.

.. .. . -

_. . . _ . . .
- _ . _.
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1 Q Its Director has consulted with other people; it

2 says that, right?

3 A Yes.

4 Q That's not in your question?

5 A Right.

6 Q And the Director after consulting is |

7 recommending protective actions, right?

8 A Yes.

9 Q And that's not in your question?

10 A i.' ell, we say a LILCO representative said that a

13 very minor release or radiation had occurred and recommended

12 that schools within 10 miles of the Shoreham plant. So we

13 give the basic protective action that had been recommended

14 at that time.-

15 Q Right, and you attribute it solely to a LILCO

16 representative, right?

17 A Yes.

18 Q Okay.

19 A That's the person who gave it, isn't it?

20 Q Then the EBS message goes on to say that schools|
1

21 within 10 miles should continue to implement early
22 dismissal, and you put that in your question?

23 A Yes.

24 Q Then the EBS message goes on that dismissal is

25 part of an emergency plan, right?

O

-- --
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-(])
1 A Yes.
2 0 And the plan was adopted before Shoreham was
3 operating, right?

d A Yes.

5 Q That a release of radiation -- it doesn't mean

6 that a release of radiation is imminent, right?

7 A Yes. I should point out that we did eliminate

8 the confusing aspects of this EBS message. At one point it
'

9 says a minor release has occurred and at another point it

10 said that a release hasn't occurred, and we did eliminate

II that so as not to confuse the respondents.

12 Q So it's your testimony that the reason in EBS

. -
13 message No. 2 that the statement, the fact that children are

14 being dismissed early doesn't mean a release of radiation is'

is imminent, was not put in your Question 13 is that it would

16 have confused people? '

,

.

17 A You've not given me the opportunity to tell.you
,

18 why we left out any of these things. I hope that you do

19 give me that opportunity so that I can explain it.

20 MS. McCLESKEY: Well, if I don't, I'm sure

21 somebody will.

22 BY MS. McCLESKEY:

23 Q But is it then your testimony that on this
!

24 particular item that the fact that a school dismissal plan

25 is being effected doesn't mean that a release of radiation

) '

.

- ,w, , ..-.-m. - .y-_- _ _ - . - . . - . , .-i-.m ,.-_.r . ..- - . . _ _ _ , _ _ _ . . . - _ _ . . - . _ , - _ _ , _ _ _ _ _ . _ , - c _, - , ....,,_



,.
.. . . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _____ _____. -___

.

i

71200101 3807
carysimons

/^T 1 is imminent was deleted from the question because it wouldV
2 have confused people?

,

3 A (Witness Cole) The primary reason for deleting

.

4 any of the information that we d'eleted was that, first of

*

5 all, you just can't read a form question like this on the-

6 phone and have people understand it.

7 The information that we deleted we thcught was,

,

; unessential and/or unintelligible or confusing,!that people8

9 wouldn't know what some of these things were. So.those were
.

10 the primary reasons why we deleted this information.

11 We feel that we have all of the essential

' 12 information in the language of the EBS messages in these'

questions.' )13

O_
'

14 O Well, Professor Cole, and I've been told by Dr.
,

15 Mileti, who I have been referring to as Dr. Mileti for

'

16 years, that Professor is actually the appropriate title and

17 I'm sorry if I've been misnaming.

18 Could you please look at EBS message No. 2,and

tell me which items you deleted because they were donfusing?19

20 (Witness complies.) |

21 A Well, first of all -- do you want me to start

22 from the beginning?

23 Q Yes, sir.

24 A Okay. First of all, this is the emergency

25 broadcast system. People don't know what the emergency
,

,

.

,

> -
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-(]) broadcast system is, and so we deleted that.I

2 0 Do you think that that was borne out in your

3 focus groups that people don't know what the emergency
d broadcast system is?

5 A Yes, among most people. They did not understand

6 it. So to say that the emergency broadcast system has been

7 activated due to an incident at at the Shoreham Nuclear
8 Power Station, we tell them that there was an incident at

9 the Shoreham Nuclear Power Station. We were very careful to

| 10 use the word " incident." We did not use any other word

" which may have been used to characterize what went on at

12 that power station. So we tried to keep as close as

13 possible to the words.

14 We did not have to use this as a test because

is it's a questior.naire. So it was totally irrelevant.

16 We did tell them a site area emergency was

17 declared at 8:19'a.m. We did not have to say at the

i
is Shoreham Nuclear Power Station. It was redundant. We

i
19 already told them that that's what was going on.

20 Q Right. Professor Cole, my question was could

! 21 you identify the items in the EBS message that were deleted

22 from the question because they would have confused people?

23 A The only way that I could do that is to go over

24 the whole message line by line and word by word. I cannot
,

| 25 remember now which words or lines from this message were
i

.

!
,

|

'

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



71200101 3809
marysimons

-() deleted four or five months ago because they were1

2 confusing.

3 I know that we went through these messages very
4 carefully and we tried to put in as much as possible of

5 these messages, whatever was reasonable as far as the

6 length. We tried to stick to the language that was in these

7 messages as closely as possible. The only things that we

8 deleted were information that we thought people wouldn't

9 understand, that were non-essential, that were repetitive

10 and in general we feel that -- or I feel that I have all of

11 the essential information included in your messages in your

12 language in these messages.

13 In fact,- I feel that these questions are

14 significantly clearer than the actual EBS messages, and that

15 if you were to conduct a test in which you read your EBS

16 messages and you read our questions to people and then you

17 were to ask them which were clearer or ask them a series of

18 questions about them, you would find that our questions are
i

19 substantially clearer than your EBS messages. 1

20 0 Well, let's stay with EBS Message No. 2 and look !

21 at the bottom of the first page, that first paragraph which

22 says, it's the single sentence that says "The Local

23 Emergency Response Organization for residents living in the

24 10-mile emergency planning zone around Shoreham has been

25 activated and is responding to the incident."

)

|

|
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-Q- Now that is not in your question. Is that one
I

-

2 of the things that you did not put in your question because

3 it's confusing?

d A There are two reasons why that-didn't go in, as

5 I recall. First of all, people don't know what the Local

6 Emergency Response Organization is. We are interviewing

7 Long Island residents, real people, and everybody in this

8 room know what LERO is, but the average person does not have
9 the slightest idea what this is. So that terms doesn't mean

10 anything.

11 The second reason why we deleted that paragraph
12 was we felt that it wasn't essential and it did not convey

'

13 any of the essential information from that EBS message.;

Id Q How did you define essential information for the

is purposes of your questionnaire?

16 A The information that described what went on at

17'

the p1hnt and what people should do or shouldn't do in the

18 case of the last part, that they shouldn't evacuate or that

19
: they should evacuate.

20 We have in here that a site area emergency was

21 declared and we have the time. We have that a very minor

| 22 release has occurred. We have all of the basics in your
,

|23 language in this question. You can't read something like |
!

24 this over the telephone. It's just too long and people

25 can't understand something that takes 10 or 15 minutes to

1
1

i
.
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1 I read on the telephone.

2 In other circumstances, as in the focus groups

3 when you can have people sitting around and play them and
4 then play them over again if necessary they can understand

5 that, but not on the telephone.

6 Q So for your purposes you gave people the

7 information in the questionnaire that they needed to answer

8 your questions?

9 A We felt that we gave them all of the important

10 essential information in these EBS messages in the language
11 of the EBS messages and we only deleted the most minimum

12 things that we had or things that just would be confusing.

,

As in the case of this message, every one in these13

14 proceedings has recognized that there is an inconsistency in

is this message about the amount of radiation that was or was

16 not' released. Well, we cleaned that up. We did not want to

17 ask a question that would be totally confusing to people on

18 the telephone, as this EBS message would have been re
19 believe if it would have been aired.

20 So we cleaned the message up in that case. We

21 took out terms or jargon that people wouldn't understand.

22 But we feel that if you look at what our question has in it

23 and what the EBS message has that you will have to conclude

24 that we have the essential information and the proper

i 25 language in this question.

()
.

e
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-(]) And, furthermore,'I say that if you were to get
I

,

2 a thousand people, if we could afford to do that, to get a

3 thousand people into an auditorium, a random selection of

d people and play these EBS messages, or have them read as
- 5 they were actually read during the exercise and then ask the

6 identical question, I'm absolutely convinced on the basis of
'

7 all my experience in survey research and in social science

8 that we would get virtually identical results and that any

9 of the omissions that you're talking about had no

10 substantive effect on the results that we would get to the'

11 questions. I'm absolutely convinced of that.,

'
12 Q Let me just make sure I understand what you just

13 said. You think that you would have gotten the same answers,

' I4 to your questions if you had played the entire EBS message
15 as if you simply asked the abbreviated question information

16 that was actually on the survey?

17 A Yes. If we had had the funds to let's say get a

18 random sample of 1,000 Long Island residents all together in

19 a big auditorium and then play for them the EBS message as
20'

it was actually read during the exercise, and perhaps we '

21 could have used your tape, and then asked them the same
,

22 question as we have on this questionnaire, I'm convinced '

23 that we would have gotten results which would have been

24 within the expected sampling error that wouldn't have been,

25 any different than from what we obtained in this survey.

!O .

,

*
i
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'( } In other words, that the changes that we made-1

2 and the deletions that we made had no substantive effect on |'

|

3 our results. |

4 A (Witness Saegert) I would like to say that

5 LILCO has pursued this approach before when it commissioned

6 the Yankelovitch survey on the idea that if people had.more

7 information the survey results would be different than those

8 Steve obtained by first playing some information about

9 something that had happened and saying would you feel
10 differently if you were told that people outside the 10-mile

11 EPZ should do nothing, and the only effect of that

12 additional information, which was the same kind of theory

13 that LILCO is pursuing now, was that people who should

14 evacuate and who decided that they would not, a minuscule

is number to begin with, were more inclined to say well, no, I

16 won't evacuate.

17 So it had no positive effect and a slight
*

18 negative effect, and I don't see that the kind of

19 information LILCO is providing here would be any different

20 than it was in that aborted attempt.

21 Q In terms of responses to your questions?

22 A Yes.

23 Q Professor Cole, could we go back then to EBS

24 Message No. 2.

25 A Yes.

O
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- 1 Q We were comparing it to Question No. 13. If it

2 your view that the information regarding the. brochure that

3 we went through with the first question and the first EBS

4 message about where the brochure is and that if you were in;

5 the EPZ you would get a brochure and that sort of thing
6 would have been confusing to telephone respondents?
7

; A (Witness Cole) I believe it would have been

| 8 confusing and irrelevant. First of all, most of the

' respondents in the survey aren't in the EPZ and therefore

10 would never get the brochure under any circumstances.

13 Second of all, and I may be wrong about this,

12 but from what people in the focus group reported to me,

;
.

13 nobody has gotten these brochures, or if they have -- am I

14 wrong? I don't know.;

15 Q No, sir, you are not wrong. The brochures have,

j 16 not yet been mailed out.

17 A All right. So in the focus groups we had people

18 who were in the EPZ and we did read these EBS messages
19 exactly as they are written here. And people said, what are

20 these brochures? We haven't gotten them and we don't know.

21
; And then they started to say that it was a joke. Is LILCO

22 kidding that there is a nuclear emergency and we are

23 supposed to look in some brochure or the Yellow Pages? And

24 then they started to say how they throw those out and they

25 don't pay attention to that.4

.

,
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,

| (]} No, I don't see that putting in the fact thatl

2 some information might be in a brochure would have affected

3 the substantive results of our survey at all, not at all.
"

d Q Sir, going back to EBS Message No. 2, we were at

5 the bottom of page 1 and you had told me that you thought
'

6 the Local Emergency Response Organization would have
*

7 confused people. Could you continue going through the EBS
,

i message and identify for me the other items that you deleted

9
| from your question because you thought they were confusing.

10 To focus you on the next page of the EBS

13 message, the next paragraph lists the people that the

12 Director of Local Response has conferred with to make his

j 13 recommendation, and you left that out of all of your
'

14 questions on your survey, didn't you?

15 A Yes.

16 Q In fact, you left that out of your focus group
.

17 reading of the EBS messages, too, didn't you?

. 18 A No. We may have taken the name out. I would
|
' 19 have to go back and look at the transcript, but as I ---

20 Q Okay, we'll do that in a bit. Do you don't have

| 21 to worry about guessing about it.
! .

22 A As I recall, we certainly did not leave out

23 LILCO officials and nuclear engineers. We may have left out

2d the Suffolk County -- John Sucich, the Suffolk County
'

25 Executive because obviously we did not want to confuse these

O

..
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-(]) people by mentioned somebody who they knew was not the

2 Suffolk County Executive.

3 Q I see.-

d A In the focus group we did say LILCO officials

5 and nuclear engineers. That I'm positive of.

6 Q Now in your question on your survey, Question 13

7 you simply said that a LILCO representative has said such

8 and such. Did you leave out the information contained in

9 the paragraph on the top of page 2 of EBS Message 2 because
10 you thought it would confuse people?

II A The first line, "The Director of Local

12 - Response," we left that out because people don't know what

13 that is. So that is what we refer to as a LILCO;

' 14 representative. People would understand what a LILCO

15 representative is, but they wouldn't know what the Director

16 of Local Response was. We felt that this was realistic to

17 refer to Jay Kessler as a LILCO representative.

'8 Q So you thought the words, " Director of Local

19 Response" would confuse people?
20 A Yes, I'm sure they would have because people

21 don't know what the Director of Local Response is.
.

22 Q And do you think the words "LILCO officials,

23 nuclear engineers, Suffolk County Executive and State

24 Department of Health would confuse people?

25 A The LILCO officials we thought was redundant. I
i

f

|
.
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]) mean if we have a LILCO representative we're saying --1

2 presumably a LILCO representative isn't going to be speaking

i 3 on his or her own without some advice from LILCO officials.
4 The nuclear engineers, we did not put any of this in. The

5 Suffolk County Executive was not taking part as far as I |

6 know in the drill. It was somebody who was standing in for

7 them, and we didn't feel that this information would affect
,

8 the responses to the question.

9 Q Moving on ---'

10 A In the focus groups, as you know, where we did

11 ask people in detail whether or not -- how they would react

12 to statements from people such as Dr. Brill who did appear

j 13 at the drill and other nuclear scientists, and we-would talk

()
| 14 about that if you would-like.

15 Q Actually right now why don't we continue to look

16 at the EBS message, and I'm wondering whether the statement

17 " parents should not drive to school to meet their children,

,

18 is one that you left out of your question because you
!

19 thought it was confusing?

| 20 A We thought that question was very confusing,

! 21 that part of it because it said that the schools should

22 remain closed in the first EBS message. It says " Schools

' n should remain closed," and then you say " Parents should not

|
24 dri.ve to school to meet their children."

25 Well, people in the focus groups picked up on'

)
i

<

:

5
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I

-(]) this confusing aspect of these EBS n.essages. Are theI

2 schools closed or are they not closed? If they are closed,

3 why do parents have to drive to school to -- why do parents

d have to be told not to drive to school to meet their

5 children. We felt that it was confusing.

6 Q So you did leave out that sentence because you

7 were concerned that if you had given the information about

8 schools remaining closed in the first EBS message in your

9 question and then told parents not to drive to school to

10 meet their children in the second question that it would

Il confuse people?

12 A Yes, and it was unnecessary also. It was

"(.
13 redundant.

!
Id Q Why was it unnecessary?

15 A Because we had told them that in the first

16 scenario?
'

17 0 What did you tell them in the first scenario?

18 A That schools with the 10-mile emergency planning

19 zone should remain closed.

20 0 So your view is that when you asked them

|
21 Question 13, having heard Question 12 they would carry

i 22 forward to Question 13 the information that schools had been
23 closed and therefore need not have any further information

24 about what the schools were doing or what people should do

25
; to get their children? Is that what your view is? Is that

IfT
,.\J

,
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1 right?

2 A Give me a second to think about it.
3 Q Okay.

4 A Yes, we felt that there was a significant

5 confusion as to whether the schools were closed or not
6 closed, and there was a difference between the first EBS

,

7 message and the second EBS message and that it wasn't clear4

8 as to whether the schools were closed or not closed. That,

9 is why we left it out.
<

10 Q And then again there is further information in

11 EBS Message No. 2 about the brochure, and you determined not

12 to put the information about the brochure in any of your

: 13 questions because the brochure hadn't been handed out and

14 you thought that that would confuse questionnaire

15 respondents?

16 A Yes.

17 Q EBS Message No. 2 describes the emergency

| 18 planning zone by bounded streets, doesn't it?

19 A Yes.,

j

20 Q And you left that out of your Question No. 13,

21 too, didn't you?,

| 22 A Yes.

23 0 Is that another paragraph that you thought was
|

24 confusing?|

25 A No. We felt that that was not confusing. That

O
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-(] was left out because we just had to have these of a certainI

2 length and we could not have them too long, and we felt that

3 mest people knew whether or not they were in the zone or

d outside the zone and that putting this in wouldn't affect

5 significantly the results.

6 0 So it was the constraints of the questionnaire

7 that had you shorten the questions in part?

8 A Oh, yes, yes. I said that we had to make these

9 questions of a certain length. They could not be so long

10 that people could not follow them. People can't listen to a

" 15-minute speech on the telephone.

12 O Especially not just once, right?

. .
13 A Right.

' 14 Q Now you just said that it's your view that most-

is people know whether they live in the emergency planning zone

16 or not; is that right?

17 A Most people we felt would know, yes.

18 Q How would they know?

19 A They know how far away they are from Shoreham.

20 Q How do they know that?
'

21 A They know where they live and they know where

22 the plant is.

23 Q Would they also know what zones they're in?

24 A No. To my knowledge, nobody knows what zones

25 they're in. Nobody has received any information on that.

.

. ._ .. . _ . - -
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(]) 1 The people that we had in the focus groups thought these

2 zones -- they didn't know what zones they were in and they

3 also were very skeptical of all of these zones. They

4 thought the idea of having these zones was ridiculous.

5 0 Professor Saegert, do you agree that most people

6 know whether they live within the 10-mile emergency planning

7 zone or not? )
8 A (Witness Saegert) I think they would know

9 whether they are roughly within 10 miles of the Shoreham

10 plant, and I think that Professor Cole's estimate is

11 probably accurate that any more information that was

12 entirely hypothetical would be confusing people rather than

13 helpful in any way.

14 Q And for a real emergency is it your view that in

15 a real emergency people would still tend to know whether

16 they were inside the 10-mile zone or not?
1
! 17 A Tend to know and tend to regard it is a

18 fictional, irrelevant boundary which Dr. Cole's survey
,

19 indicated was very clear in the focus groups.

20 Q Would you turn to Question 14 on page 55 of your

21 Attachment 14.

22 JUDGE FRYE: Are you moving on to a new ---

23 MS. McCLESKEY: A new question. Would you like

24 to take a break?

25 JUDGE FRYE: Why don't we take our break.

O

!
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!. 1 MS. McCLESKEY: That's fine.

2 (Recess.taken from 10:07 to 10:25 a.m.)
3
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JUDGE FRYE: Can we go back on the record,

2

please?
3

BY MS. MC CLESKEY: (Continuing)
4

Q Mr. Cole, would you please turn to Page 55 of
5

your Attachment 14 --
6

A (Witness Cole) Yes.
7

Q -- to Question 14? Do you have it?
8

A Yes.
9

Q And, would you read that question into the
10

record as you would for the survey?

A Suppose that at 10:30 a.m. you heard on the
l '.

radio that at 9:39 a.m. a general emergency condition was
13

(]) declared at the Shoreham Nuclear Power Station, a LILCO

representative said that there had been a failure in plant
15

safety systems and recommended evacuation for all people
16

living in the 10-mile evacuation zone except those people
17

who live south of the Long Island Expressway and east of the

William Floyd Parkway. LILCO said that people who were told
19

to evacuate would be safer if they left as soon as
20

possible. The LILCO representative said that if you are
21

outside the 10-mile zone there is no reason to take any
( 22

action. He repeated once again that the Shoreham Nuclear
23

Power Station is in a general emergency condition and that
' 24

there had been a release of radiation into the air. When

you heard this message on the radio, would you and members

.
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of your family go about your normal business or stay inside
2

your home or leave your home and go further away from the

plant.
4 |

JUDGE FRYE: Let me ask a question, Dr. Cole.
,

When you asked these three questions, I'm curious as to
,

whether you read all three questions and then get the
,

response or you read the first question and see if there is

a response to that before going to the second?

WITNESS COLE: Yes. We read the first question,

12, to everybody, all the --

JUDGE FRYE: No, no. I'm talking about at the

end of each one of the 1, 2, 3, the choices - -

13

WITNESS COLE: The choices, yes. We read all of

i them.

JUDGE FRYE: You read all of them?
16

WITNESS COLE: Oh, yes. Yes.

JUDGE FRYE: I see.
18

BY MS. MC CLESKEY: (Continuing)

Q Now, Quention Number 14 corresponds to EBS

Message Number 5; is that right?

A (Witness Cole) Yes.

O And, EBS Message Number 5 is about seven pages

long, isn't it?

A Yes.'

25

Q Could you turn to that in your Attachment 8,

.

.
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) please?
2

'
A Yes.

I 3

| Q Now, your Question Number 14 tells people that
4

there has been a general emergency at 9:39 a.m, right?

$ A Yes.
6

Q And that there is a LILCO representative giving
7

information?
'

8

A Yes.,

9
4

| Q And that the LILCO representative says that
to

there has been a failure in the plant safety systems?

d A Yes.
12

Q And that evacuation is recommended by the LILCO
13.

(]} representative of all people in the 10-mile zone, right?

1 A All people except those who are south of the
i 15
; Long Island Expressway and east of the William Floyd

16

Parkway.
17

Q Right. Thank you. And, after the definition of
18

who is to evacuate, your question gives them the information

| that LILCO says leave as soon as possible because you will
4 2c

; be safer if you do?
; 21

1 A Yes.
22

Q And that LILCO says that if you live outside the
23

,

; 10-mile zone there is no need to take any action?
'

24

| A Yes.
25

[ Q And, then you repeat in your question that the

()
>

!

i
J
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.O I

V LILCO representative has said that Shoreham is in a general

emergency and that there has been a release of radiation

into the air, right?
,

A Yes.
5

0 Why did you repeat that information in this

question and not repeat information in the other questions?
,

A Well, because this question actually asks people
g

to evacuate. This was the first EBS message that people
9

were advised to evacuate.
10

The other ones just said a minor release and it
,,

said people did not have to evacuate. So, we felt that that

was a very important part of this message.
13

LILCO was advising people to evacuate because

radiation had been released and presumably LILCO wanted
15

those people to evacuate and that this piece of information
16

would make sure that people complied with LILCO'sa

recommendations.
18

Q You repeated the information because it was

important and you thought it was more likely people would

comply if you repeated the information; is that right?

i A We thought that it was -- that this was

important information in this particular EBS message because

people had been asked to evacuate as a result of the,

radiation release. So, now apparently in this scenario a

significant amount of radiation had been released, enough

,

,
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() for LILCO to recommend a very substantial number of people
2

evacuate the EPZ and, therefore, it was an important part.

Whereas, before the whole tone of the message,
4

the prior messages, was that the -- either no radiation had

been released or that it was not imminent or that it was
6

only a very minor release and that nothing had to be done.
7

That's the difference between the two.
8

!

Q So, you repeated the information to highlight
9

the information?
10

A Because we felt that it was important in this

message, yes.

Q Now, EBS Number 5 has a lot of the same
13

(]) information that we talked about in 1 and 2, isn't that

right?
15

A Yes.
16

Q And, that includes the description of the EBS
17

system, isn't that right?
18

A Yes.
19

Q And, the indication of a general emergency being
20

one of four emergency classifications?
21

A Yes.
22

Q And the description of the Local Emergency
23

Response Organization and what it was doing?
24

A Yes.
25

0 And the consulting activities by the Director?

O

- --
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| rY 1

_\d A Yes..

2

Q And, those are all items that, as with the other-

questions, you left out of Question 14, right?
,

A Yes, for the same reason, because they either
,

,

were confusing in the sense that people wouldn't know what

they were or that they weren't essential pieces of
7

information.
8

Q Okay. The question that you asked people to
,

answer was after hearing this information whether they would

go about their normal business or stay inside their home or
33

,

leave their home and go further away from the plant, right?

A Yes.
13i

[( ) Q And, it's your view that they don't need

i information about any emergency response organization in

order to decide whether they would go about their normal,

16

| business or stay inside their home or leave their home and
; 17

! go furthem away from the plant, right?

j A I don't think that any of the information that
19<

was in this EBS message that was not included in this

question would effect a response to the question.i

21,

22

|
23

;

| 24
1

25

| .' Cl)
,

|

|
<
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\/
Q Later on in EBS Message Number 5, there were

2

additional items that I don't believe appeared in 1 and 2,

and one set of that is statements that conditions may change
*

,

and that recommendations may change and that you will be

i informed immediately of any change in recommendations.
4 Do you see that in EBS Number 57
1 7

A (Witness Cole) If you could point out on what
8

page it is, it might speed up things.

Q Yes. That's the last paragraph of the last page
10

of the message, and the top of the page says Attachment 4, 1;

11

| Page 41 of 47. But, there is no specific page number on it.
12

Do you have it?
13

(]) A Yes. Are you talking about the last paragraph?

Q Right.
15

A Yes.
i 16

Q And, that last paragraph says that -- it tells
! 17

people that new information may be available, doesn't it?-
18

A Yes.
'

19
' Q And, that this message may be changed if new

20

information is available, right?
21

A Yes.
{ 22

,
Q And that they will be informed of any change,

i 23

i right?
24

| A Yes.
25

Q And, it's your view that that's not information
,

| ()
t

h

I
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that's needed to answer the question about whether you would

go about your normal business or stay inside your home or
3

leave your home and go further away from the plant?
,

A No. I think that's not necessary at all.
5

Q Okay. Turning back in EBS Message Number 5 to

the fifth page of it which is labeled Page 39 of 47 --
,

A Yes.
8

Q Do you have that?
,

A Yes.

Q There is an additional new piece of information
,j

that wasn't in the other two EBS messages that you dealt

with in your questions, and that is the information that
..

13

{ traffic guides will be along routes and that you will be,

directed along evacuation routes, and that evacuation routes

exist.
16

Is it your view that that information would not
,,

have effected the respondents' answer about whether they

would go about their normal business or stay inside their

home or leave their home and go further away from the plant?

A Yes. I'm sure that it wouldn't. In the focus
21

groups, people thought the whole notion of traffic guides

was absurd.
23

Q So, your elimination of that information from

Question 14 was based on the data you gathered in your focus

groups?

- . .. - .. -. .- _ -. . -
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A Oh, no. The focus groups were all done after
2

the survey was completed. The questions were formulated by
3

trying to get all of the necessary inforustion, all the
4

important information, in these EBS messages in here as much
5

as we possibly could in as precise -- in the language which
6

is as close to the original as possible.
7

We then conducted pre-tests and we found out how
8

long we could have these things without people getting
9

annoyed on the telephone. And, I think that we have as much
10

in these messages as you can have.

And, all the information that was deleted I
12

don't think would have had any substantive effect on the
. 13

,] results.

Q Would you please turn to Question 15 on Page 55
15

through 56 of your Attachment 14?
16

A Yes.
17

Q And, would you please read that question into
18

the record?
19

A At around 1 p.m., you heard the following
20

message broadcast over the radio: A general emergency was
21

declared at 9:39 a.m. today at the Shoreham Nuclear Power
22

Station. A major release of radiation into the air occurred
23

at 12 p.m. Based on measurements of radiation, the thyroid
24

dose is expected to be 400 percent of the U. S.
25 '

Environmental Protection Agency evacuation guidelines at two 1

O

i
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mile 8s 100 Percent at five miles, and 40 percent at 10 miles
2

downwind of Shoreham. A LILCO representative recommends

evacuation for people in the entire 10-mile emergency
,

planning zone. People in this zone will be safer if they,

3

evacuate as soon as possible away from Shoreham. The LILCO

: representative said that if you live outside the 10-mile

emergency planning zone, there is no reason to take any

action. Once again, the Shoreham Nuclear Power Station is

in a general emergency condition. There has been a release

of radiation into the air. When you heard this message on

the radio, would you and members of your family go about

your normal business or stay inside your home or leave your

! home and go further away from the plant? .

Q And, EBS Message Number 7 corresponds to

Question 15; is that right?

A Yes.
17

Q EBS Number 7 is about four and a half page long,

| right?

A Excuse me. I'm just locating it.

O Oh, that's all right. Sorry.

(The witness is looking at a document.)

A Yes.
23

Q And, in addition to the information that we have
24

already discussed with the other three questions that was

deleted, I notice that you deleted the information that the

0 .

,
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\/
percentages that you listed in the question are based on the

2

five rem child thyroid evacuation PAGs.
3

A Yes.
4

Q Did you delete that information because you

thought it would be confusing?
6

A Yes, we did. And, I might say that I felt that
7

this message was particularly hard to put into a question,
8

because I felt that the whole message was confusing and
9

frightening.
10

l And, even some of the material that we have in'
11

this message I'm sure was confusing to respondents who don't
12

understand thyroid doses and environmental protection
13

(} evacuation, Protection Agency guidelines.

I would also like to point out that the
15

responses to this question don't make much difference to my4

16
4

testimony because the overwhelming majority of people
17

already said that they would evacuate prior to being read4

18

this question. So, the great bulk of people would have
19 -

evacuated or attempted to evacuate before this message was
j 20

read at 1 p.m.
21

Q Right. And, I'm correct, aren't I, that if a
22

person responded to Question 12 that they would evacuate,

23

that they were not read Questions 13, 14 and 157
24

A Yes.
I 25

| 0 And, then if they responded to 12 that they

()
i

i
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l
wouldn't but -- and I guess if they either gave the answer, :

2
i

!stay home or go about their normal business, then they were

read the next question?
,

A Yes.
5

Q So, by the time you got to Question 15 you were

left with only those die-hards who had not responded
,

previously that they would evacuate?

A That's correct. About 23 percent of the sample.

Q Okay. Now, you say that you have confusing

information included in your Question 15. Could you

identify that for us?

A I think that this information that is here is

hard for people to understand. When you talk about thyroid

doses and you say it's expected to be 400 percent of the

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency evacuation guidelines

at two miles, when we played this message to the people in

the focus groups they thought it was all jargon and double-

talk and they didn't know what it meant.
19

And, it wasn't explained. I think that if this

kind of information is to be conveyed to the public its
21-

meaning has to be explained to the public in terms that the

public can understand. And, the public doesn't understand
23

thyroid doses, EPA guidelines. It doesn't understand these

percentages and the different distances.

So, we were faced with a very difficult problem

!O

.. .- - . . - .- -. . .
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) here. We wanted to include this message, the one that
2

called for evacuation of the entire zone but the material in
3

the message we felt was so complex, so filled with jargon
4

and so confusing that it was hard for us to eliminate all of
5

it.
6

And, our question probably was confusing, too.
7

Q When you read that Question Number 15, did
8

anyone comment to your questioner that it was confusing?
9

A I don't have that information.
10

0 Would someone have mentioned it to you if they |

11

were getting responses that one of your questions was
12

confusing, do you think?
13

(]} A Well, we would have picked it up in the pre-

test.
15

Q Did you?
16

A Not too many people said that it was confusing.
17

But, as I pointed out at that time you already only had
18

about 20 percent of the respondents who were listening to
19

that question. And, most of those people just didn't care
20

what the question said; they weren't going to evacuate under
21

any circumstances, including some people who lived in the
22

EPZ who should have evacuated.
23

Q Do you know that the people who were left for
24

Question 15 were the sorts of people who wouldn't have
25

evacuated under any circumstances because they told you that

O
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.k in response to your questionnaire?

A No. These are people who just said that they

wouldn't evacuate after hearing all of these scenarios.
,

It's just my assumption. I don't have any hard data on
,

that.
6

Q Okay.
,

JUDGE PARIS: May I ask a question right here?

MS. MC CLESKEY: Sure.
94

JUDGE PARIS: Out of the 23 percent remaining,

did more of them say they would stay than in your earlier
,,

questions?

WITNESS COLE: Oh, yeah, almost all of them.
1 . .

13

Once you get up,to this scenario, the one -- this EBS

message, the one that went out at 1 p.m., if they hadn't

left by then they were very unlikely to leave.

JUDGE PARIS: I see.
] 17

WITNESS COLE: What we found in general was that-

18

if people were going to leave they left early, so that 50

some odd percent, I think 53 percent of everybody on Long

Island left at 7 a.m. And, then at the next message, we
21

found 69 percent were attempting to leave.

So, most of the people who were going to leave
23

left early. And, then the people who didn't leave early

! were unlikely to leave --

JUDGE PARIS: Regardless of what happened.

.

,c.-- - - - , - . - , --. -mm.,,-w---,. - --+--.-e--v . .ev. . --~,----e--- .v.,-v-a --------*-c -,--tw--y-,wyym- .. .-.+--te.
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WITNESS COLE: -- regardless of what happened,
2

yeah. And, some of these people were in the EPZ.
3

And, actually I think 13 percent of families in
4

the EPZ who were advised to evacuate said that they wouldn't
5

evacuate, about 4,000 families.
6

'

JUDGE FRYE: Of your sample? About 13 percent
7

of your sample?
8

WITNESS COLE: 13 percent of our sample. And,
9

then the 4,000 is made on a projection. We just take 13
10

percent of all of the households in the EPZ and assuming our

sample is representative that would come out to be
12

approximately 4,000 families who were told to evacuate who
13

() wouldn't.

JUDGE FRYE- When you speak in terms of a,

15

certain percentage of your sample that indicated they would
16

evacuate after the first EBS message and another percentage
17

indicate they would after the second EBS message, is that
.

la
'

percentage -- is the second percentage a percentage of the
19

total sample or a. percentage of those remaining who had said
20

after the first EBS message that they would stay put?
21

WITNESS COLE: It's a cumulative percentage.
22

JUDGE FRYE: It's a cumulative --
23

WITNESS COLE: Yeah. At each point, we would
24

add up the total proportion of people who would have started
25

to evacuate.

(1) .

- _ . - - - - _ _ - _. - _.
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S , after the first one, 53; and, after the
2

second one, a total of 69, meaning 53 would have started and
3

then an additional 16 or whatever.
,

JUDGE FRYE: 16?
5

WITNESS COLE: Yeah. I'm not sure of the

precise numbers, but that's essentially --
,

JUDGE FRYE: Well, that answers my question.

WITNESS COLE: Yeah.

BY MS. MC CLESKEY: (Continuing)

Q Professor Cole, when we turned to EBS Messageg

; Number, you said that you found it frightening. Could you '

please go through it and tell me which parts of it are
13 .

frightening?

A Are you asking me which part I found frightening
15

or which part people in the focus groups found frightening

or which part I think that people in general would find

frightening?

I mean, I have been dealing with this so long

that I myself don't find any of this frightening.

(Laughter.)

Q That's good. You have been educated.

A Right. Right.>

23

Q Right.

A I'm not frightened, but I know that the -- I was

very surprised actually at the level of anxiety and fear of

- - ._ - _. -
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these people in the focus groups, normal Long Island

residents.;

3

And, when they heard these messages they started
4

j to sweat. And, they were really afraid, you know. It was
5

' amazing to me. I knew that people would react, but I didn't
6

! know how much anxiety and fear would be generated by just
| 7

i hearing these messages.
8

And, in a real emergency, I think it would be1

much greater.
I

10

1 Q Well, your question to me was what did I mean by

frightening. And, let me refine my question to you a bit in
12

: response to your question.
'

13

j (]} You said, when we turned to EBS Message Number
l' 7, that you thought it was frightening. And, I now
; 15

, understand that you personally do not find it frightening.
! 16

i A Oh, no.
| '
4 Q But that you were making a statement about your

18

judgment of what other people would find it. And, I also4

19

{ take it from your answer that you are basing that somewhat
1 20

; on your expertise and somewhat on your data from your focus
| 21

; groups.
22

i Could you first go through and tell me, based on
"

23

your experience as a survey researcher, which portions of<

i 24

i EBS Message Number 7 you think people would find
25

j frightening?

i (
!
;

!*
!
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A I can't -- there isn't any specific evidence

that I can give you that a particular phrase or sentence in
,

here is going to be found frightening based upon my
,

experience as a survey researcher.
,

I can say two things. The first is that the

overwhelming majority of people who have heard these

messages said that they would leave. And, I presume from

that that they must have been frightened or else they
,

wouldn't have left.
10

And, two, I could tell you about the focus

groups if you like, in which people did respond to these

messages and which they were quite disturbed, frightened,
',.

13

anxious and angry also.

Q So, there is no specific language in EBS Number
is ,

7 that you would characterize as frightening or that

specifically frightened your focus groups?j

A Yes. There is specific language. I would be,

happy to go through it. But, it's my opinion that it's

frightening.

j Q That's fine. That's why you are here, to give
-

21

your opinion.

A Okay. Fine. At the beginning, when they say

there has been a failure in plant safety systems, well, when

people hear that there has been a failure in plant safety4

systems they immediately think that the plant is going to

!O

;

1 .
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() melt down and that they -- they start to think of the China
2

syndrone, Chernobal and other kinds of images that people
3

have in their heads abcut nuclear power. The~ safety systems
4

have failed; it's dangerous.
5

Then, right after it says a major release of
,

radiation. There is now quite a bit of research -- quite a
7

bit of research -- that people are very, very frightened of
8

any level of radiation and that they are not capable of
9

distinguishing between the real health effects of different
10

levels of radiation. And, here they are being told a major

release.
12

People were frightened when they were told it
13

(]) was a very minor release, and they wanted to leave. And,-

now they are being told you have a major release of,

i is
! radiation. Well, when the average person who does not
! 16

) understand radiation, when they hear that a major release of
i 17

j radiation has occurred, they think they are going to die.
is

I
They feel that they are going to be exposed to a lethal

j 19-

i dose.
| 20

i And, we had lots of evidence of that in the

| 21

! focus groups. Many of the people felt that they were
] 22

1 doomed, that no matter what they did, whether they evacuated

i or whether they didn't evacuate, they would either die now
24

j or they would die later or they would get cancer or their
j 25

i children would die. People are extremely afraid.

!O .

:

!
4
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And the words, a major release of radiation,'s

would frighten the great bulk of Long Island residents if

they heard that it had been released into the air. And,
,

then they start to hear this other information which they
3

don't really understand too well.

Based on measurements of radiation, the thyroid
,

done. Well, you know, they don't really quite understand

what that is, but it's expected to be 400 percent. Well,
g

that sounds like a lot, a lot, to them. And, that would

confirm their initial fear that a major release of radiation

was going to be very damaging to their health.

And, then the message goes on to talk about
13

} distances. Well, people -- one thing which was very clear

from the focus groups and has been clear in other research,

including some research done by Lindell and Barnes, that

people don't understand how fast radiation travels. They

don't understand at all what the relationship is between

distance from the source and risk.
19

And, people feel that radiation travels very

quickly and long distances. Now, they have probably

erroneous beliefs on these things. But, nonetheless these

are very real beliefs.
23

So, as soon as somebody hears that there has

been a major release of radiation, 400 percent of U.S. EPA

guidelines has been released at two miles, they feel that it {

[7-
'NJ

!
1
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is going to spread all over the Island and that it's going

2

to immediately affect them and that they are going to be at

risk even if they are a long way away from that plant.
4

For example, Lindell and Barnes found in their
5

,

survey conducted in Washington that more than half of the
6

sample felt that they had to be 40 miles away or more from;

7

the source of the radiation leak and the power plant in
8

| order to be safe. So, people have these perceptions that
9

the radiation just spreads and very quickly. They don't
10

understand the time either.
11

The 5 rem thing that we left out of our
12

question, we felt that people wouldn't understand what that
,

13

(' O -

m
Q Do you think that's frightening information in

15

this message?
16

A I think it can be in the context of the rest of
17

the message. When people start to hear these technical
18

terms, they -- and they hear that a major release has
19

occurred and it's more than what the EPA says should be,
20

they are afraid. And, all of these technical terms I don't
21

think reassures them.
22

23

24
,

25

O

.
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.-Q 1 Q What specifically in the EBS do you find

2 frightening?;

3 A Well again, as soon as people hear that

d
; evacuation is recommended, it is on Page 2 of my copy, as
j 5

.

soon as people hear that evacuation is recommended for

f people in the entire ten mile emergency planning sone, then |
6

j the people in these zones will be safer if they evacuate as7

8 soon as possible. '
,

1
'

! The term, 'as soon as possible' indicate to the -

3

10 average citizen that there is a very real danger, and that

j it is important to do something quickly and also if they I
M

;

j 12 have to evacuate as soon as possible, it must be a very

i< 13 serious release of radiation, so I think that would just :

! 14 reinforce their fears.

j 15 We found in the focus groups and we found also |
) >

16 in surveys that people have no belief in the ten mile EPE as !

!
II a meaningful geographical boundary. They can't understand -

! 18 how somebody on one side of the EPE could be in danger, and |
,

; somebody on the other side of that EPE not be in danger, and !M

j 20 people repeatedly said that radiation doesn't stop at a ten
i

21 mile curtain.

'22
1 There is no curtain in the air that stops the
i |

23
| radiation, so we found that most people feel the EPE is a (

24
j fiction, and they don't feel that they are safe outside the |

J 25 EPE.

!RD
'

i
1

.
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'(]) 1 In fact, we had a question on the survey in

2 which we asked people whether or not they would believe they
3 would be safe outside the EPZ, and the overwhelming majority

4 said that they wouldn't.

5 When you talk about milk-producing animals

6 having to be moved into shelters and placed on stored feed,

7 that adds to the fear, and it did in the earlier scenario --

a in the earlier EBS -- I think it was No. 2, that they

9 started to advise sheltering to animals. They feel if

10 animals are in danger, then humans are in danger.

II And the bottom of this, when it says, 'before

12 you leave your home or business, make sure you have closed

13 all windows and doors and turned off all appliances,
.

I4 extinguished any fires, and cibsed fire place dampers, lock'

15 all doors when you leave, take blankets and pillows with you

16 for your own use and any medicatien that you regularly take,

17 you could be away for several days,' this is definitely

18 scary.

19 People feel that they might never be able to

20 come back to their homes. This was expressed by lots of

21 people in the focus groups, that once and accident occurred,

22 Long Island would be contaminated permanently, and they

23 wouldn't be able to come back. They would just be driven

24 off.
,

25 And when they hear they havo to take all these |
)

e

i
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I things and lock everything up, their notion of how dangerous-

2 the incident is gets exaggerated.

3 Q I am sorry. Professor Cole, I am not sure I

4 understand the last thing you just said. You think that as

5 a result of telling people to leave their homes and lock

6 everything up, that they will exaggerate the danger from a

7 major release at Shoreham in an accident?

e A I think that most people when they hear this

' will believe that they are in much more serious risk than

10 nuclear scientists would believe that they were in.

Il That the average citizen, when they heard this

12 message, would believe that their life was threatened. Even

13 somebody who lived a good distance away from the plant
D 14 outside the EPZ. When they heard this message, they would

15 believe that enough radiation had been released so that

16 their life WaB in danger, of else LILCO wouldn't be telling
17 people to leave, they wouldn't be telling them to put

la animals indoors, they wouldn't be telling people to take

19 medications and to lock windown, and then when all of these

20 things are said, people come to the conclusion that so much

21 radiation has been releaned, that I am going to suffer

22 medically.

23 Either die, or become ill, or my children will

24 become ill. I think that in canentially it.

25 0 Thank you very much. Now, throughout our

i(x*0
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() discussion of questions 12 through 15, you identified1

i 2 certain information in the EBS messages that you
3 characterized as, ' confusing.' Who made the judgment that
4 certain information in the EBS messages was confusing, and
5 would not be put into the survey?

6 A You mean like the term, ' Director of Local

7 Response?'

s Q Right.

9 A That was primarily my judgment.

10 Q So, you determined before the questions were
It written and while you were writing the questions, what

12 information you would leave out because it was confusing?
13 A My job as a survey researcher is to write the

14 most intelligible questionnaire. One that would be

15 understood the easiest, and yet get the necessary
16 information.
17 In this task, we had a very specific event that

is we wanted information on. We had an exercise with very
19 specific EBS messages, and we wanted to find out if that

20 actually happened, what would people do? That was the task.
21 But yet, the EBS messages were very long, and
22 filled with a lot of jargon, filled with a lot of technical

23 terms, filled with a lot of terms that people, I felt, would

24 not understand and therefore my job was to take those EDS

25 messages and write questions which were as true to the EDS

O

-- -
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I- (] messages as we could possible make them, would really'

<j
2 represent the situation, and leave out either unnecessary,

3 repetitive, confusing, information and I think we succeeded

d in doing that.

5 Q Could you give me just a couple of examples of

6 information that you thought was unnecessary?

7 A The brochures. The brochures is a totally

a unnecessary thing, because nobody has the brochures. People

| 9 outside the EPZ, which represent the bulk of the people we

'O
| interviewed, are never supposed to get the brochures.

'I People inside the EPZ don't have the brochures.

I I? If you start to talk to people about brochuren that they

13 don't have, they are going to think that you are in some-,

O
V 14 nort of fairy land, a make believe land, and they won't

15 understand what you are talking about.

16
| You have to try to make these questions be

17 intelligible, and to talk about brochures that don't exist

18

|
and thnt people have never received, would definitely be

19 confusing.

|
' 20 0 And then I take it from your responses this

21 morning that your focun group data bore out some of the

22
,

judgmento that you made about confusion in the EDS Mensagen?
|
| 23 A Yes, yen. When we played the -- in the focun

| 24 groups, we did play, as I recall, the monnage verbatim. We

25 may have left out the thing about the Suffolk County

|!C
|

|
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1 Executive, but other than that, we played the messages
2 verbatim as they were given to us, and found that people;

3 didn't understand a lot of these terms, and there are lots

4 and lots of quotes in my testimony and the testimony of my
5 celleagues that show that people refer to those messages as,

6 being in code', as some sort of double talk, as jargon, that
7 people didn't understand these messages.

8 Even the people who are pro-LILCO, pro-Shoreham,
9 and wouldn't evacuate, agree that the messages were

10 unclear. And some people said the messages were so unclear
il that they didn't believe that they were real messages.

,

| 12 They said they could not believe that in this

13 day and age, with communication science advanced as it is,

Id that these could be real messages, and that they were fake.

15 0 Why didn't you do the focus groups before your
16 questionnaire? j

17 A We needed the information from the
18 questionnaire. We had to have this information. We had to

,

19 know how people would actually react to this scenario, so,

20 we had to have that information. It was not clear at the

21 time whether or not there would be enough funds to conduct
22 any additional research. There was other research which

23 would have been useful to conduct, but this was an absolute

24 essential, we felt.

25 We had to know how people would respond to these

.

1_
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0 EBS messages, and we had to have a random sample so that we1

2 could generalize the population of Long Island.

3 So, this was a first thing. We had to do it.
d There is a lot of other research that we could have done,

5 and I think the focus groups were extremely useful, and it

6 turned out we did have the funds to do that, so we were able

7 to do that later.

e Q Now, Professor Cole, you are aware that on the

' day of the exercise, and according to the plan, the

10 simulated EBS messages would have been repeated every
13 fifteen minutes?

13 A Yes.

13 Q Okay. And you can't do that sort of repetition-

' id in telephone poll obviously, right?

15 A Right.
16 Q And in addition to EBS messages 1, 2, 5, and 7,
17 which we have discussed in the context of your Questions 12
18 through 15, LILCO simulated broadcast of EBS Messages 3, 4,
'9 6, 8, 8.1, 9, and 9.1, right?

20 A could you repeat that question?

21 Q Sure. In addition to the EBS messages that we

22 have talked about, that you took into account in your

23 questions, which were numbers 1, 2, 5, and 7.

24 A Yes.

25 0 LILCO simulated on the day of the exercise, and

.

- -



_ _ _ _ _ _ __ _________ __ _ ___ _ _ _ _

71200404 3851
joewalsh

(]) you have attached to your testimony, EBS Messages 3, 4, 6,1

2 8, 8.1, 9, and 9.1, right?

3 A Yes. Can I add something?-

4 Q Sure.

5 A In the focus groups, in the first focus group,

6 being aware that it is part of LILCO's argument that the

1 repetition of these messages is meaningful, we played the
a messages twice. We played the message once, and then we
9 stopped and played the message again, but it became very

10 clear there that it was totally unnecessary. That the
'

il people, when they listened to the message absorbed it, and
12 that we were just taking up a lot of time, and we did not

13 have to play the messages over again.
Id Q Okay. And in Questions 12 through 15, you tell

is the respondent that people outside the 10 mile zone have
i

16 been told there is no reason to take any action, right?

17 A Yes.

is 0 Okay. And then you ask the respondents whether
;

! 19 they would go about their normal business or stay inside or

20 leave as a result of the information they have heard in your
i

21 quention, right? |]
|

i 22 A Yes.
,

23 0 But you don't tell the respondents in Questions

; 24 12 through 15 whether they should assume they are inside or
,

25 outside the EPZ, do you?

| ()
i

!
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I A Whether they should assume? No. We -- they-

2 assume that they are where they are.
3 Q How do you know that?
d A Because we say assume that you are at home on a

5 weekday morning. So, if you are in Setauket, then you are

6 in Setauket. What would you do when you hear this, which is
7 the only thing to do to make sense. You cant ask people to

1

e assume that they live somewhere else, and then ask them what
'

j they would do.

j 30 Question 12, suppone that you were at home on a
II weekday morning and you woke up at 7 a.m., and turned on the

'

12 radio. So, by saying that you were at home, we are telling
. .

13 them to assume that they are living in the place that is

14 their home.
!i

j 15 Q And it is your view that that assumption would ;

16 have carried through for 13, 14, 15, 167 !

17 A Yes.

18 Q Okay. And you don't give people any information

'' in these questions about whether they live inside or outside
1

|

20
| the EPZ, because you assume that they would know that, ,

21 right? That is what you said before? :

i

22 A We assume tha't most people would know it. We do

| 23 not assume that everybody would know it. But we assume that

24 the situation will be fairly similar on a real accident.

25
i 0 You assume that most people will know whether

1
i

i
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!'] they live in or out of the EPZ, right?I

2 A Right. Certainly people in Nassau County, for

3j example, the great bulk of them know that they are not in

4 the EPZ.

5 Q And you assume that there are going to be some
6 people answering your questions who won't know whether they
7 are in or out of the EPZ?

8 A There are some people who don't know. And who

9 won't know when you read your EBS messages, even with your

10 description. . There were some people in the focus groups who
il did not even believe the definition of the ten mile zone.

12 They said, 'I don't believe that Sunrise Highway is only ten

13 miles away from the plant.'

14 There is no question, no matter how you

is described that EPZ, unless you give street addresses, that
,

16 there will be some people who are in the EPZ who will

11 believe they are out, and there will be many more people who
is are out of the EPZ who believe that they are in.

|- 19 Q So, you think there are many people who don't

20 know whether they are in or out of the EPZ?

21 A Not a lot if you look at all of Long Island. If

| 22 you look at all of Long Island, there are relatively few.

23 If you look at people who are on the borders of the EPZ,

24 then there are a lot more, of course.

25 For the whole population, I would say that there

.
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-(] are relatively few. We probably could get some statisticsI

2 on that from past surveys. I am sure that we have that

3 information somewhere.
d

Q And when you told people to assume that they

5 were at home in that first Question 12, is it your view that

6 people who went on to answer the others assumed that they
7 continued to stay home all day in response to the other

e questions?

' A Yes.

10 Q And what about their families? What do you
il think they assumed about where their families were in

12 response to your questions?

13 A We assumed that most of the families stayed home.
,

ld under such a circumstance.
15 0 So, it is your view that respondents were

16 assuming they were at home, and that their families were

17 with them at h?me when they heard all the messages that you
18 described in your questions?

19 A Yes. Clearly some of them wouldn't be. You

20 can't possibly cover every possible situation that could

23 exist in a survey, but that could have created more problems

22 for LILCO.
23 If there were people, for example, who at 7

24 a.m., were outside of the EPZ working, and they heard this

25 message on the radio and they decided to go back into the

.
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(]) 1 EPZ in order to get their family to evacuate at 7 a.m.,

2 there would have been more cross-traffic in the EPZ,. making
3 it more difficult to perform the evacuation functions.

4 Q Could you take a look for a minute at Questions

5 12 through 15, beginning on Page 54? j

6 A Yes.

7 Q And just glance through them and tell me what

8 leads you to think that people assume their families were

9
| with them when they were listening to your questions?

| 10 A We have no precise information on what people
11 assumed where their families were. We don't believe that '

12 that kind of research can be done precisely. And everybody

13 knows that there are a hundred or a thousand situations that
.

'
14 people might be in when an accident occurred, and you can't
15 possibly cover all of those situations.

16 So, in doing any kind of research, you have to

17 sort of abstract it. You have to say all right, we are

is going to take a typical situation and ask people to imagine
19 that they are in that situation. We don't try to cover

20 every possible situation that a family might be in.

21 Q And it is your view that the information of

22 whether the family was home with them or not would not

23 change the response to whether people would go about their
24 normal business, stay inside their home, or leave their home

25 and go further away?

O
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_ _ ,

|

-71200404 3856 '

joewalsh
1

-() 1 A No. If you wanted to do a more detailed survey,
2 you would have to ask people where your family is normally
3 at this time. You have to get a complete enumeration of who

d was in the family, where they were. You would have to ask
5 them what they would do, but ultimately what it would boil

6 down to is this: When you heard this message, would you
7 leave?

8 And that is what we were interested in. We were
,

9 interested in knowing whether they people would attempt to
10 evacuate,

i
11 And, we didn't think it was necessary to get all

12 the detailed information that might affect people who had
13 unusual circumstances. For example, somebody who was, say,,

' 14 working outside the EPZ heard this message and then came
15 back into the EPZ to get his or her family.

16
] O Now, when you put together Questions 12 through

17 15, you made some effort going through the EBS messages to
18 eliminate information that you thought might be viewed as

'
19 inconsistent by the listener, right?

20 A Yes.

21
! Q So, your survey can't really serve as a measure

-

22 of whether there are any inconsistencies in the EBS messages
.

23 or not, can it?

24 A The survey?

25 0 Yes, the survey, the questionnaire.

) ' , ,

i

j

i o

= ,e
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(]) 1 A You can't tell from the survey whether there are

2 inconsistencies in the messages. You can tell that from

3 some of the things in the messages that people didn't

4 understand them and weren't going to listen to them.

5 Q Right. And, when you constructed your Questions,

6 12 through 15, you went to some effort -- it sounds like

7 considerable effort -- to eliminate information that you

8 thought would be confusing to people; isn't that right?

9 A We eliminated information we felt was confusing

10 or redundant or unnecessary, yes.

11 0 So, the survey -- the questionnaire -- cannot be

12 used as a measure of whether the EBS messages were confusing

13 or not, can it?
~

14 A No, I don't agree with that. I mean, they don't

15 tell you specific details about whether or not there is a

16 confusing statement in EBS Number 2 about the release of

I 17 radiation. We eliminated that, of course.

18 But, the messages can be used to tell you --

19 since these have the essence of the messages in the precise

20 language that LILCO used, or as close to it as we can get,

21 the fact that people said that they weren't going to do what

22 LILCO told them indicates to me that these messages were

23 confusing to those people.

24

25

.,
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Q Is that the sole measure of how your

qu'estionnaire tells you that EBS messages were confusing?

A (Witness Cole) The questionnaire?
,

Q Yes.
,

A That's the primary basis for my conclusion from
,

the questionnaire, and that is supported by the focus
,

9r UPs.
a

O So, I just want to make sure I have this
,

straight. It's your view that the questions in the

questionnaire can shed light on whether the EBS messages are

confusing because in response to your questions people said 6

they would evacuate when the question assumed that they need
13

not?

A I think that despite the fact that we cleaned up
15

LILCO's EBS messages, that we made them substantially

clearer, that we eliminated confusion, that we eliminated

jargon, the fact that so many people said that they would
,g

evacuate so early indicates two things.

It indicates the tremendous fear that people

have of radiation and the fact that LILCO's messages were

very unsuccessful in overcoming that fear. They were

unsuccessful in convincing people who were afraid that they ;

should stay where they were. People didn't listen to them.

So, from that I concluded that they were

confusing.
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1

Q You conclude from your questions that the EBS
2

messages were unsuccessful in overcoming LILCO's -- people's
fear; is that --

1 4

A That's right.
5

Q That's what you conclude?
6

A Right.
7

Q You conclude that despite all of the information
8'

that you left out of your question that's in the EBS
9

message?
30

1

A I am as sure as I can be, based upon all of the

150 some odd surveys I've done, all of my experience in
12

doing survey research and doing all sorts of qualitative
13

[]} research, that the information left out would have added to

the confusion of the respondents, that we cleaned these
15i

messages up, that these questions are much more
16

intelligible, clearer and understandable to the average Long
17

Island resident than your EBS messages; and, that if we had -
18

4

j - as I said before, if we could have a situation in which we
19

could have asked these same people in a room, read your EBS
20

messages and asked them these questions, that we would have4

21

gotten essentially the same results or even more indication,

22

| of not following LILCO's protective action recommendations.
23

i Q Well, will you agree with me that in order to
24

determine whether the EBS messages were confusing, the words,

i 25
' in the EBS messages were confusing, you would have to use

O
;
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those words in your survey?
24

A Not necessarily. I mean, you could take
3

something which is obviously confusing, which you admit is
,

nfusing like EBS Message 2 -- everybody, your witnesses,
5

Dr. Mileti, everybody else, has admitted that there are -- 1
,

think FEMA reached this conclusion, too, if I'm not
,

mistaken, that there were confusing and inconsistent
g

information in EBS Number 2.

It's possible to clean that up and still show

that the cleaned up version is confusing.
,,

Q Okay. You did clean it up --

A Yes.
13

[ Q -- and cleared it up in your Question 13 --,

; A Yes.
15

Q -- right?
16

A Yes.
17

#
18

A Right.

Q How do the responses to your Question 13

indicate to you that the EBS Message Number 2 is confusing?
21

A Well, if the EBS message was clear and

consistent, and if you expect clear and consistent
23

information to have people -- lead people to follow LILCO's

recommendations, then you would expect to find most people
25

saying that they would go about their normal business or

._ . _ _ - . - . - _ , _ _ _ - -- . .
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O 1

stay inside their home.
2

!

But, in fact, the overwhelming majority of
3

people said that they would leave, which must indicate that
4

. the messages are confusing and inconsistent and primarily
t 5

were unsuccessful in overcoming the fear.
6

I don't think there is any question that people
7

i have fear of radiation. I don't think that is being
8

debated. The question is, are these messages -- is the
9

information that LILCO distributed over the EBS system
10

during the exercise, would this information be successful in
,

overcoming this fear and convincing people that they should
12

! follow LILCO's advice.
13

(} And, what these questions show is that the --
.

these EBS messages, substantially cleaned up, still weren't
15

i successful in overcoming that fear, and that the great bulk
16

of Long Island residents, if you had an accident like the
17

i one depicted in your exercise, would not follow LILCO's
18

i advice. Most of them would leave before they were told to
|

M

leave in the EPZ; people outside the EPZ would leave; and,
; 20
; there are even some people inside the EPZ who eventually
) 21

i were advised to leave would not leave.
! 22

So, a very substantial majority of Long Island
23

' residents would not follow LILCO's advice.
24

Q And, this finding that you just articulated from
25

this survey is consistent with all the other surveys you

;

,
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have taken, isn't it?
,

A Yes.
3

Q Could you please turn to Question 16 in Suffolk

County Attachment 14 at Page 567
,

A Yes.
i 6

Q And, would you please read that into the record
,

as you would for a survey?

A Ifat1:45p.m.youheardontherapioaLILCO
representative say that certain people living within ten

miles of Shoreham may have been exposed to radiation during

t.seir trip out of the evacuation zone and should go to a
'

specific location in Nassau County to be monitored for
13

r

. g() possible radioactive contamination, would you go to the
'

specific location in Nassau to see if you had been
15

1

contaminated with radiation or go somewhere e].se to have
16

your radiation level checked or would not bother to have

; your radiation level checked.

Q Now, just as a curiosity, when people read these

questions, would they have read 1, 2 and 3, or do they just

read the choices?
21

A They just read the choices.

O So, the 1, 2 and 3 is for your recorder?
23

A Yeah.
'

24

Q Okay. Now, which EBS message or messages does
25

this question correspond to?

()'

. . . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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A I would have to look through them. I do not
.

2

remember the --
3

Q Would you take a minute to do that, please?
,

(The witness is looking through documents.)
,

A Apparently the first time at least that it's --

it may appear more than once. We have it in 8. The
74

Director of LERO, J. Kessler, recommends that all residents
8

of Zones A, B, F, G, K and Q should report to the Nassau

Coliseum before going anywhere else, that at the Coliseum
10

the public would be monitored for possible radioactive

contamination.
12

And I think later on they may have added the,

13

(]) rest of the zones. But, I would have to check the messages.

O Okay. Turn the page and check 8.1.
15

A Yes.
16

0 Is that information that you were talking about
17

in 8.1?
18,

(The witness is looking at the document.)
19'

A Yes. It says -- it mentions the zones, and it
20

says since they may have been exposed to radiation on their
21

trip out of the EPZ.
22

'
Q Right. And, would you take a look at Message

23

Number 9, the last page of Message Number 9?
24

A Yes.
25

Q And, is this part of the EBS messages that you

:

t

- . . . . - _ , _ _ _ . . _ . _ _ , _ , _ _ , . _ . _ , , . _ _ _ _ . , _ _ _ _ _ , , , _ _ , ,,__m __..,...,____-.,m _m _ _ , , _ .,m . _ , . __ . . - . . _ _ - . - , , , , _ . - _
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3

'd based Question 16 on?

A Yes. It's in several of them.

O It's in 9.1, too, isn't it?
4

A I imagine so.
,

Q All right.

(The witness is looking at the document.)
,

A I don't seem to have that one here.
8

Q It's in your attachments, but --

A Okay.

Q -- don't bother. That's fine.

A Okay.

Q Now, in Question 16 I take it that when you
13

[ asked somebody Question 12, if they said they were going to

evacuate you jumped to 16. So, some people got the

information in Qucation 12 and then answered 16; some people

got got the information in 12 and 13 and then answered 16;

some people got the information in 12, 13 and 14 and then
g

answered 16; and, some people got lucky -- lucky people got
19

all four questions and then went to 16, right?

A Right.

Q Have you told people in Ocestion 16 about

whether they should assume they are one of the people living

within ten miles who may have been exposed during the trip

out of the EPZ?
25

A No.

!O

- - ._ - -- -
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(_) Q So, when they responded --

2

A We don't tell people to assume anything except

that they are at home and they hear these messages.
4

Q And, then once they said they left you asked

them whether they would go 'tx> be monitored or they would go

somewhere else to be monitored or --
7

A Yeah, everybody was questioned. Everybody was
8

asked Question 16, the entire sample.
9

Q Including the people who said they would never
10

leave?
11

A Right.
12

O Okay.
13

(} A Because even people who wouldn't evacuate still4

might want to be monitored.
15

0 Well, that's true. But, then would you hold the
16

response to Question 16 out as any indication of whether the
17

EBS messages that Question 16 is based on were successful?
18

A I would think -- essentially the answers to
19

Question 16 showed that a very large proportion of Long
20

Island residents would go to be monitored. I think, as I
21

| recall, 50 percent of the respondents said that they would
22

go to the relocation center in Nassau County, one of the ,

23
~

specific sites, and an additional 20 percent, as I recall,
24

maybe more, said that they would go somewhere else.
25

Now, it seems to me that the EBS messages told

(~h
i ~~)
I

I
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only people who were living in the EPZ that they may have'-

2

been exposed. And, this just indicates -- it's one other

piece of evidence along with a lot of other evidence that
,

people on Long Island, when they hear these messages, are
,

not going to believe what they are told; that people who

live outside the zone are going to feel that if people

inside the zone were exposed to potentially dangerous levels
8

of radiation requiring checking for contamination that they
9

may have been exposed to similar levels of radiation, and

that's why they said they would go to have their radiation

level checked.
12 ,

But, to me this question confirms the other
13 ?

results, that people don't believe what they hear LILCO

saying and won't do what LILCO tells them to do.
15

Q And, I take it that it's your view that
16

responses would not have changed had the respondents to'

Question 16 been given information about whether they were

in the group of people who were likely contaminated?

A No. As I said before, the great majority of

|l people know where they live. I mean, for example, how would
e

it change the answers of people in Nassau County.
'

The message says that people leaving the EPZ,
23

the 10-mile EPZ, may have been exposed to dangerous levels4

of radiation and have to be checked for contamination.
25-

Well, certainly people in Nassau County know that they don't

%)-
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\> live in the EPZ but yet large numbers of people in Nassau
2

| County said they would go to these centers to be checked for
3

2 contamination.
'

4

So, it's clear that even if you told each

; respondent, you live in the EPZ/you don't live in the EPZ,
6

*

it's not going to make any difference. People don't believe
i 7

the EPZ. Emergency planners may believe in the EPZ, but
i 8

citizens don't believe in the EPZ. They don't.believe that
9

: the ten mile circle is some sort of magic circle that's
10

i going to protect them.

And, they believe that if there is an accident

|.
12

at Shoreham that they will be exposed to radiation whether
13 .

(} they are in that zone or out of it. That may be irrational;

it may not be true, but that's what they believe and that's
15.

what we have to consider in planning for emergencies.
16

: Q And, the view you just expressed about -- or the
! 17
'

observation you expressed about -- people's beliefs about

the EPZ has been borne out in the other surveys that you
19

; took as well, hasn't it?
20

A I'm not sure if we have specific questions in
4
'

21

there on that, but it was certainly borne out by the focus
22j

; groups.
j 23

; Q I see. On Question 17 you asked people --
j 24

i that's at Page 56, it's just the next question from the one
25

we are talking about, you asked people whether they would

()'

i

|

|

!
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call a number provided by LILCO to get more information or

to have questions answered, right?
3

A Yes. I
,

O What information, in your view, were respondents
,

assuming they already had when they answered whether they

would call to get more information?
,

A I don't know what respondents were assuming.

All I can tell you is what respondents were told by that
,

time.
10

Respondents have been told -- all respondents
,,

had been told that some incident had occurred at the
12

Shoreham plant. And, different respondents were told
13

differing amounts of information, as you know, depending

upon how far we took them through this scenario. But,

everybody was told that there was an incident.

And, everybody was told this information about

people in the EPZ potentially being exposed to

contamination. That much we know, that that's what people --

the respondents knew.

And, so we asked these people would they call

this number. And, we found out that a large -- a huge

number of people said that they would call this number,
23

indicating that the entire phone system on Long Island would

be thrown immediately into gridlock.

O Well, you are mixing your traffic and
| 1

- ,y - n- , -e--y - ~~ ~ - - -
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() communications metaphor but, yeah. Is it your view that
2

when people got to Question 17 that in the context of
3

answering this survey that they understood that they were
4

taking with them the information that they had received in
5

12 and 16 or 12, 13, and 16, or 12, 13, 14 and 16?
6

A I don't understand what you mean by "taking with
7

them?"
8

0 Were they answering Question 17 as an individual
9

unit, or were they considering the othes information they
10

had been given prior?

In other words, does Question 17, in your view,
12

tell the respondent that based on the information I've
13

(]) already given you in 12 through 15 or 12 through 16, however.

many of those questions I read to you, would you call to
15

obtain more information in addition to the information in
16

those questions?
17

A Yes, of course. This question would be totally
18

meaningless out of context. Without the other questions,
19

people wouldn't understand the question at all.
20

See, all these questions are arranged in the
21

scenario as the scenario unfolded. And,, people -- if you
22

just read this question to people without telling them there
23

had been an incident at Shoreham, they wouldn't understand
24

the question. You couldn't ask it.
25

So it, of course, assumes that they know that

O
.

.
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there has been something which had happened at Shoreham.

Different respondents know differing amounts, depending upon

how they answered the prior questions.
,

Q Okay. And, then I take it from that response
,

that your view would be that the response to Question 17

also takes into account the first two questions that you

asked them about how dangerous it is to live near a nuclear
g

power plant and whether they would describe themselves as a

supporter or an opponent of a plant?

A Yes. But, I don't think that those questions

effected the results at all. I am positive that if you left

those questions out that -- if you left out -- excuse me for
13

. a second. I will go back to --f
(The witness is looking at the document.)

Q It's on Page 53.

A I have so many pages that I'm having trouble --

Q Yeah. I'm awash in paper myself, I'm afraid.

A Does anybody have another copy of this survey?

(The witness is furnished a document.)
Here I go. Okay. What I'm saying here is that,

in my opinion, if you had left out Questions 6 through 11

that the answers to any of the following questions would not
23

have been effected. They did not influence the following

questions.

We needed that information in order to try to

!Q .
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understand why people behaved the way they did. We felt
2

that that was important. But, I don't think that these

questions influenced the prior question.
4

I'm sure that if you left them out and redid the
5

survey you would come up with results that were identical.

O What's your basis for that opinion, Professor
7

Cole?
8

A Doing, as I said before, well over 150 surveys
9

over the last 12 years and my knowledge in knowing how
10

moving questions around in a survey, how adding or deleting

questions effect results. And, these questions weren't --
12

are not going to effect those other results.
13 .

) I mean, I would be willing to wager that if we

reproduced this survey using the identical methods and left
15

these questions out, there is no way that you are going to
16

get any difference in those questions.
17

Q Those --
18

A The --
19

Q I'm sorry.
20

A -- difference would be within the expected
21

sampling error. That is, if you did the same survey over,
22

you will always get minor differences as a result of
23

sampling error.
24

But, if you found any differences I would be
25

extremely shocked, because all of my experience shows that

O

.
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questions like this don't effect the other questions.
2

Q Those questions aren't based on anything in the

EBS messages, are they?
,

A No.
5

0 Why did you include them in your survey?

A Because we wanted to try to understand -- in

addition to gathering some descriptive information, which

was our primary goal in doing this research, we also wanted

to try to understand why people behaved this way.

Our primary goal was to describe it, what would

happen if a real accident such as the one depicted in the

LILCO scenario were to occur. And, we asked those people
.

13

and we got information on what would happen.

But, in addition to that, a secondary goal was
15

to try to gain some insight into why people would behave

like that. And, we felt that we needed some of these

questions in order to understand why people would behave as

they did.

20

21

22

23

24

25

!O
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{} I Q Do you understand the responses they gave of how

2 they thought they would behave in a real emergency?
3 A I believe that these surveys are a very accurate

way to predict how people will behave in a real emergency4

5 and, therefore, I want to understand why people will behave

6 this way.

7 Why will people who live a good distance away
8 from a nuclear plant, who are told that they are in no

9 danger, why will they still evacuate?

10 Why won't they follow the recommendations?

11 Q And to find out the, 'why,' of actual behavior

12 during an emergency, you asked them how dangerous they

13 thought a power plant was, and whether they were a supporter
14 or an opponent of nuclear power, right, in part?

15 A In part, right.

l 16 Q And it is your view that how dangerous they

17 think a nuclear power plant is, and whether they are a

! la supporter or an opponent will govern evacuation behavior in

19 an emergency, right?

20 A It is one factor, but we -- what this survey
,

21 confirmed as well as dozens of other research studies, is

22 that preexisting fears of radiation influenced the behavior

23 of people during a radiological emergency.

24 0 Are there any other questions on your survey

25 that you asked to find out the why of your answers?

O

.
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-( 1 1 A The questions on Chernobyl.
G

2 Q And what light, in your view, would that shed on

3 evacuation behavior in an emergency?
d A Could you make your question more specific?
5 Q I am sorry. How, in your view, do the questions

6 on Chernobyl explain the responses you got on your survey?
7 A Well, we wanted to see whether or not people who
a were familiar with Chernobyl, and who believed that

9 Chernobyl had had, could happen on Long Island.
10 We asked several questions on Chernobyl. One

M was whether they are familiar with it, two whether they

12 thought such an accident could happen on Long Island, and I
13 think as I recall a third one was how far in distance people

-

"(-) 14 were negatively affected by Chernobyl, and we wanted to see

is whether people who believe that Chernobyl could happen, and
16 it would have a widespread effect, would be more likely to

17 say they would evacuate, because it was our opinion that

18 Chernobyl significantly changed the attitudes of Long Island

19 residents towards nuclear power, and it increased their

20 fear, because after Chernobyl people believed that a very

21 dangerous accident was possible. They had been told that it

22 was impossible, and it happened.

23 Q And I take it it is your view that your survey

24 results bear out your thesis that there was a significant

25 increase in the number of people who said they would

j(4
\

\_) .
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{'; evacuate as a result of Chernoby1?1

2 A It supports that hypothesis. It doesn't prove

3 it. It is very hard to prove something like that. It --

this survey does show a higher proportionate of people4

5 saying they would evacuate than other surveys that have been

6 conducted on Long Island, but it is hard to say whether it

7 is because of LILCO's EBS messages, which I believe were

a very confusing and frightening to people, or Chernobyl, or a

9 combination of these things. |

10 I personally believe that it is a combination of

| 11 these things. I believe that people are more afraid now as

12 a result of Chernobyl. I did a survey for Newsday, in which

13 we researched the effect of Chernobyl, and we found that a

14 lot of people after Chernobyl who had been undecided about

15 nuclear power were now against it and more afraid of it, soj

16 I think that chernobyl did have an effect.

17 I also think that the reason we got higher

18 proportions of people saying that they would leave and would

19 not follow LILCO's recommendations has to do with the --
20 that we used the actual EBS messages, and that they really

21 caused people to become frightened.

22 O Question 19 in your survey asks whether the

23 respondent would believe LILCO officials who say that people

24 living greater than ten miles away from the plant were safe,

25 right?

O
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1. ~] A Yes.
L,i

2 0 Is this question based in your view upon
3 information in the EBS messages?
d A In general yes, because all of the EBS messages
5 contained a statement that people who live more than ten
6 miles away from the plant didn't have to take any protective
7 action, and so essentially this question was aimed at

8 finding out whether people believed that statement.

9 It doesn't use the exact wording, but it is

10 based upon the EBS messages.
Il

Q Now, Professor Cole, you have done many polls on
12 all manner of issues during the course of your work as a

13 survey researcher, haven't you?
!

%d Id A Yes.

15 0 And that is borne out in your prior testimony in

16 this proceeding, and also in your vitae and that sort of

17 thing, and you have done as part of that work voting polls
18 in accordance with your usual professional standards, right?
19 A Yes.

20 0 And when you have done voting polls, you

21 comoared the polls to the actual voting behavior afterwards,

22 haven't you?

23 A Yes.

24 0 And your reputation as a survey researcher in

25 part is based on the accuracy of those sorts of polls

I,6
'\ J
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({} compared to actual behavior, right?1'

2 A In part.

3 Q Now, it is true that you found that peoples

4 behavior matches what they will say they will do in a poll,

5 as long as they don't change their mind before they vote,

6 right?

7 A If you are talking about populations, yes. What
.

a we do is we interview a sample. Let's say we find sixty

9 percent will vote for the Republican candidate, and then we

10 find that 61 percent vote for the Republican candidate, but

11 we don't have information on what particular individuals do.

12 Q Right. And you have done, in addition to voting

13 polls, you have done several polls now about Long Islanders
'

14 intended behavior in response to a shoreham emergency,

15 right?

16 A Yes.

17 Q And you testify on Page 160 of your testimony,

18 that your survey results reveal in part that people will not

19 seek further information after a first EBS message, but will

20 go ahead and try to evacuate upon first hearing the first

j 21 EBS message, right?

22 A Could you give me the line please?i

23 0 I am sorry. Hang on a second. It is Page 160.

| 24 A Yes. And the line? Are you saying, 'thus,

25 after hearing the first EBS message, more than half of the

(,

- . . . . .- . -
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-Q households on Long Island would begin the attempt to1

2 evacuate?'

3 Q Right. That is what your results found, right?

d A Exactly, yes.

5 0 And, of course, there is no Shoreham emergency

6 behavior to compare these polls to, is there?

7 A No. Thank God. )

8 Q Yes, I agree with that. Now, you haven't

' studied human behavior in emergencies other than a Shoreham

10 emergency to. determine whether your poll conclusions have

'I been borne out in other emergency responses, have you?

12 A Well, I am familiar with a lot of research on

.
.

13 Three Mile Island, and as everybody knows, Three Mile

14 Island, 2,500 people were told to evacuate, and about

15 144,000 people actually did evacuate, and it turns out that

16 this is pretty much what the surveys said were done on

17 Shoreham at an earlier point in time predicted, so there is

is confirming evidence on the only accident we had, which is

19 TMI, that evacuation shadow was a big problem.

20 Q Right. You have compared those numbers, but it

21 is true, isn't it, that TMI findings also found that after

22 the first emergency warning, people sought out more

23 information. They did not immediately evacuate, isn't that

2d right?

25 A I am not that familiar with that detail on those

,Ug-
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'(]) I studies. I couldn't answer that question.

2 Q Okay. Mr. Rowan, you were at TMI weren't you?]
'

3 A (Witness Rowan) Yes, indeed.
:

4 Q Do you recall anything that might shed light on;

5 this question?;
1

6 Q Offhand, I don't remember the numbers of people ;3

!
'

7 who evacuated. I do know that Three Mile Island was the
!

8 first incident of its kind, so perhaps a comparison with

| 9 what might happen at Shoreham after we have the memory
i

) 10 collectively of Three Mile Island and Chernobyl might not be I

11 exactly applicable.
! t

12 But as regards Three Mile Island, there was a

j . great deal of confusion. The State authorities were having13

( ()'

14 some difficulty deciding whether to recommend an evacuation,

15 reportern were pressing to know when will you issue anj

16 evacuation order which put pressure on State officials to do
!

]
17 something, and consequently during this entire period people

i
j 18 were driving, leaving the area, over a period of days.
i

i 19 In other words, it all wasn't happening the way

20 Dr. Cole's research indicates, and I happen to agree, would;

i
i 21 happen in Long Island if something were to go wrong at
i

22 Shoreham, but I think that is because we just now have aj
1

j 23 memory of what did happen previously at Three Mile Island
,

i

|
24 and Chernobyl, so I am not sure it is the exact same thing,

|

| 25 but I will be glad to walk through Three Mile Island if you
i

()
!
!
1

i
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I

-( '} want to. I am just not sure it is applicable.

2 A (Witness Cole) Excuse me, I would like to add

3 to the answer. One of the findings that emerge in all of my

d research at Shoreham, that impressed me at least, it just

5 seemed to me why would so many people leave immediately? It

6 is hard to believe.

7 I look at these results and I see that 53

8 percent of everybody on Long Island is going to leave at 7

9 a.m., as soon as they hear the first EBS message.

10 It seems a little hard to believe. But in the

13 focus groups, I really gained a lot of insight into why this |

12 is, and now I think I understand it.

13 Everybody on Long Island -- well, not everybody,;

'( Id but the majority of the people on Long Island have -- they
.

15 have two fears in relation to Shoreham; they have fears that

16 they would be exposed to dangerous levels of radiation from

37 an accident, but they have another fear.
'

18 They have a fear that they can't get out. You

19 have a very peculiar geography on Long Island which is

20 different from THI, as everybody knows.

21 Most people believe that it is impossible to

22 evacuate Long Is.and. We have had that in one survey after

23 another.

2d They believe that it is impossible to get out.
,

25 That the traffic will be horrible. That there will be

1

>
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(]) disorderly conduct on the road. That it will be dangerous,1

2 and therefore, one of the reasons I believe why people say
3 that they will leave immediately, and why they won't await

4 additional information here, whereas they did at TMI, is

5 because they feel if they don't leave immediately on Long
6 Island, they can't get out.

7 It is either leave now, or you are stuck. You

a have to get out right away, or you have no chance. People

9 express that over and over again in the focus groups, and I

10 think that helps explain why so many people would leave so
11 early, which was surprising to me.

12 Q And as part of your knowledge of emergency

13 behavior, are you generally familiar with responses in
~

14 hurricanes, earthquakes, floods, that sort of thing?

15 A I am not an expert in general on emergency

16 behavior. I am familiar with Dr. Mileti's and Dr. Russell

17 Dynes testimony on this matter, but this is not my area of

18 expertise in sociology.

19 Q Well, their testimony is a good start, but we

20 will leave it. Professor Saegert, is it your view that in

21 response to a first warning in emergencies, peoples behavior

22 is to flee?
,

23 A (Witness Saegert) I think you are making that

24 question too general for me to answer truthfully.

25 I think to answer it you have to distinguish

O

.
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- I between kinds of emergencies. There are, as you probably

2 know, models of behavior under emergency conditions, and )

3 responses, models of responses to warnings, and they usually
4 go through a stage of development in which the person first
5 becomes aware of the emergency.
6 Lindell and one of his colleagues have one of

-

7 these. My colleague, Neal Weinstein has another. And they

8 all depend upon convincing people that such an accident

9 could happen, and that the person involved could be

| 10 implicated in the harm that would be done, and that usually
!

Il depends on prior existing belief and information

12
| communicated during the emergency.
!

|, 13 In natural disasters, people usually believe
IL Id that they would not be harmed by a particular emergency.

15 That they personally may escape danger.
16 Then they have the second level of confirmation,

17 which is that they can see that if the house next door was

18 blown down and theirs was not, they did personally escape
19 danger.

20 Both of those were conditions that are

21 completely different than nuclear accident, in which people

22 first of all believe that they will be harmed, and so their

23 first response will be to leave.

24 You don't have to go through that long difficult

25 situation that you might go through if a flood were

.

.
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(} impending, or a hurricane was impending, of convincing1

2 people, and indeed in the focus group interviews we see that

3 people said I have lived through hurricanes, I didn't leave,

4 I didn't evacuate, but the minute I heard this message I

5 would go, because this is unknown to me because I won't know

! 6 when I have been exposed, and because it is much more

7 harmful in my opinion, than the likely consequence of a

8 hurricane.

9 Q Professor Saegert, is your view that you just

10 expressed borne out in the response to TMI?

11 A Well, I admit it was a different situation, in

12 that the first information on what was happening at TMI was

13 very. confusing, and the situation sort of gradually emerged.

14 I think that what happened when you codified the

15 EBS messages and so on, is that you have clarified the onset

16 of the emergency.

17 I think once having clarified that onset, you

is will get an immediate response.

19 MS. McCLESKEY: I am at a possible stopping

20 point, or I could go on for another fifteen or twenty

21 minutes, and then be at another. What would you like to do

22 about lunch?

23 JUDGE FRYE: Why don't we break for lunch at

24 this point, but before we do I have one question that I

25 would like to put to Dr. Cole.

()

. _. _ - _ . . .
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-() Dr. Cole, you indicated early on this morningI

2 that, as I recall, you did not use the term LERO or Local
,

3 Emergency Response Organization, because people would not

d know what that was.

5 Do you have any idea of any kind of an educated

6 guess as to what the response would have been had you used

7 that term instead of LILCO?

8 WITNESS COLE: Yeah. I don't think it would

9 have been much different. There now have been quite a
,

10 number of surveys of this type, behavioral intention

11 surveys, trying to measure what people would do in the case

12 of a nuclear accident at a nuclear plant, and they all show
i

13 the same thing. And they all use different wording, andr- ,

' 14 LILCO conducted surveys several years ago, I conducted

15 surveys for Newsday, a LILCO witness, Michael Lindell, has

16 conducted a survey.

17 All of these surveys, they all show the same

18 thing, that there will be a big evacuation shadow. So, when

19 you look at the consistency of these results, you have to

20 conclude that minor differences in the wording of questions

21 or in the placement of questions really aren't going to

22 affect the results.

23 It may change it a little here and there, but

24 that is not what we were aiming at doing. We weren't really

25 aiming and seeing if 50 percent or 55 percent would

' . (.
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(_) i evacuate; we were aimed at getting general pictures of what

2 people would do, and I don't think you would find any

3 difference if you added the LERO or some of the other terms

4 to the scenario. I think it would be more confusing, but I

5 think the responses would be essentially the same.
6 JUDGE FRYE: Substituting LERO for LILCO?

7 WITNESS COLE: Yes.

8 JUDGE FRYE: Thank you.

9 BY MS. Mc CLESKEY: (Continuing)

10 Q I have a follow-up question, and I hate to lose

11 it. Is it your view that changing the source of the

12 information in your questions would not have changed the
13 answers?

14 A (Witness Cole) In this situation that we have

is on Long Island, I think that LILCO has a particularly low

16 level of credibility.

17 I think that if the source of information was

18 something else, the Government, let's say, that you might
19 have had somewhat different answers, but I still think that

20 you would get -- if the messages were the same, just

21 changing the source to let's say the State or the County,
22 that you would still get a very heavy evacuation shadow.

23 Not, perhaps, quite as heavy as you would with

24 LILCO, because LILCO has particularly low credibility.

25 But with these messages and this scenario, just

O

- - - - -



-___-_ - ____________-____ _____________ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ - -__

71200606 3886
joewalsh

-
I changing the source of the information is not going to

2 change it substantially.

3 And the reason for that is that there aren't

d that many people who have high credibility. LILCO has very

5 low credibility, but then Government in our society doesn't

6 have a lot of credibility either. I think most people are

7 skeptical of government, so you are dealing with various

8 levels of lack of credibility, with LILCO being the lowest,

9 but the other sources also having low credibility.

10 Q And it is your view that if you had -- instead

" of saying, 'LILCO representatives,' the information you have
12 in your questions, if you had said, 'the Director of Local

13 Response in consultation with nuclear scientists, members of-

"U Id LILCO, The Suffolk County Executive, and members of the New

15 York State Department of Health,' say, and given the

16 information that it would not have changed the response?
17 A Not significantly.

|

| 18 MS. McCLESKEY: Thank you.
19 JUDGE PARIS: Did you get any information from

20 your focus groups to suggest whether a lot of people, or a

21 few people, would know what LERO is?

22 WITNESS COLE: Most people didn't know what it

23 was.

2d JUDGE PARIS: Never heard of it?

25 WITNESS COLE: No, they never heard of it, and
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() I they assumed that when we played the messages, and they
2 heard that this is the emergency broadcast system, I think

3 that was the first line in the EBS messages, they assumed

that it was the government that was making the announcement.4

4

5 Now, in part of the focus groups, I informed the
,

6 people that the messages came from LILCO because that is

7 what they would have learned from the media, which would

8 have been covering the whole event.

9 They would have learned that LERO was a LILCO

10 organization, and that the message information came from

Il LILCO, so I tried to sort of fill them in with a little

12
g background information which they might have gotten, or
:

13 which they definitely would have gotten from the media, butO
14 most people, I don't think would have known what LERO was.

15 Some of them did; some of them were more

16 informed. But most of them didn't.

i 17 BY MS. MC CLESKEY: (Continuing)

18 Q Professor Cole, do you think it is fair to say

19 that people thought that the EBS system, when you announced;

; 20 it, was the Government, because they view that as an

f 21 official source of information?

22 A (Witness Cole) Some people seem to have the

23 assumption that the emergency broadcast system was run by

! 24 the Government. I don't know how they got that assumption,

25 but that is what some people assumed.

(
t

4
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I Q And is it fair to say that those people who

2 assume that view the EBS system is an official source of

3 information?

4 A Jul official?

5 Q Yes.

6 A I don't know.

7 Q Don't know?

8 JUDGE FRYE: Do most people in your experience

9 view the radio as a reliable source of information?

10 WITNESS COLE: I don't think it is the radio so

il much as to who is speaking on the radio. You know, somebody

12 speaking who has high credibility in the community, they are

13 going to believe that person. If it is somebody who has low'

;.

i ' 14 credibility, and all the surveys have shown that LILCO just

15 has very low credibility, they are not going to believe that

16 person.

17 In the focus groups, I remember there was one

is little discussion where somebody didn't know who J. Kessler

19 was, and so I said what if the media said that J. Kesslerj

20 was a LILCO employee, and the immediate response from

21 somebody in the group, oh, I would leave immediately then.

22; If it was LILCO that was saying this, I wouldn't believe it.
4

23 I mean, they clearly have very low credibility.

24 JUDGE FRYE: Shall we break for lunch? We will

25 be back at 1:30.

i !C )
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1 (Whereupon, a luncheon recess was taken at 12:00

2 noon, to reconvene at 1:30 p.m., this same day.)

3
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AFTERNOON SESSION

2

(1:30 p.m.)
,

JUDGE FRYE: Shall we go back on the record?
,

Whereupon,
,

1 PHILIP EVANS
. 6

SUSAN C. SAEGERT
7

STEPHEN COLE,

! 8

and
,

SPENCER FORD ROWAN, JR.
,

j resumed the witness stand and, having previously been duly
,,

sworn, were further examined and testified as follows:
,

CROSS EXAMINATION
13

[[ ) BY MS. MC CLESKEY: (Continuing)
7

14"

) Q Professor Cole, one final matter and then I
j 15

promise we will leave your survey. On Tables 2, 3 and 4 of
16

your report, the tables that deal with questions -- the

answers to Questions 12, 13 and 14 and 15, do you have with

i you information that you could tell us the sample sizes for
.| 19
'

each of the respondent groups?
20,

'
can you tell us, for example, how many people

21
.

) were left after Question 12 to respond to Question 13?

Do you understand my question? Am I being
23

unclear?
24

A (Witness Cole) I think I might understand. If'

25;

you will give me a few seconds to think. Well, the way we

!O
.

4

. _ _.._ .. _ -.._ __ __.. _ .. _ _ _ . _ _- _ . _ _ _ .. __
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computed these, they are cumulative --
2

Q Okay.
3

A -- so the sample size is the same for every
4

table, and those are essentially the total sample sizes for
5

that geographical area. For example, in the EPZ it's close
6

to 400 and in the Suffolk -- outside the EPZ, it's 620
7

something, and Nassau is about 500 or whatever. So, the
8

sample sizes are identical and these are cumulative.
9

Q Let me do it this way. Look in the first column
10

on Table 2 on Page 21, the percentage, 68 percent --

A Yes.
12

Q Okay. That means that in response to Questions
13.

.{ ) 12 and 13 together, 68 percent of the people who live in

Nassau County responded they would leave home and go further
15

away from the plant --
16

A Yes.
17

Q -- is that right?
| 18

A Yes. Yes.
,

19
*

! Q All right. And, I take it that unless -- can
20

,

you tell me, of that 68 percent, how many people responded
21

to Question 12 who lived in Nassau that they would leave,

22

; home and go further away from the plant, and how many
23

additional people responded in 137
24:

! A Well, you could certainly -- you or I could
25

certainly compute it.

(

;
,
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Q Yeah.

A What we would do is, we would take the base for

Nassau -- let's see what the base is for Nassau.

(The witness is going through a document.)
,

Q Well, before we go into computing things, do you

have that data readily available with you?
7

A Here?
8

Q Yeah.
9

A No. I would have to compute it, or else I would

have to go back to the cross-tabs that you have.

O Okay. ,

A It's easily computable. Let's say it's 500

people, right. Okay. So, then you would say 52 percent of

500 people, you compute what that is and then you would look

at the difference between the 68 percent and the 52 percent,
16

and that would be the number of people.

Q Okay. Great. Right. Thanks. Professor Cole,

in your view, what's the difference between the

questionnaire method and focus group interviews?

A They are very, very, very different. I mean,

first of all, a questionnaire has as its aim to study a

random sample of people and to look at the results obtained
23

from that sample and then make generalizations to a

population.

So, the first difference is that you have a
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' random sample and your intention is to make a generalization
2

from that sample to the population.
3

A focus group, you are not aiming at making any
4

generalizations. It's not a quantitative survey. You are
5

not aiming at saying 55 percent of all people believe this.
6

You are more interested in gaining an understanding for why
7

people feel the way they do.
8

So, the aims are different and the methods are
9

very different. They are not similar.
10

Q Okay. How many people participated in each of

your three focus groups?
12

A There were a total of 49, and the numbers in
13

({} each are indicated on the Attachment 16 I think. There were

nine in the first; there were 24 in the second; and, 16 in
15

the third.
16

Q How did you choose these people?
17

A What we did is, we had a random list of
18

telephone numbers from exchanges that were in the EPZ and
i 19

bordering the EPZ. This is the same way that you would
20

choose people for a telephone survey.
21

Co, we had a computer generate a list of random
22

telephone numbers. We then called the people up, and using
23

the protocol which is Attachment 15, we had interviewers,
| 24

professionally trained interviewers, go through this
25

protocol and essentially told people about what we wanted to

O

.
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\
do and asked them if they were interested in participating.

2

| 3

If they were interested in participating, we |

qualified them in a few different ways and then gave them
,

directions to come to the -- these were done at the State
6

University of New York at Stony Brook.

Q Did you know any of these people?

A No.
9

Q And, I see from your table in Attachment 16 that

in the first group, five people came from outside the 10-

mile zone and four came from within; is that right?

A Yes.
13

( Q Are those figures correct?

A Yes.
15

Q And, then in the second group, 20 came from
16

outside the 10-mile zone and four came from within?
17

A Right.

Q And, in the third group, three people lived
19

outside the 10-mile zone and 13 lived within?
20

A Right.
21

Q Did you ask people where they lived and look at

their address and determine this, or did you ask them if
23

they lived inside the zone?
24

How did you get this information?
25

A We looked at the zip code.
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Q Now, what kinds of determinations, if any, did
2

you make about varying the demographics of the group?,

A I don't quite understand your question.
4

0 Well, did you decide beforehand that for each
5

group you wanted a certain number of women, a certain number
6

of men, a certain number of people in a particular age
7

bracket, a certain number of people who held certain beliefs
8

about nuclear power or not, that sort of thing?
9

A Yes. Essentially, what we wanted to do is to
,

r 10
'

get roughly half men and half women, and then we wanted the

| people to have the same attitudes roughly towards Shoreham
12

as the population.
13

{]) So, we did ask them questions on -- do you think

that LILCO should be allowed to operate the Shoreham Nuclear
15

Power Plant to generate electricity? And, we tried to make
16

sure that the composition of the focus groups as a whole
17

would be similar to that of the population on this issue
18

since obviously that was an issue which could effect their
19

attitudes towards evacuation.'

20

Q And, you used the data from your questionnaire
21

to determine the response of the population as a whole?
22

A Well, there were two. First, from the first;

23

questionnaire, yes.
,

! 24

Q Right. And, then you asked people the questions
25

that are included in the documents labeled Attachment 15 to

O

:
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Iyour testimony, right?
2

A 15 was a recruiting document. And I would like

to -- I don't know if this was in the final testimony, but I
,

remember writing this. When you do focus groups, one of
,

your main problems is you get people who will say they will4

,

come to the focus group, and then they don't actually show
,

up. So, you do what the airlines do; you overbook.

If you intend to have 15, you get 25. So, what
9

we did is, when we booked them we had them so that it was

roughly the same distribution on the Shoreham question as in

the population, determined by the questionnaire.

But, we had no control over who would show up.
, ,

13

A/~'NJ 14
.So, the answers here tell you who actually showed up,

because we had them re-answer the question once they showed
15

up.
16

Q And, you served as moderator for all three

groups?

A Yes.
19

0 Do you do focus groups frequently in your work?

A I wouldn't say frequently, but I have done them

quite a number of ti:nes before. I don't do them as often as

I do quantitative surveys but I have done them at least five

or six times in the past.

And, I've done a lot of qualitative

interviewing, hundreds of qualitative interviews in the,

'.O

- __ _- . - . . - . . . .



_ _ . _ -- . ._ - -

'

71200707 3897
cuewalsh

'. i
>

past, one-on-one interviews.

Q And, you would equate the one-on-one interviews

with the focus group work?
,

A Pretty much. The same kind of techniques and
'

skills that are used in doing what we call an open-ended
I 6

focus interview would be required in moderating a focus

group.
i 8

But, I've done both. I have done focus groups

for LILCO, in fact.
10

,

Q Okay. So, when you say that you equate the one-

i on-one interviewing and the focus groups, that's from your
12

perspective as interviewer.<

13

[]} A I'm saying that the experience that I've had in

doing one-on-one interviews was used in preparation for

.
doing focus groups. But, I've done both focus groups and

! 16

i individual qualitative interviews, a lot of them in the
17

past. I started doing this research for my doctoral
18

dissertation in the 1960s.
19

Q You would agree with me, though, that as a
20

,

method a one-on-one interview is very different from getting
21

a group of people together to talk about an issue, wouldn't
22

I you?
{ 23
'

A Oh, yes. Yeah, it's different because you don't
| 24

: have obviously the interaction between the different
j 25

| participants .

()
,
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'x J Q Right. And, that interaction can sometimes-

effect what's spoken about and what opinions are formed and

also articulated, right?

A Most definitely. And, that's why we chose the
,

focus group format for this particular study, because we

felt that when people -- if there were an accident at
,

Shoreham that people would be making their decisions in a

social setting, that they would be discussing what to do and

the information with their family, with their neighbors,

with anybody else that they saw. And, that the most
,,

realistic situation in which the study, the reactions to the

EDS messages, was in a group situation in which people could
13

'

W(3
talk about it.

'J 14

We could quite easily have interviewed 50 people
15

qualitatively in a one-on-one situation. There wouldn't
16

have been any significant difference in costs or analysis

time in doing that, but we purposely chose the focus group

situation because it most closely represented what we felt

would be the real situation people would face.

O Right. These other five or six focus groups

that you have done in the past, what generally has been the

purpose for doing them?
23

A I did some for LILCO on nuclear power and

attitudes towards LILCO. LILCO employed me and my

corporation to study why people had negative attitudes
;g
'Y
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2 towards LILCO, in particular why they believe women have

3 more negative attitudes than men.

4 And, we did a whole series of research,

5 including several surveys and individual interviews and

6 focus groups. It resulted in a report that we issued to

7 them. That was back in 1981.

8 I have done focus groups for "Newsday" on

9 several different issues also.

10

!
11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19 .

20

21

22

23

24

25

O

_ - -
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Q Do you generally do the focus groups in
'

connection with administering a questionnaire on similar

subjects?
,

A Generally my strategy, the way I like to do it,
,

I believe it is best to combine qualitative and quantitative

research.
,

If I have some say in what is done, I will try

to combine the two.
,

| JUDGE FRYE Do you generally do a focus group
|| 10

'

as part of a survey?

WITNESS COLE: Unfortunately, no, because most

clients aren't willing to pay for them. They wane. hard
13

numbers, but then most clients aren't willing to pay for the

focus group. I think they would benefit a lot by doing the
15

focus groups, which I believe are very revealing, so I
16

haven't done nearly as many focus groups as I have surveys,

but when I have done the focus groups, generally it has been

in connection with some surveys.

JUDGE FRYE: That was the point of my question.

They usually aren't done independently of a survey.

WITNESS COLE: Sometimes they are, but in my

situation most of the time they have been part of a big
project, in which we use several different techniques. One

will be focus groups, and the other will be survey.

BY MS. MC CLESKEY: (Continuing)

!O

- -
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Q The five or six other times you have done these

focus groups, have you done them before the questionnaire or
I after?

4

A (Witness Cole) Both.
5

Q You have done both. So, you have used focus
6

groups to mold the questionnaire?
7

A Sometimes if you don't know too much about the
8

situation that you are studying, the best thing to do is to

start out with qualitative interviews; find out what people
10

think and to really learn.

It is a learning experience for the researcher,
12

and then you need that information in order to make up the
13

{} questionnaire.

The situation we are talking about here is
15

crystal clear what we wanted to know. We had a very
16

specific event that we wanted to know how people would react

to those messages, so there was no need to do focus groups

before the survey.
19

Q You would agree with me, wouldn't you, that you
20

wouldn't have a statistical basis to generalize from the
21

opinions expressed in the focus group to the general
22

population on Long Island?
23

A That is correct. I would not make any
24

statistical statements in the sense of numbers. I think you
25

might be able to say that a lot, or many people feel this

O
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way, but to quantify it more than that, no. ;,

Q Okay. Now, we received -- Long Island Lighting

company, through your counsel, received copies of the tapes
,

of the focus groups this past Friday, and the tapes are
,

garbled. Do you have the originals of the tapes?
,

A Yes. !
,

Q And have you listened to them since you

conducted the focus groups?
,

A Parts of them, yes.

Q Can you understand them?
,,

A Yes. I was there. That is a big difference,

you see. It is very hard to transcribe focus groups, by the

{ very nature of the situation.

You have two mikes, and you have up to twenty-

some odd people sitting there, and they can all be talking

at once, and when these people are talking at once, it is

very hard to pick it all up, so it is a very difficult task

to get a precise transcript of a focus group.

MS. McCLESKEY: Okay. I am going to hand out

transcripts of the three focus groups provide by your

counsel to us on March 2nd, and I would like to have them

marked as LILCO Exhibits -- and you will have to help me

out, Judge Frye. I am not sure what number we are up to.

JUDGE FRYE: I don't have that with me.
25

MS. McCLESKEY: Can we agree I will go look it
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2

JUDGE PARIS: These are transcripts of the

garbled tapes?
4

MS. McCLESKEY: These are transcripts that were
5

provided to us on March 2nd in response to a request for the
6

transcripts of the focus groups They are from Suffolk
7

County.
8

MR. ZAHNLEUTER: According to my records, this
9

would be Exhibit 5.
10

JUDGE FRYE: Do you want it as 5, 6, and 7?

MS. McCLESKEY: Right. The first one will be 5,
12

the second one will be 6, and the third, 7.
13

;{ } (The above referenced documents

are marked LILCO Exercise Exhibits
15

5, 6, and 7, for identification.)
16

MS. McCLESKEY: Now, I am also handing out three
11

revised transcripts that were received last Friday, April
18

24th. You can distinguish the old transcripts from the new
19

by the size of the type. The old transcripts are in smaller
20

type, and I would like to have those marked as 8, 9, and
21

10.
22

(The above referenced documents
23

are marked LILCO Exercise Exhibits
24

8, 9, and 10, for identification.)
25

JUDGE PARIS: Are you going to tell us what,

O
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V ' revised' means?

MS. McCLESKEY: Well, I am hoping that Professor

Cole would be able to tell us.
4

JUDGE PARIS: You also got these from suffolk?
,

MS. McCLESKEY: Yes, sir. They were provided to

us by counsel for Suffolk County this last Friday.

JUDGE PARIS: Were the first provided before

Friday?

MS. McCLESKEY: Yes, sir. What we have numbered

Exhibits 5, 6, and 7 were provided on March 2nd.
,,

JUDGE PARIS: Okay. Thank you.

MS. McCLESKEY: Just so that everyone is

[ straight, the old transcripts provided are 5, 6, and 7; and

the new ones are 8, 9, and 10.
15

BY MS. MC CLESKEY: (Continuing)
16

0 Now, Professor Cole, have you seen either sets

of these transcripts before?

A (Witness Cole) I saw the ones that you received
19

earlier, which were done by an employee of mine. And I saw

very briefly yesterday the edited redone version of the
21

first group, but I did not have a chance to really study

that, so I am only really familiar with the ones that my
23

employee did.

Q Professor Saegert, have you read the transcripts

of the focus groups?

,
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A (Witness Saegert) The first set.

Q Have you listened to the tapes!,

A No, I didn't.
4

Q Mr. Evans, have you read the transcripts of the

focus groups?
6

A (Witness Evans) No, I have not.
7

Q Have you listened to the tapes?
8

A No.
9

j Q Mr. Rowan, have you read the transcripts of the
to

focus groups?

A (Witness Rowan) No, I have not.

Q Have you listened to the tapes?
i 13

i C) ^ "-
is

'

Q Okay.
i

15

4 JUDGE PARIS: Since Dr. Cole has not seen this
16

revised one until yesterday, I would like to ask who revised
17

. it?
I 18

i WITNESS COLE: As I understand it, some
! 19

; secretaries at Kirkpatrick & Lockhart took the original
20

4

tapes and went over it.
! 21

] These are very hard to decipher, these tapes,
22

because people are talking at once. It is hard to maintain
23

order. You want people to be spontaneous; you want them to
24

say what is on their mind, so you don't want to tell people
25

to shut up.,

():

.
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On the other hand, people talk at the same time,
,

so these tapes are hard to follow. They are hard to

transcribe, and what I did, I followed the normal
,

procedure. We transcribed this as best we could, picking up
,

whatever we could.
6

Then, and I don't know for what reason, but it

was decided to go over them again, and they spend a lot more

time and a lot more resources than we had, and they picked
,

up some additional material that other people were saying,

or words that the original secretary had typed incorrectly,
,,

so that essentially there are some what I would characterize

as minor differences. Some things which are left out of

this transcript, which are in this one.,

This (pointing) is a point complete transcript.

JUDGE PARIS: Okay, thank you.
16

BY MS. MC CLESKEY: (Continuing)

Q Now, let me ask you --

MS. LETSCHE: If I might just add, since there

is a reference to Kirkpatrick & Lockhart, the reason why is

Dr. Cole was out of the country at the time this process was

going on, and so rather than -- he was, literally
unreachable, so we had -- rather than trying to ask his

employees to retype or to re-listen or whatever, we used

people at our law firm to listen to them, and to re-

transcribe them.

D

.
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MS. McCLESKEY: Well, if Ms. Letsche is going to
2

testify, why was there a need for a re-transcription?

MS. LETSCHE: I don't know that there was at
4

all. We just had them redone again, because we had not
,

listened to the tapes. No one had listened to the tapes
6

except Dr. Cole and his employees.

JUDGE FRYE: And when were they done again?
8

MS. LETSCHE: They were redone in the middle of

last week, I believe. Because Dr. Cole was out of the
10

country, we did not physically have possession of the tapes,

and it was after we were able to get ahold of the tapes that

we had somebody re-transcribe them.
: 13

JUDGE FRYE: Thank you.{}
'

BY MS. MC CLESKEY: (Continuing)

! Q Professor Cole, neither set of transcripts
16

i distinguishes one speaker from another. That is, if person
17

number one, and we will call him John, has spoken
18

throughout, there is no way of knowing who was speaking at
19

; any particular time, is that right?

A (Witness Cole) Not from the transcripts.
21

Q Just from the tape?
i 22

A Just from the tape, and since I was there, I
23

have a firsthand experience with it and, therefore, when I
24

analyzed the report, I remember who said what for the most
25

part. Not altogether, but you are correct in saying there 1,

() .

;

I

!
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is n way fr m the transcript in distinguishing one
2

respondent from another.
3

Q Did everyone in each of your focus groups speak
,

at least once?
,

A Yes.
6

Q And I take it that there were people who spoke
,

more frequently, and people who spoke less frequently?

A Yes.

Q But everyone spoke at least once?-

A Yes.
,,

Q Did you go in with a script of any sort?,

A I went in with an outline of questions that I
13*

~

wanted to cover, but primarily what we did was just play the
"

EBS messages, and then have the people discuss them.

There were a series of questions and notes that

| I wrote to myself of topics that I wanted to make sure we
; 17

covered, but generally the people would start to talk about

'those things without prompting.
19

t 0 Is it fair to say that the list of issues that

you identified before going in were all discussed during the

'
course of the focus groups?

: 22
'

A Did the people in the focus groups discuss
23

everything that I wanted them to discuss?
24

Q Yes.
25

,

A Yes.

!O
,

i
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( Q And did you raise all the issues that you had
2

intended to raise as moderator?
3

A Yes.
4

Q And you say that you played the EBS messages.
,

Could you describe for us how that was done?
6

A Yes. It was a long seminar room, with a big

table, and the participants were sitting around the table
8

and I was sitting at the head of the table, and then over on
9

the side of the room there was another table with several
10

tape recorders and some speakers, and the EBS messages were ]
recorded on a tape and I asked the audio person to play the

12

first message, and that was played through the speakers.
13

{) The respondents listened to it, and then we

stopped the EBS messages, and the discussion started, which
15

was recorded.
16

Q So, you had pre-recorded the EBS messages that
17

were used during the exercise?
18

A Yes.
19

Q You had someone just read them onto a tape?
20

A Yes.
21

Q Was the reader male or female?
22

A Male.
23

Q Did you play all the messages to each focus
24

group?
25

A All your EBS messages?

O
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A No, only the ones that were indicated here. 1,
3

2, 3, 5, 7, and I think 8, and I will check that.
,

Q EBS messages numbered 1, 2, 3, 5, 7, ard, 8 were
,

played in each focus group?

A I will have to check the last -- I don't know
1

i whether we played 6 or not. We definitely did not play 4,
'

e

and we did not play 9. I would have to go back and check.

Q How did you choose which ones you wanted to play

| for the focus groups?
,

A Well, we certainly wanted the earlier ones. We

wanted to know how people would react as soon as they heard

about the accident, and then we picked out the ones which we

thought had the most new information.

Obviously, 4 as I recall was pretty much a

repetition of 3. There was not much new. And then 5 was

the first one that called for an evacuation, and then we

played one that had a much more of an evacuation.

So, essentially we picked out those which we

felt showed the changes in the scenario, but we particularly

were interested in getting the responses to the first three
,

of them.
23

0 What was the date of the polling that you did?

It was around Christmas time, wasn't it?
25

A It was all done in December. It is indicated in
,7
.V

.
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(>) the report that it was finished before New Years.

Q And what was the date of the focus groups?

A One of them was on January 20th, and the other
4

two were on February 7th.
5

0 Were there any particular reasons why the focus
6

groups were done on these dates? Just your convenience, or -
7

-

8

A It was just when it fit into my schedule, and

when we were able to get the necessary people to do the

recruiting.

O Now, did you have the EBS messages read more
12

than once to the groups?
13

- (~} A The first focus group that we did, we started to
\_/ 14

read the messages -- play the messages twice, and I think we
15

did that all the way until the end. I tried to skip them,
16

because it was clear that the people were getting impatient
17

with them.
18

But the other two groups, we only played them
19

once. On the basis of the first group, I decided that I was
20

not getting any additional information by playing these
21

messages twice. This was annoying the participants to have
22

to listen to them twice.
23

Q Now, when you played them twice, did you play
24

them twice in a row, and then start the discussion? Is that
25

how it worked?

O .

-
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'd A Yes. We would play it once, and then we would
7

say: Okay, now imagine that fifteen minutes later you heard
,

this message, and we played it over again.
,

0 Will you turn to page 175 of your testimony,
5

please?
,

A Yes.
,

O All right. Do you see there that the speaker

has said, according to your testimony, I live a half a mile
,

east of the plant, and I think I will make a nice gin and

tonic. I figure I have been exposed, and I will just sit it

out. Do you see that?

A Yes.
13

'

'(U O Will you turn to Page 6 of the transcript that
14

has been marked LILCO Exhibit No. 8, which is Focus Group

No. 1, new transcript.

A Yes.
17

0 Itave you got it? llave you got page 6, Professor

Cole?
19

A Yes, I do.
20

0 Okay. Could you look at the third entry on that

page, the third paragraph that has an, ~S" by it?

A Yeah.
23

Q And do you see the gin and tonic comment?

A Yes.
25

0 Would you read the remainder of the sentence
I

''\. ,!
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~

that doesn't appear in your testimony?
2

A ~And see how bad it is going to be."
3

Q Right. And that is not what is indicated in
4

your testimony, is it?
| 5

A No, but was that in this transcript?
6

Q So, your testimony was based on the old
7

transcripts?
8

i A My testimony was completely based upon the old
9

transcripts. I never saw this until last night.
10

Q Would you agree with me that the comment, 'and
11

see how bad it is going to be' indicates that the person is
12

going to wait for additional information?
13e_.' A This person, I remember this lady very well.

u i4
This person said that she was going to stay there, and she

15

wouldn't leave no matter what happened, and she said that
16

about all the messages.
11

I have looked over the transcript of the first
18

focus group, the redone transcript, and I have compared it
19

with this (pointing) transcript, and I believe that the
20

errors, if you will, that the secretary made in transcribing
21

this, or what was left out, are really minor and almost
22

random.
23

There are things that are in this corrected
24

transcript that would have been very useful, some little
25

sentences here and there and adding it to my testimony.

!C
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There are other things like this that you might point out,
2

but in general to me, my testimony would not have changed
3

substantively at all. Had I been working from this
4

transcript as opposed to this transcript.
5

'

In fact,.I mean it misunderstands the purpose of
6

| focus groups. A focus group isn't a deposition where every
7

| single word has to be taken down by a court reporter. I

i 8 i
; The idea in a focus group is to gain sort of an
} 9

insight and understanding as to how people think. You never
10

can get down everything in a focus group.
11

In fact, you could take these tapes and redo
12

them by other stenographers, and you are going to come out
13

with another version. There is so much overlay of different
,

people talking that you are going to get. minor differences
154

if you have different people transcribing them.'

16

The question is: What difference, if any, does
17.

3 that make? And I would argue that if you compare these two
18

transcripts and you look at them as a whole, that any
19

analyst, given these transcripts, and asked to come up and
20

analyze the meaning of these data, would come up with the
21,

same conclusions for both set of transcripts.
22

J That the things that were -- the errors that

I were made, omissions or whatever, were random and {
74

insignificant.
25

1

1

l

:
I

i

! -
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i.
I JUDGE PARIS: Dr. Cole, to get the record}

.

2 clarified with regard to the discrepancy that was pointed
,

3 out in your testimony would you read to us from page 5 of

4 the old transcript what was recorded in the old transcript,

5 the second answer from the bottom.
|

]
6 WITNESS COLE: Do you want me to just read it?

.

7 JUDGE PARIS: Yes, just read it.

i 8 WITNESS COLE: "I live a half a mile east of the

9 plant and I think I would make a nice gin and tonic. I

10 figure I've been exposed and I would just sit it out."

11 JUDGE PARIS: So that's what you had
'

12 transcribed.

I

,
13 WITNESS COLE: Yes. Apparently what happened is

14 that there was cross-talk, and the secretary who transcribed
i

| 15 this initially did not pick up the last couple of words.

} 16 It's extremely common in doing this kind of work.
j

17 BY MS. McCLESKEY:

1 18 Q You said that you had compared the new

19 transcript of focus group one to the told transcript?

20 A (Witness Cole) I said I briefly looked at the

: 21 corrections, the differences between the two to get a sense
1

22 of what kind of differences there were, and as far as I can

23 see substantively if I had been using this set of
g

i 24 transcripts here, the new set, my report would have been
:

|
i

| 25 substantively identical to what I have presented to you,

.

4

i

i

i
_ , . _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ . _ . _ _ _ . . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . - . , _ _ _ _ . _ _ . _ . __ . _ . _ _. . _ _ _ . . - - .
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1 Q Right. You've looked at the two transcripts and

2 you've determined that your testimony would not change?

3 A Based upon these two, yes.

4 Q When did you look at the two transcripts?

5 A Last night.

6 Q How much time did you spend on it?'

'

7 A Maybe 45 minutes, but there weren't many

a differences. I mean they were minor kinds of things. They

9 were things like what you reported, words left out or minor

10 kinds of changes.,

11 Q Will you turn to page 3 of the new focus group

12 transcript No. 1 which is marked Exhibit 8, and would youi

'

13 get out the old focus group transcript No. I which is marked

14 Exhibit No. 5.

15 A Yes.

16 Q Let's go through and compare some of the

17 changes.

18 On the new page 3 in the fourth entry where

19 there is a speaker, the last sentence says "However, on

20 LILCO's record you wouldn't believe that it," doesn't it?

21 A Yes.

22 Q And on the old page 3 it's the third entry on

23 the page which an "S" in front of it.

24 A Yes.

25 Q The entry says, "However, LILCO's record does

O

.
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I I
1 I not engender confidence," right?

2 A yes.

3 Q Is it your testimony that that was a

4 transcription error that you changed " engender confidence"

5 to "on LILCO's record you wouldn't believe it"?

6 A I couldn't tell. If we got out the tape and got

7 some electronics experts in here, as they did in Watergate,

8 we might be able to go over these tapes inch by inch and see

9 what was really said.

10 There were a lot of people that were talking at

11 once. I don't know. One of these could be right and the

12 other wrong, but to me it doesn't make any difference. To

, .
13 me whether or not you say on LILCO's record you wouldn't

14 believe it, or LILCO's record does not engender confidence.

15 I mean could you tell me what substantive difference that

16 makes? I don't see it.

17 Q Would you please turn to page 19 of the new

18 transcript for the focus group No. 1, and will you turn to

19 old page 14. That's Exhibit No. 5, page 14.

20 A yes.

21 Q The 8th entry with an "S" in front of it, the

22 third entry from the bottom ---

23 A yes.

24 Q --- which says, "I would go down in my

25 basement." Do you see that?

.

_ - - .-
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I{} 1 JUDGE PARIS: Excuse me, where are you? I don't

2 see it.

3 MS. McCLESKEY: I'm on the old transcript. I'm

4 sorry.

5 JUDGE PARIS: Oh, okay. |
|

6 WITNESS COLE: Yes, I see it. |

7 BY MS. McCLESKEY:

8 Q Do you see "I would go down in my basement"?
.

1

I9 A Yes.

10 Q Now on page 19 in the new transcript, the 5th

11 entry, and it's just about dead center of the page.
;

12 A Yes. )

. 13 Q Would you read what the complete sentence now
.

14 says?~

15 A "I would go down in my basement."

16 Q In the new transcript on page 197

17 A Oh. I thought you were referring to the old

is one. The new one says "I would go down in my basement and

19 listen to the radio." And the old one is "I would go down

20 in my basement."

,

21 Q Would you please turn to old page 19, and then
t

22 turn to new page 30.

23 (Witness complies.)

24 A Yes.

25 Q All right. On the old page 19 about dead center

. . - .. _ _- . . _ -
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.
I there is "The Moderator" and I guess that's you. Could you

2 please read what that says?
,

3 A "How would you feel if you saw people, your

4 neighbors, let's say, beginning to leave, because everybody

5 here apparently thinks that almost everybody is going to

6 leave. So if you saw your neighbors beginning to leave, how

7 would that make you feel?" <

8 Q Right. You just read the new transcript, which

9 is page 30 and marked Exhibit 8.

10 Now could you go back to the old transcript,

11 which is marked Exhibit 5, and read in what the old

12 transcription was. It's dead center of that page.

,
13 A "How would you feel if you saw your neighbors

( 14 beginning to leave?"

15 Q Right, and the new transcript added the two

16 sentences, "Because everyone here apparently thinks that

17 almost everybody is going to leave. So if you saw your

18 neighbors beginning to leave how would that make you feel,"

19 right?

20 A Yes.

21 Q Now was it generally true that people were

22 speaking over you as Moderator in these groups?

23 A Yes.

24 Q They interrupted you and spoke over you?

25 A It was a very free session and everybody was

!O
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1 talking. I didn't want to prevent people from speaking.

2 Everybody was talking at once. I tried to keep them in line

3 sometimes, and you'll notice that there are some places in

4 there where I asked people and I urged people to talk one at

5 a time because of the difficulty in transcribing it. But

6 every single focus group that I've ever been involved in

7 there has been the same difficulty that you have people

8 talking at once and it makes it hard to get exact, precise

9 transcripts.

10 Q Will you turn to the old transcript pages 27

11 through 28. i

i

12 (Witness complies.)

13 And then get out the new transcript and turn to

j 14 page 45.

15 (Witness complies.)

16 A Yes.

17 Q Now on the old transcript on page 27, the last

is question, which is by you, at the bottom of the page, do you

19 see it? It says "How clear?"

20 A Yes.

21 Q And if you turn the page the response is "Very

22 clear"? Do you see that?

23 A Yes.

24 Q In the new transcript on page 45 it's the second

25 Moderator entry on that page. Could you read that for us.

>

,
.
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. 1 A "How clear did you think this message was?"

2 Q Right, and what is the response in the new

3 transcript?

4 A " Contradictory."

5 Q Right. And is it your view that "Very clear"

6 was changed to " Contradictory" because of a typist's error?

7 A No. It was my view that there were two subjects

8 speaking at once and one person picked up one and the other

9 person picked up the other. But I should like to point out

10 that that what we have in the transcript that I evaluated

11 was "Very clear " In other words, a respondent said that

12 the message was very clear. And what we have in this

13 transcript, this new transcript is the respondent says that
,

() 14 the message was contradictory.

I
15 The only point I'm trying to make about this is,

16 yes, it is hard to transcribe these things. You could go

17 through them again and I'm sure come up with other minor

18 changes. But it's clear from this kind of example that

19 there was no intent in transcribing these things to delete

20 anything or to mold the way in which these things were being

21 utilized by selectively transcribing this. The secretary

22 who did it had no idea what these were being used for.

23 JUDGE PARIS: When you say the secretary who did

24 it had no idea what these were being used for, are you

25 talking about your secretary or Kirkpatrick and Lockhart ---

( .

. - - - - . _ --- . - - -.
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/~T 1 WITNESS COLE: No, my -- it actually wasn't my
| %-)
'

2 secretary. It was a person who I just hired for the

|
3 purposes of transcribing these tapes.

4 JUDGE PARIS: Was this person experienced in

5 transcribing tapes?

6 WITNESS COLE: Yes, and had done a lot of it.

7 BY MS. McCLESKEY:

8 Q Did you take the old transcripts and listen with

9 them to the tapes and check them?

10 A (Witness Cole) Not all the way through, no. I

11 just checked to make sure that the secretary had gotten

12 everything, because when I first looked at it it was clear

13 to me that there were some things that were left out. I

14 mean I knew that this wasn't a precise, word-for-word

15 transcript. I was there in the focus group ar.d I remember

16 specifically one man saying that he was going to get his 38

17 and he was going to use this revolver to steal a boat, and

18 that never came through on the transcript. Now apparently

19 it is on this transcript.

20 So I checked them to make sure that everything

21 was on, but I did not sit down and listen to the tapes word

22 for word and go over the transcripts with the tapes.

23 Q In order to know what people actually said, from

24 what I understand from what you have been describing, it is

25 fair to say that you would have to have been in the room,

O

_ -- - - - - - - -
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I have a transcript and have tapes that you could understand,

2 and even then you might not get it all right?

3 A It depends on what you mean by "know." I mean
,

4 it depends on what the purpose that you're doing things
*

5 for. If you're talking about exactly, precise transcripts

6 with the exact words of what every single person said in the

7 exact order, yes, you're right. If you're talking about

8 knowing what the reactions of these people were to these

9 messages, their attitudes, their sentiments, their feelings,

10 you will get the exact same view from reading this

11 transcript, the new transcript or any other transcript that

12 was made.

13 Q Do you think that somebody who says "I would go

()'
14 to the basement and listen to the radio" is giving the exact

15 same view as someone who says "I would go to the basement"?

16 A In that particular sentence the person is saying

17 something else, but that doesn't affect the conclusions that

18 you reach in the focus groups which aren't based upon a

19 particular sentence. You don't pull a particular sentence

. 20 out of context. What you do is you look at themes.

21 Perhaps you would like me to tell you how you

22 analyze focus groups. I would be happy to tell you how you4

23 go about analyzing focus groups. I mean you don't analyze
4

24 focus groups by looking for isolated sentences.

!
25 Q Why don't you tell us how you analyzed these

)'

,

!

!

$
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i

'() I particular focus groups.

2 A Okay. What you do is first you get the |
i

3 transcripts in front of you, and then you start to ---

4 Q Excuse me. And in this case you got the old

5 transcripts; is that what you did? ,

6 A Correct.

'

7 Q Could you try to make your response specific to

8 what you did this time around. So you got the old

9 transcripts that we've marked 5, 6 and 77

to A Right. Those were the only transcripts that I

11 had.

12 Q Right.
i

13 A Okay. I had the transcripts 5, 6 and 7 in front

14 of me. I had drafts of these transcripts before which I

i 15 checked against the tape, not verbatim, but just to make

16 sure that everything was on there. There were typing

17 errors, there were grammatical errors and these kinds of

; 18 things. We tried to clean that up, and then a new version

19 of the transcript was run off the word processor. So we had

i 20 a cleaned up version of the transcripts with typos out and

21 grammatical punctuation better.

22 Then you go through the transcript and you start

23 to look at themes. You're not interested in, you know,

24 precise sentences. You're looking for themes. So, for

25 example, you might start reading the first transcript and

O
:
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I somebody might say how afraid of radiation they are, or how

2 they felt that the message was frightening.

3 So you would then make a list of themes that

4 come up, and you would code the transcripts so that for each

5 theme that came up you would have a reference to the focus
i

1 6 group number and the page number. So, for example, the

7 first thing I see on page 3, something did happen, but they

8 were very big about it. Okay, they're talking about their

9 reactions to the clarity of the messages. So I would write

10 down clarity of messages. Then I would write down 1,

11 indicating focus group 1, then -3 indicating page 3.

12 Then I would go through all the transcripts and

.
13 I would have a series of quotations on that particular

) 14 theme. There might have been 15 different themes that came'

'
15 up in these focus groups.

16 Q Were there 15 themes in this particular set?

17 A Approximately. I don't remember exactly. There

18 are approximately 15 themes, yes, more or less.
I

19 Q And how many issues had you identified that you

20 wanted to talk about in your issues list before you went

21 into the focus group?

22 A Somewhat less than that.

!
23 Q Could you give us an idea of what those where?

24 A Well, I was very much interested in the clarity-

I 25 of the messages and how people responded to the messages and

(
.
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I I what they would do when the heard the messages, their

2 feeling about LILCO's credibility and those general kinds of

3 themes.

4 Q Were fear and panic two of your themes on your

5 list going in?

6 A I would have to check my actual notes, but I do

7 not think so. I think t'. tat this emerged from the group. As

8 I said, there were more themes which came up from the

9 analysis of the focus group transcripts than what I had on

10 my list of things that I was interested in.

11 Q Professor Cole, you say that you do have your

12 list of issues that you went into the focus group with?

13 A I might. I'm not sure. I would have to look

14 for it.

15 Q All right.

16 And in terms of, just from memory today, is it

17 your recollection that generally your list that you went in

18 with was all reflected in the themes that you got out of the

19 transcripts?

20 A I don't understand the question.

21 Q Does your list of issues that you went in as the

22 Moderator with appear on the list of themes that you took

23 out of the transcripts after they were transcribed?

24 A yes.

25 Q Every item that you went in with appears as one

O

_ _ - _ - - _. . - - - - .
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.
1 of the themes that people talked about?

2 A Sometimes they were fractionated. For example,
,

3 one of the things I was interested in was credibility, but

4 during the focus groups it turned out that suspicion,

5 something I called suspicion emerged as a theme, that people

6 were extremely suspicious of anything which LILCO said. So

7 that when one EBS message was played, people would say I

8 don't believe them and I think it's going to get worse. And

9 people expressed this kind of suspicion over and over again.
'

10 So that was a theme which emerged from the focus

11 groups which I did not have on any list beforehand, but

12 which was related to a more general theme, let's say the

.
13 credibility issue. So that something like credibility when

'(,/ 14 I actually analyzed it might have been broken down into four

15 or five themes that emerged from the groups.

16 Then after you have this list, what you do is

17 you have a list of themes, maybe 15 different themes with

18 quotes. So then you decide some sort of order of how do you

19 want to talk about these themes.

20 Q And your quotes were from the old transcript?

21 A All the quotes were from the old transcript.

22 Q So, for example, the fellow who said that he

23 found the EBS messages very clear would be appearing on one

24 theme, and then when he changed into contradictory in the

'
25 new transcript he might appear on another theme?

!!C[)

,
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i A They were two different people probably who saidt

2 this, but I don't see what difference it makes.

3 Q How can one tell? f<

4 A Tell what?

5 Q If they were two different people or one person?

6 A Listen to the tape. Do you have the tapes here?

7 Q No, sir. They are unintelligible and we left

8 them in Richmond.

9 JUDGE FRYE: Are these video tapes or just

10 audio?

11 WITNESS COLE: They are audio tapes and they are

12 not unintelligible because they're -- depending upon what

13 you mean by unintelligible. I mean they are not crystal

14 clear.

15 JUDGE FRYE: I have no idea whether they are

16 unintelligible or not.

17 WITNESS COLE: Well, they were clear enough for

la one secretary to make this transcript and they were clear

19 enough for another secretary to make this transcript, and if

20 you compared these two transcripts, you'll see that 90

21 percent is identical. So they were far from unintelligible.

22 MS. McCLESKEY: Well, let's do that then. Let's

23 go through the transcripts for focus group No. 1 and

24 compare.

25 JUDGE PARIS: Do you think in this clear versus

O
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I

. I contradictory answer that there were two people whose voices

2 came through and one said contradictory and one said very
3 clear and the two transcribers, one heard one and one heard

4 the other?

5 WITNESS COLE: Probably. That would be my guess

6 because you're sitting there and you play a message, and

7 let's say there are 15 or 20 people there. And you say how

| 8 clear was that message to you and, you know, to some people
9 it's going to be clear and to other people it's not going to

:

,
10 be clear. I pointed that out in my testimony. So somebody

i

11 could have said very clear and somebody contradictory at the;

12 same time, and people will pick up different things.

13 JUDGE PARIS: Okay. Thank you,,

i ) 14 JUDGE FRYE: Knd then the group I gather would

15 probably head off in one direction or another. In other

16 words, the group as a group would probably decide, however,-

17 groups reach these decisions, that the message was either

18 clear or was contradictory and that would then I suppose be

r 19 reflected in their discussion.

i 20 WITNESS COLE: Well, not necessarily. There

] 21 would be some people -- you might have some closure as in a

22 jury let's say, you know. They don't have to reach a

j 23 decision. They are not any obligation to reach any ---

'
24 JUDGE FRYE: No. I guess I misspoke when I said

25 decision. I should say consensus I suppose would be a

!Q
,

,
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{} 1 better word.

2 WITNESS COLE: I'm saying it sometimes happened

3 that way, but frequently not. You had some people, for

4 example, who would just say that the messages were clear.
;

5 They understood them, they believed them and they believe

6 LILCO.
t

7 I remember there was one many who I said I

8 believe LILCO. I believe in the American worker, I have

9 faith in this and I have faith in what they tell me and I'm

10 going to do it.

11 There was another man who was in the military

12 who said he had had training in nuclear warfare and new

,
13 about radiation and he was telling the other people who to

~

14 decontaminate. He wasn't afraid about it. Some of these

15 people maintained their positions throughout, and there were

16 other people who were very distrustful of LILCO, hostile

j 17 towards LILCO and they maintained their positions, and there

is were other people who listened to both sides, so to speak

) 19 and the debate that developed and they would then formulate

20 an opinion.

21 In fact, some people said well, this is the

22 first time I've really thought about it in this way and now

23 I feel this way about it, which is a realistic situation

24 because if you had an accident at the plant, there would be

25 people who wouldn't have really thought about these issues
,

,

:

|

,
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. I and they would have to make some sort of a decision right

2 then as to what they would do. So it's a realistic kind of

3 situation in that sense.

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13
- .

14

15

16

17

18
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20

21

I

22
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25

!Q



I

71201010 3932
cuewalsh

1 i

JUDGE PARIS: It sounds like you were dealing
2

with human beings all right.
3

WITNESS COLE: Yes.,

MS. MC CLESKEY: I don't want to belabor this,
5

but I do have eight examples from the testimony that I think
6

it would profit going through with the quotations from the
7

8

said in the new transcript.
9

We haven't done a 24-karat job on this, because,g

we only got the new transcripts en Friday afternoon but we,j

have been through the first transcript and compared it tog

the old transcript, and I will not subject everyone in this

room to it, but I can represent that there is a change ony

almost every page. And, much of it is additional
,,

information that does not appear in the old transcript.
,,

JUDGE FRYE: Are the changes of the same nature
37

i

as the changes that we have been through so far?
ig

MS. MC CLESKEY: They vary. There are -- I will
39

19 Ve Y u an example. Turn to Page 176 of the testimony.
20

JUDGE PARIS: Let me understand what you just
21

said. You said for -- in almost every case there is ag

change. Do you mean a change from the change in the

testimony from what's in the old transcript, or a change in

what's in the old transcript and what's in the new

transcript?

. - - - - . _
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()
MS. MC CLESKEY: I mean a change from what's in

2

the old transcript to what's in the new transcript

JUDGE PARIS: Okay.

MS. MC CLESKEY: The testimony tends to mirror
,

the old transcript. And, if I understand what Professor

Cole has said, he used the old transcripts. So, that would
7

make some sense.
8

JUDGE PARIS: But, you didn't find discrepancies
9

between the old transcript and the testimony?

MS. MC CLESKEY: No, sir.

JUDGE PARIS: All right. Go ahead.

BY MS. MC CLESKEY: (Continuing)
13

({} Q And, you didn't change any of this testimony,

right? This morning, you didn't change --

A (Witness Cole) Oh, no. No.
16

Q All right.

A No. I don't believe that these differences that
18

I went over last night between one transcript from the other

makes the slightest bit of difference as far as my

substantive conclusions.
21

Q All right. Well, let's look --

JUDGE FRYE: You have made that quite clear.

WITNESS COLE: Right.

BY MS MC CLESKEY: (Continuing)

Q Let's just look at Page 176 of your testimony.
O
V

.
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A Yes.
2

0 And, could you please turn to Page 27 of the new
3

transcript of focus group Number 1, which is marked Exhibit,

5

A Yes.
6

Q Now, the last sentence of your excerpt at the, 7

bottom of your testimony at Page 176 says, "If you have beeng
*

exposed to so much radiation your chances are not good,",

right?
ig

A Yeah.ji

0 Look at the fifth entry on Page 27 of the new
12

transcript.
,3

A Yes.
34

0 Could you read the last two sentences into the
15

record for us?

A I would rather just stay home. If you have been,7

y g, your
f 18

chance of being so close...., , ,

0 And, this -- in the new transcript, it's clear
20

that the exposure that the person is referring to is from
; g

evacuation, isn't it?g

A Yes.g

0 okay.
.! 24

A This was a person who lived -- this happens to
25

j be the same person you spoke about before who said she would
'

.
.

|
'
'

- - - - _ . _ - _ - . . .- - - , -___- - - - . _ . . .- .. . . . _ - - . - - - ._--
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D take the gin and tonic who lived two miles from the plant,
,

was advised to evacuate and said she wouldn't evacuate under

any circumstances,
,

0 Okay.
s

JUDGE FRYE: Let me ask you a question. I'm

beginning to get the feeling that in order to properly
,

interpret the transcript or the tape you need to have been

present at the actual focus groups.
,

WITNESS COLE: I feel that in analyzing it, it's

very useful to be there which is why I did the moderation (u
myself, because it is hard to follow and to know which

person is which. And, the only easy way to do it is if you

are there. But, I don't --

JUDGE FRYE: That's why I asked if you had a

videotape, and you don't.

WITNESS COLE: No. It's too expensive.

JUDGE FRYE: With a videotape, you might be able

to follow particular individuals, their remarks, as they go

along.

WITNESS COLE: The costs involved in doing

videotapes are prohibitive. It's very expensive. Although

I believe it's useful to be there in order to actually do

the analysis, to write up the analysis, I really don't think

it makes much difference as far as reading it over.

WITNESS SAEGERT: I would like to comment on

O
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that, too, since I-did use the transcripts in my testimony.
2

I think that what you have to do, if you are going to do
3

that, to use the transcripts rather than having been there,,

is t be rather conservative.
5

I did exactly what Steve did, and I also had a
,

research assistant do it also to be sure that we were
7

P cking up things that were dominant, that we were noti
a

picking out one person or one kind of remark out of
9

context. And, so that meant going through these three
ig

transcripts at least four times; two people going through
33

them at least four times and being sure that when we pickedg

something out it was truly representative.
..

h And, that's what I find to be difficult about

the mode of questioning here, which is that it did not allow.
is

you to see that this is not one remark, but that there is a
,,

whole pattern of remarks. And, I think that if you would
j,

~~
# #

18

quoted enough that you probably did read quite a bit of it --
,,

that you will see that we are not -- I did not pick out
20

something that was not repeated in all focus groups for one

criteria and also try to determine whether this is somethingg

that was being raised in different ways by a number of

different people, which you can kind of tell by followingg

through the transcript, because you begin to piece together
25

their stories and they make reference again to what they

1

- - - .._ -- - - _ -- - .. . 1
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have said previously and so on.'

,

And, that's the kind of thing you have to do. I
3

could probably not be as risky in my judgment as Steve,
,

because he was there. But, I don't think it's at all
5

impossible for another person to interpret these.
,

WITNESS ROWAN: Could I elaborate on that for
,

just one second, because as someone who has been a reporter

very often I both take notes and have a tape recorder
,

running.

MS. MC CLESKEY: Judge Frye, I object to Mr.

Rowan or Mr. Evans elaborating on anything about these

transcripts. They have both testified they have never read

Q them and they did not listen to the tapes, and they are not

on the answers about them.
15

JUDGE FRYE: I think we had best limit it to the
16

witnesses who have been involved.

WITNESS COLE: May I add to what Dr. Saegert

said? When you develop a theme from these transcripts, you

have many, many quotes. I mean, you can see that if you

look at the testimony there are some pages that have two and

three pages colid of various quotes from people.

We are not looking to pick out a sentence here

or whatever. Unless you have a lot of people in all the

groups saying the same you ignore it, or else you could have

100 themes. We are looking for the basic sentiments of
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these people, the basic way they felt when they heard these'

2

messages.
3

And, that's why any minor changes here and,

there, adding whether somebody would listen to a radio or
5

somebody saying contradictory when another person said very
6

clear isn't going to make any difference, because you have
,

so many different people saying the same thing in differentg

words over and over again,,

JUDGE PARIS: After your transcriber preparedg

this first version of this old transcription, did you sayi,

y u went over it and identified things that you knew had
12

been said that were left out or changed things that had been

! said differently or something like that?
3,

What did you say?

WITNESS COLE: Yes, I did not go over it

listening to the tape piece by piece with the transcript.
,,

But, I listened to the tapes to make sure that all of it had;g

been put on and then there were places in which it looked to
,,

me wrong, since I had been there. And, then I went back in

and tried to get the transcriber to do it over again and

correct it.

And, we also cleaned up all the kinds of errors,g

typographical.
,,

JUDGE PARIS: You corrected it according to what

you remembered having been said?

- -
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'

WITNESS COLE: Nothing was put on there that
2

;
'

wasn't on the tape, but sometimes I would remember that it
! 3

was a comment. For example, I put one of Dr. Mileti's
,

hypotheses to these focus groups. I said, you know, LILCO
5

'

has claimed that people wouldn't leave if there was a
,

nuclear emergency, that the basic problem would be to get
,

people to leave. What do you think about this?
g

And, I remember looking at one of the first
9

drafts of the transcripts and I didn't find that on there.

So, I said something must have been wrong; she must haveg
3

missed that. I told her to go back over that, and then we1

12i

found that.
13

-/]} But, I did not do a line-by-line, inch-by-inch

comparison. And, the cost of doing that in time and money

would have been just much more than it's worth. You don't

gain much by -- maybe for some -- I don't know, for some

'
other purposes it might be worthwhile, but for the purposes

of analyzing these kinds of data, it's just not done that

w"Y"
20

i Most people take notes sometimes. It's only
i 21

recently that they even use tape recorders. Qualitative

work used to be done by anthropologists and by sociologists
i

: taking down notes. And, of course, they couldn't get exact
'

24

! verbatim transcripts, but some of the most famous and
i 25

| important work in cultural anthropology was done by people

()
i

i
i
;

- - - - - . - - - . - . - . . . . . . - - . - - . ,.-- - - - -- . - . , . - . - - - . , , _ . . - - - - .
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taking notes. It is only recently that we've had tape

2

|recorders, and they are a very substantial advantage.
3

JUDGE FRYE: Ms. McCleskey, it seems to me that
4

Probably these transcripts do speak for themselves. I can't
5

imagine that there is going to be any objection to their
6

introduction, given their source.
7

'
8

the time unless you think there is something that the,

witnesses can add that isn't reflected in the text of theg

two transcripts.g

MS. MC CLESKEY: No, sir. At this point, I'm
12

happy to stand on the text of the transcripts, given all of

LO the discussion that we have had.m

JUDGE FRYE: Okay. Let me, Professor Cole, ask
,,

if -- you mentioned anthropology just now. Is this focus

group technique something that's fairly new, or is this,7

something that has been evolving over a period of years in,g

the field in general?
,

WITNESS COLE: It's not new in the sense of theg

last ten years, but it probably wasn't done much before, g

World War II. It was developed mostly by people doingg

market research, and then it was started to be utilized by

people doing other kinds of research.
3

The general approach of doing qualitative
25

interviews, in-depth interviews, is very old. And, that

FO
-

|
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g es back a long time. But, getting a group of people

2

together and having them discuss a topic probably was

started after World War II when social science techniques
,

started to be applied to market research and other
,

commercial --

JUDGE FRYE: I see. And, it would have been

used in connection with surveys as you have used it here, I

suppose?
,

WITNESS COLE: Yes.
10

JUDGE FRYE: And it's, I gather from what you

say, a fairly accepted technique?

WITNESS COLE: Oh, yes, definitely. I mean,
13

Q practically all companies when they introduce new products

conduct lots of focus groups. They have the product there;

they have people come; they look at it, they talk about it

and they ask them questions about it.

Focus groups are done by political pollsters,

for example, of Peter Hart. The Democratic pollster

constantly does focus groups that are reported in "The Wall

Street Journal." He feels he can' find out more by talking

to 15 people in the mid-west, let's say, than by doing a big

survey.

You can gain a lot of insight into how people<

feel and why they feel a certain way by actually getting

real people to sit there and talk in an informal, open

.

--. - _ - - - --. ,- , - . - - - - _ , , , - _ , . _,m. ..- , , - , - . - - , - - - , , , - - - - - -
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(v) setting. Frequently, you have people observe them.
2

It might be interesting to conduct another focus
3

group, and we could do it here on Long Island and you could,

bserve them. You could sit behind the one-way mirror.
5

This is a facility that they have here. We didn't use that,
3

because we didn't have observers and we were trying to
7

reduce costs.
g

But, you can rent the focus group facility here
9

n L ng Island, a very nice facility in Great Neck, and we
10

could conduct other focus groups. And, the panel could sity,

behind the one-way mirror and observe them. This is doneg

all the time.
13

,

fS JUDGE FRYE: Has anybody done any work -- well,Nj 14

let me preface this, because it seems to me that perhaps
,,

what we are dealing with here in the work that you have done

is somewhat different than a market survey, in that -- to
37

take a mundane example, I can sit here and say: Oh, sure, Ijg

will dive off the high dive but when I get up on the high
,,

dive I might change my mind after looking at the height.
20

Has anyone done any work that would reveal how

accurate the survey and the focus group results would be

when it's conducted as it was here about a hypothetical

emergency?

WITNESS COLE: There is no way to precisely

determine that. As you know, there haven't been any other
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nuclear emergencies other than Three Mile Island, so we

constantly come back to talking about that.

In that case, people did --
,

JUDGE FRYE: How about other emergencies? I
,

mean, natural -- hurricanes, what have you? I don't know
,

whether this sort of work has been done in that context or
,

not.
8

WITNESS COLE: I am not familiar with it.
9

Perhaps Dr. Saegert is. I'm not sure.

MS. MC CLESKEY: Judge Frye, may I make sure I

understand your question? Your question is whether anyone

has gone back after an emergency having done a pre-emergency
13 .

Q survey? No.
,

JUDGE FRYE: It's basically a validation
15

question. Have studies been validated in the sense that

people have looked at surveys taken in a hypothetical

emergency situation and seen whether those results held true
g

when the real emergency came along?

MS. MC CLESKEY: For a particular emergency?

You would want it --
21

JUDGE FRYE: It would almost have to be, from
22

what the experts tell me.

WITNESS SAEGERT: I don't think so. Most
24,

disaster research is post hoc. It's conducted after the

emergency.

,

,,--- . - - - - - - - - _ , . . - . . . - - , , ~ . , , , - - . - ,,,__- - , _ - --_ - ,,-. - , . , - -, ---
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If y u 1 k at a lot of the work that Dr. Mileti
2

has done himself --
3

JUDGE FRYE: I'm sorry, Doctor?,

WITNESS SAEGERT: Dr. Mileti has done and that
5

he referred to the disaster research. First of all, it's
6

qualitative and less systematic than what Dr. Cole did.
,

Usually, they go in and speak to people who were
8

in some way involved in the emergency. If you read,

carefully their reports, they never specify theirg

procedure. They say this is what we found by talking to3,

people who were involved in the emergency and don't gog

beyond that,

8 ' I think the real frame of reference is tou
see that Dr. Cole has gone further than is typical in

15

disaster research in two ways. One, by conducting polls
,,

which are quantitative and is a great step forward over most
,,

of the research which is post hoc, not predictive and much
,3

of which is not quantitative, much of which is qualitative
,

without describing the method.g

In the focus group, he then went far enough to

describe the method and to tell us -- and even haveg

transcripts of what he actually said, whereas that is not

usually provided by much of the qualitative work that's in

the -- kind of the record in this area.
25

JUDGE FRYE: From what you are saying, I'm

.

, - . . . . - - - , - - - ~ , _ ,, . . . , -
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getting the impression that this was the only instance in j

which someone has undertaken this kind of a study? '

WITNESS SAEGERT: A focus group study? I

JUDGE FRYE: No, no. No, no. A survey and

'

focus group dealing with a hypothetical emergency situation
,

and seeking to find out how people would react.
7

WITNESS SAEGERT: As far as I know.
8

WITNESS ROWAN: Excuse me. My firm has done

those kinds of studies --

JUDGE FRYE: Oh, have you?

WITNESS ROWAN: -- regarding chemical

emergencies. Yeah, we have a consulting firm that does

survey research, although it has done none of the work that:
.

'
Dr. Cole has described. But, we do focus groups, and we do

15

media content analysis.
16

And, we've done it for a number of chemical

companies in community relation surveys to try to identify

the problems that people would have and see how they would

react to certain levels of emergency. Now, fortunately,

none of the clients that we have done work for have had a
21

spill so we could out if we predicted the reaction

correctly.
23

But, we do have a benchmark if that happens in

about 14 cities in the country now. So, we will one day be

able to at least compare whether our methodology can be
'

O

.
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Predicted. But, behavioral correlates is the hardest thing
2

to come up with.
3

One of the things you can do is, after you've,

done a study you can go back and try to find some of these
5

PeoP e and do more thorough questioning of them throughl
6

either personal interviews or bring them into a focus group
7

and find out if your quantitative survey has predicted
8

things about their behavior.
9

That's very sophisticated and very expensive tog

do, and it also requires that you kind of abandon a little
,,

,

bit the promises that this is an entirely random thing. You
12

; can target certain sub groups. But, if you start doing too

LO much of that -- for example, if you have a list of people
1.,

! that you know are particularly opposed to certain types of
15

industries and you phone them purposefully, you may be able
,,

to see if your questions could actually have predicted their,7

viewpoint. But, then you have to know what their viewpointsis

are,
,,

And, some survey researchers are very worriedg

about going across that line and actually targeting phone

calls, for example, to people. We don't do that. Sub-g

groups, yes; but, individuals, no.g

JUDGE FRYE: The purpose of the work you are

doing, I gather, is to advise your client as to what sort of

reaction they could expect in an emergency situation?*

.

- -- _- -_ - _ - - - _ . - - -
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WITNESS ROWAN: And, moreover to gear their
2

community relations program so that they can avoid that
3

problem, so --
,

JUDGE FRYE: I see.
5

WITNESS ROWAN: -- that they can do the kind of

communicating with the public, both through groups, through
,

' '
8

they will avoid the kind of problems or at least facilitate
,

the recovery if something does happen.

WITNESS COLE: I would like to point out oneg

additional thing. I mean, the real aim of these studies,

both the survey and the focus group is not to predict the
13

,

Q behavior or individuals.

JUDGE FRYE: No, I understand. It's to predict

sort of --
Ic,

WITNESS COLE: Sort of a population behavior.

'
18

what a particular individual said and what that person

actually did if there were to be an emergency, the results

of the survey could still be right.

! In fact, if you look at it statistically, in
i 22

order for there not to be a very broad evacuation shadow on

Long Island, you would have to have a large negative

correlation between what individuals say they will do and

; what they actually would do. If you just look at the

O
'

1

- _- _ _ . ._ - -_ _.-_- _- _ - -
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. I

marginal distributions of what people said, even if there'

2

was only a small positive correlation, you would still have
3

a massive evacuation shadow,
4

5

6

7

'

8

'

9

10

11
,

12

141

I 15

16

17

18;

19

20

21

22'

23

i 24

25

4

1
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WITNESS SAEGERT: I think Mr. Cole clarified
2

it. Most of it is in industry, and most of it is
3

proprietary, which is probably why there is less of it in
4

the public record, in the academic scholarly literature than
-5

exists. I think its validity is attested to mainly by the
6

amount of money spent on it rather than the amount --
7

JUDGE PARIS: Chemical companies don't want
8

people to know.
9

WITNESS ROWAN: Actually, I have to take slight
10

issue with that. What they want, the chemical industry, for
11

example, has gone out of its way now to set up voluntary
I2

mechanisms to communicate risk to its neighbors, which in
13

'

itself carries some risk, because you are telling them for

the first time about hazards that people may not have known
'

15
about.

16

This is a break from tradition, and yet that
17

risk for the industry is a better one to assume than to tell
18

them nothing because when something happens, ignorance
19

certainly is not bliss, and so involuntary actions like the
20

community awareness emergency response program of the
21

chemical manufacturers association, and in cooperative
22

ventures which led to Title 3 of the Super Fund Amendment,
23

which was just passed in the last session of congress, these
24

things have worked on trying to communicate risk to the
25

public, at least vis-a-vis chemicals and other hazards of

!

- -- _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ __ ._ _
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that sort.
2

So, while I agree with you in the past, I think
3

that attitude is changing,
a

JUDGE FRYE: Would this be a good time to take
5

our afternoon break? |

6

MS. McCLESKEY: Sure.
7

JUDGE FRYE: Lets take a break for 15 minutes.
8

(Whereupon, afternoon recess was taken at 2:45
9

p.m., to reconvene at 3:00 p.m., this same day.)
10

JUDGE FRYE: Are we ready to begin? I have a
11

few more questions. Do you mind, Ms. McCleskey?
12

MS. McCLESKEY: Not at all.
13

{ JUDGE FRYE: We were discussing the nature, I

suppose of the focus group technique, ,and I would like to
15

get your feeling if I could as to its verifiability as a
16

general proposition.
17

In other words, if I wanted to duplicate your
18

focus group experiment tomorrow, and went out and did so, it
19 .

would be a high probability that I would get the same
20

results? Is it verifiable in that sense, or not?
21

WITNESS COLE: Definitely, definitely. I would
22

love to do that, in fact. I would love to have this Court
23

observe another focus group conducted in the same way. We
24

would read the EBS messages. We could use another
25

moderator or whatever, and I am positive that you -- well,

-- --
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1

you would get variations. The themes that would emerge I
2

believe would be the same.
3

Maybe new theme would come up. If you have new
4

people, you might get some new things, you might get some
5

different nuances.
6

But the basic themes that came up over and over
7

again I am sure would come up if we were to repeat these
8

focus groups.
9

i

1 JUDGE SHON: Is that independent of the
10

1 investigator and everything else? I mean, if you had three
11

or four different investigators, all using similarly
: 12
'

selected groups, do you-really believe that each would come
13,

to the conclusion that there were, say, four dominant2

themes, and they would all look the same?
,

1 15

WITNESS COLE: It may not be that close that
16

there would be four dominant themes, but yes, I believe that
17

| unless the person who did the group purposely tried to bias
184

4 it in a particular way, if you had a professional moderator
19

following professional ethical standards moderating these
| 20

j groups, I am sure that they would come out the same.
21

j JUDGE SHON: How could a -- let me call it a
22

I secondary evaluator, somebody that is looking at the data,

! 23
how could such a person spot the hallmarks of the,

24
professional evaluator so that you would know by reading the

i 25

j transcript, let us say, that this person was being

;

5

!
l
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objective, and someone else was not?
24

In other words, how could I go through here and
3

tell for sure that you weren't biasing the results?
4

WITNESS COLE: You would have to see what I
5

said. Did I say things that were negative about LILCO, or
6

did I indicate in my talk that I thought the messages were
7

unclear or did I just ask: What do you think? Why do you
8

' think that? How come you feel that way? What would you do?
9

What a moderator is supposed to do is
10

essentially just ask these neutral questions to get the
11

participants to talk about them.
12

Now, sometimes a moderator will provide
13

information because of the context. Like I said before,

that I told the people in at least one of the group that J.
15

Kessler was a LILCO employee, because I felt that they would
;

16

have gotten that immediately anyway, that that would have
17

been part of the context.
| 18

And also, sometimes you are involved in a
19

discussion and you might -- there might be a little
20,

interaction between the moderator and some of the;

! 21
! participants, but you can tell whether or not a good job was

22
done by just reading over the transcripts and seeing what

23

the moderator said.
24

When I do a focus group, I make every possible
25

attempt to be neutral. In fact, there were a lot of people

i
.

|

. . ~ - , _ _ _ -._, , _ _ . . _ _ _ . . , , _ , . _ _ , . . - __. - _ . _ _ . _ _ - - . - . - . _ . , _ - - - _ - - - . . _ . . - - ,_ - - - . . . - - - . , _ _ _ - - , _ , . - - - .-
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who thought that these groups were conducted by LILCO.
2

People came up afterwards, after the whole thing
3

was over, and we would talk to them, having coffee, and they
4

would say: Did LILCO conduct these groups? They felt that
5

LILCO had paid for the research, and conducted them.
6

I would say the great majority of the people had
7

no idea at all that they were being paid for by the county,
8

and they were surprised when we told them after the group
9

was over that they were paid for by Suffolk County.
10

So, I don't think that the people in the groups
11

had any idea about what my personal opinion or position
12

was.
13

| WITNESS SAEGERT: Another thing you can do,

which I did in reading through them, is to pay particular
15

attention to the unprompted answers, like the ones that come
16

right after the message, and go down until you see that
17

there is some intervention.
18

| Quite a bit of what did the message say
19

i information comes without any prompt at all from Steve.
20

There is no moderator involvement, and if you can identify
21

| those portions and compare them to the rest of the
~

| 22

| transcript, you can get an idea about whether there was bias
23

| being introduced or not.
24

WITNESS COLE: Yes. In fact, the moderator in
25

general wants to say as little as possible. So, the less

(I

i
,

.
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\ you say, the less you can influence what the group does.
2

The idea is to have the group bring out the
3

issues. So, frequently you will see that it is just
4

subject, subject, subject, subject, and the moderator won't
5

interject anything.
6

On the other hand, sometimes the group will go
7

off on a tangent. They will start to talk about the
8

Cyclotron at Brookhaven for ten minutes, and you don't want
9

them to discuss something that is irrelevant, so you might
10

have to redirect their attention, so you just can't stay out
11

of it completely, but in general, the moderator should try
12

to be neutral, and say as little as possible, and you can
13

look at the transcripts and determine how successfully a

particular moderator was able to achieve that goal, although
15

there is no absolute way to measure it.
16

It has to be a qualitative assessment.
17

JUDGE FRYE: So, I gather from what you said so
18

far you pretty much run down all of the standards and
19

safeguards that govern this technique at this point. I
20

can't think of anything else, but maybe there are other
21

( things.
22

WITNESS COLE: As far as I could accomplish it,
23

given the time constraints and the financial restraints that
24

we had, I did this research in the most -- following all the
25

professional standards that I know of that exists to govern

-

_ . __-__ - - . - _ - - _ - _. -
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this type of qualitative research.
2

; JUDGE FRYE: And the error rate that you are
3

likely to come up with, if you replicated this particular
4

exercise, would be, I gather, fairly substantial.
5

WITNESS COLE: You mean the error rates in the>

6

transcripts?
7

JUDGE FRYE: No, no, no. I mean in terms of
8

themes identified. You said four themes; well you might not
9

get four themes the next time you did it. You might get six
10

or something'like that.
11

WITNESS COLE: It is quite possible, yes. That
12

is why you want to do more -- you don't want to do only one
; 13 .

group. You want to do several groups. The more, the

better.
15

Fortunately, these are expensive, these groupa,
16

you have to pay the participants, and it is a costly
17

procedure to do that. But the more groups you do, the
18

better.
19

If you can do ten groups, then you would feel
'

20;

more confident. So, we were able to do three with the time
21

and the financial resources that we had available.
22

JUDGE FRYE: I see. And you feel that that was
23

enough to reduce the error rate to something reasonable?
24

WITNESS COLE: Yes. When we did the research
25

for LILCO back in 1981, I forget if we did two or four. It
t

|

|
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was either two or four groups. Since they are so expensive,
2'

you generally don't do a tremendous number unless you have a
3:

big company that is introducing a major product that has a
4

lot of money to spend.
5

So, I normally do anywhere between two and four
6

groups. I think that you can see that the same themes
7

appear in each of these groups. You get some differences
i 8

between them. There was one group that seemed to be more
| 9

antagonistic towards LILCO, more hostile, more angry.
10'

; Another group was not as angry. You get some
! 11

differences. It could depend upon having a particularly
12

strong person there. You do get these interaction effects
,

i 13
' between people, but when you look at the transcripts of,

' 14,

these three groups, you will see that the same themes appear
: 15

j in each group.
16'

When you look at my report, my testimony, you-

!7-

will see that the quotes that I used for each theme are
18

'

drawn from all the different groups. They are not just
19

j drawn from one group, so there would be a quote from Group '

20'

| 1, Group 2, Group 3.
*

| 21

JUDGE FRYE: Do you set out in your appendix the '
;

i 22
! number of themes, or identify the particular themes that

23>

| were brought up by each of the three groups?
| 24
! WITNESS COLE: No, I did that in my testimony.
! 25

JUDGE FRYE: You did that in the testimony.

)-

f

:

!
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1

Okay. Thanks very much. I think that completes the Board's
2

questions on this particular topic.
3

MS. McCLESKEY: My questions are completed as
4

well. The remainder of my questions require Ms. Loftus.
5

JUDGE FRYE: Mr. Zahnleuter?
6

MR. ZAHNLEUTER: Would you prefer the Staff to
7

ask questions first?
8

JUDGE FRYE: Well, I was just wondering.
9

MR. BARTH: I think the normal procedure, Your
10

Honor, has been for the Staff to go last, and I see no
11

reason to change it now.
12

MR. ZAHNLEUTER: All right. I will go.
13

( JUDGE FRYE: Oh, excuse me. Before you do, Ms.
,

i McCleskey, do you want to move these exhibits into evidence?
15

MS. McCLESKEY: What is your pleasure? I

16

neglected to check the numbers to make sure they are
17

accurate. I am happy to do it at the end of my questioning
18

tomorrow.
19

JUDGE FRYE: All right. We will do it at the
. 20

| end.

| 21

| CROSS EXAMINATION
l 22

BY MR. ZAHNLEUTER:
i 23

| Q Okay. I will be asking you some questions about
24

your testimony, and I apologize in advance if I have to skip
25

around. The disjointed nature of my questions are due, in

O

.
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A . some part, to the questioning which will resume tomorrow.
2

Could you turn to Page 30 of your testimony.
3

(Witnesses peruse document.)
4

Mr. Rowan and Mr. Evans, in Paragraph 1, you
5

refer to an erosion of confidence in LILCO. I would like to
6'

ask you if you have seen the ENC video tapes?
7

A (Witness Rowan) Yes, I have.
8

A (Witness Evans) Yes, I have.
9

Q And do you recall Dr. Brill's performance.
10

A Yes, I do.
11

A (Witness Rowan) Yes.
12

Q Would Dr. Brill's performance have eroded the
13

media's confidence in LILCO, enhanced it, or perhaps had no

effect?
15

A (Witness Evans) I think it would definitely had
16

eroded the confidence simply on the basis of Dr. Brill
17

contradicting LILCO's advice on evacuation by his own
18

assertion that he was living only two miles, I believe, from
19

the plant, and he would, himself, not evacuate.
20

Making that situation even worse, none of the
21

LILCO spokespeople took that opportunity immediately after
22

he said that to inform the assembled media that their
23

recommendation, their strong recommendation, was for
24

evacuation.
25

They let Dr. Brill's statement stand for the

.
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( media. It would have been widely reported. It would have-

2

been reported in the context of its contradiction of the
3

LILCO recommendation, and therefore would have had the
4

effect of severely eroding confidence in LILCO's
5

recommendation for evacuation.
6

! A (Witness Rowan) I agree entirely. In fact, I
7

would add that when I was looking into the way the
8

evacuation recommendations were made public, and I watched
9

the performance that you have asked about, it brought back
10

some of the memories of my own reporting days when I was at
11

Three Mile Island and watched sort of the circus atmosphere,
12

which I don't mean to blame on anyone, but the fact that
13 .

Company officials were saying one thing, Federal and State

authorities were saying other things, and people back in
15

Washington were saying additional things, and it was all
16

rather contradictory.
17

If you look at the exercise, what you see is
18

that at 11:46 a decision was being made to recommend that
19

the entire EPZ be evacuated. While that decision was being
20

made, a briefing was going on at the ENC, the news center.
21

Now, that briefing was concluded before any
22

announcement was made regarding the evacuation of the entire
23

area.
24

In fact, that briefing ended about at noon.
25

When the sirens went off, if you follow the logs, the sirens

O

_ - - - - - - -



71201111 4060
joewalsh

i

~ 1

! went off, and at 12:06 the EBS message regarding the
2

evacuation of the entire EPZ was made on the radio. The
3

people in charge of the ENC at the news center found out
4

about that at 12:22. However, they did not communicate that
5

information to the reporters there until 12:45 or 46 I think
6

it was, so what you really get down to is that one hour past
7

between a decision to order the entire evacuation, and
8

telling the reporters about it firsthand.
9

Now, some of them may have heard it on portable
10

radios if they happened to be tuned to WALK radio, which was
11

the EBS station. If they happened to be. And, of course,
12

this was a simulation, so it wasn't broadcast. Or if the
13

' wire services had picked it up or the home. offices, and any
Ls ja

of them had called in.
15

But at the ENC, what would have been going on
16

right then in that one hour, with what I saw over a period
17

of several hours at Three Mile Island. Chaos. As reporters
18

were hearing one thing from their home offices, and from a
19

portable radio, and being unable to question company and
20

LERO officials in the briefing room for at least an hour.
21

And then what happens when they finally bring
22

out Dr. Brill, what does he say? Well, I am the kind of
23

diehard, even though I live two miles away, I wouldn't
24

evacuate. Well, who the hell are you to believe if you want
25

to know the truth?

,
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Having lived through something like that, I will

2

tell you what would happen. Reporters would have been
3>

shouting questions antagonistically at the briefers. People
4

'

will be going live with this briefing in real life, and for
5

those who hadn't already left, and I think Dr. Cole has got
6

it right, when they first heard about this at 7:00 and
7

jumped in their cars and were sitting on the highway
8

somewhere, for those that hadn't left, what are they to
9

believe?
10

So, when I saw Dr. Brill all I could think was:
11

Boy, they sure picked a nice guy to bring in as a
12

consultant.
13

{} I was amazed.

(Witness Evans) I should also add to that.
; 15
'

With respect to Dr. Brill, his performance in the scenario
16

had something of a -- for those of us who have been involved
17

in major press conferences and these kind of issues,
18

somewhat of a surrealistic atmosphere to it. The fact that -
19

- and this is probably this kind of simulation, he was asked
20

by the assembled press who were participating in the
21

scenario, no questions as to his credentials to speak on the
22'

subject. As to whether or not he was employed by LILCO, to
23

whether or not he had ever been employed by LILCO. As to
24

his opinions on -- the general opinions on the nuclear power
25

industry or the safety of nuclear power plants.

O

.
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There was none of the questioning that an
2

- individual of that type would have faced in a real

scenario. And, of course, if he had been asked those
4

questions, and had answered honestly, it would have been
5

apparent to the press that he had in the past been employed
6

| by LILCO, or had worked closely with LILCO, and then
7

whatever he said would have been suspect, and his appearance,

! 8

would have been, therefore, rendered meaningless.,

9

! Q From the video tapes, do you recall if anyone at
10

! the exercise asked Dr. Brill any questions?
| 11

; A I don't recall whether any questions were asked
12

of him. I know there were no questions as to where he was
j ,

,
13

' ' coming from in terms of his allegiances.

{ A (Witness Rowan) The problem with the video tape
15+

of the briefings was that those questions which were outside
16

of the role playing that was going on, those questions were
17

not to be answered or to be entertained I guess is the right

way.
I 19

i So, consequently, there was an artificial air
'

20

about it. A number of reporters didn't want to play the4

1 21

; roles, but wanted to ask questions about the exercise itself
22

j outside of the role, so when you are watching it, you see
23'

these contradictory things happening through it.
; 24
i Q What do you think LILCO should have done after

25
i seeing or observing Dr. Brill making the statements that he

) .
i

.

,

!
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did make at the press conference?
! 2

A (Witness Evans) Well, the first thing they
3

should have done, if they believed in their own evacuation
4

recommendation was to -- for one of the LILCO spokespeople
5

to immediately take the microphone and reiterate in the
6

| strongest terms that they are, in fact, recommending
7

evacuation for the entire area, and urge people to do so.
8

They were required by that circumstance to
9

impeach their own witness. And the fact that they did not
10

do that I think is evidence that they really didn't know how
11

to deal with the media in this circumstance.
12

Q Now I would like to turn to page 64. And the
13

.

fourth line from the top says: Thus, EBS Number 1 was

broadcast five or six times before EBS No. 2 was substituted
15

at around 8:40 on the day of the exercise. And our
16

experience with real emergencies, people want new
17

information, the latest advice.
18

My question is: What activities would you
19

expect reporters or the media to be conducting inbetween the
20

repetitions of the same EBS broadcast?
21

A (Witness Rowan) Well, I think initially, as
22

soon as news organizations found out that an incident had
23

taken place of a radiological nature, whether defined as an
24

unusual event or an alert, as soon as they knew something
25

was happening they would have dispatched reporters to the

O
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- .-- . . . - _ _ _ - __ _.

71201111 40644

joewalsh
-q,

. I

. scene. They would have dispatched reporters to the briefing'

2

e area if there was an emergency news center, and they would
'

3

; have begun making phone calls to the utility and to county

government officials and to State officials and to the
5

) police, television and radio stations would'have dispatched
6

"

helicopters with reporters with the capability to go live on
7

the air would be circling over Long Island, including over
8

the plant I might add, and reporting on those things that
9

radio does very well, reporting on traffic jams, and you
10

would have had instant interest in it.
11

Meanwhile, on radio and television stations,
12

because you have to recognize that this is in a news time.
13

f For radio, it is morning drive. Their highest ratings. For
i

' 14
! television, the morning news shows are on. This would

15

| become a story -- at least a big story on the local level,
i

16

and once the alert occurred, it would be a story of national,

17

significance.
18,

,
People would not simply be satisfied with the

'
19

EBS system. In fact, the thing that struck me as we were
20

looking at this is that from LILCO's perspective, the best,

i 21

case, is that all people hear is the EBS, and yet we have,

j 22

seen from Dr. Cole what their reaction would be if that is,

j 23

all they got was the EBS.
| 24

i Imagine for just a second that what they are
i 25
? getting is more than the EBS. They are getting disk jockeys

).

,

f

|
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() commenting on what has just been put out on the news
2

ticker. They are getting reporters flying around in
l 3

helicopters saying the situation looks like this from the
4

air, and how much would they know.
5

Since there is no LILCO authority as of that
6

time frame willing to brief the press, they will go to any
7

source they can find. I know, I have been there.
8

And as much as I may lament the fact that
9

reporters are willing to accept information from people who
10

are less than well informed, in the absence of an official
11

spokesperson who will inform the press as to what is going
12

on , reporters will take any source they can get almost.
13

And, so consequently they would be interviewing
O- 14

the man on the street, and what is he going to say, the
15

uninformed citizen?
16

In other words, there is an avalanche building
17

right now in the hours between, say, 6:52 and 8:25 when they
18

finally open up, something like 8:24 when they finally open
19

up their emergency news center for the press, let them go
20

down to the place where they are to brief them.
21

In that period, so many things are happening
22

that what is the public going to hear,. and I think what
23

they will hear is reports with a lot of speculation, with
24

extrapolation on what is happening, with interviews with
25

people who may not know what is happening, and consequently

O

- - - - - -
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what LILCO loses in this exercise in its initial stage is
2

what it can never regain, and that is leadership over the
3

communications flow. It is lost. And with it goes LILCO's |
4

remaining credibility, whatever that might be.
5

And I really hate to have to put it quite that
6

bluntly, because there are ways that that kind of problem
7

.

can be countered, but not given the evidence in this |
8

exercise.
9

What happened in this exercise indicates to me
10

that they lost it at the initial stages, and you can' regain
11

i it, having seen it in real life.
12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

!Q
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( l A (Witness Evans) If I may elaborate a little bit

2 on that. Among the many sources that the media would be

3 contacting given the unavailability of LILCO sources in that

4 period up until 8:24 would of course be the opponents of the

5 Shoreham plant. And under the scenario it is almost certain

6 that the opponents of that and their interpretation of the

7 nature of the accident at the plant would be disseminated

8 before LILCO had anything out other than the rather

9 confusing information contained in the early EBS messages

10 and the early LILCO press releases.

11 I think that LILCO's witness, Mr. Patterson,
|

12 made the point that it is critical for LILCO to seize the

13 initiative and to gain credibility at the outset of the

14 incident or it will never gain it thereafter.

15 I think as the events unfolded in the scenario

16 in the exercise, it is clear that they would never have any

17 credibility in this situation.

18 A (Witness Rowan) I think I should correct

19 myself. I think I said 8:24. I think it was 8:40 before

20 they actually had the first done, the first report into the

21 ENC. So basically there was a blackout on news of a face-to-

22 face nature where the reporters could question the

23 officials, and that's the key thing.

24 For a reporter an EBS message is a strange

25 animal he has never dealt with before. I mean who has ever |

O
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I heard of that? Now there is a federal EBS-system and |

2 reporters are familiar with that to the extent that there is
,

3 a teletype machine in the back. But, thank God, we haven't

4 had things come clicking over it, you know, except for

5 tests.

6 JUDGE PARIS: Is WALK radio part of the federal

7 EBS system?

8 WITNESS ROWAN: Well, I think all radio utations

9 can have the wire service in there, whether it's one of the

10 stations that will remain on the air or not, I don't know,

11 I have been told that WALK radio has pulled out of its deal

12 with LILCO. So only for the sake of the exercise should we

.. 13 discuss their particular role in this.

) 14 The EBS system that LILCO has set up is

15 basically a local thing, more of an ad hoc thing, as I

16 understand it. When I first read this I thought this must

17 be using the federal EBS system which FEMA, the Federal

18 Emergency Management Agency runs. The answer is that it's

19 not. It's local.

20 And here your main radio station has pulled out

21 of it. So I don't know quite what all that means. I do

22 know that for most reporters, they have never heard of this

23 before in terms of a local EBS system. They are used to

24 picking up the phone and talking to someone or going to a

25 briefing and having face-to-face contact, and they are

!O
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{} 1 denied that until late in the game.

2 It doesn't seem like a long delay, but if you

3 were sitting at home watching the Today Show and there is a

4 live report from a guy flying around in a helicopter over a

5 nuclear power plant and all he has got to talk about is,

6 gee, there is a lot of traffic down there and I wonder if

7 anybody could get out if they wanted to. Imagine how you

8 would feel? It all compresses right there at the

9 beginning.

10 BY MR. ZAHNLEUTER: (Resuming.)

'

11 Q I'm going to read you two sentences from your

12 testimony now and then at the end I'll ask you a question.

13 The first sentence is from page 64, sort of in

14 the middle. It says "Once it became obvious that the EBS

15 station was simply. repeating old news, that system would be

16 relegated by broadcasters (and hence by their listeners) to

17 the status of a secondary information source and not the

18 primary one."

19 On page 88 you have another sentence at the end

20 of the first paragraph in the middle of the page that says

21 "For better or worse, the media is now and would be in a

22 crisis the primary conduit to the public."

23 My question is why would the media as opposed to

24 LILCO's EBS messages be the primary conduit to the public?
,

25 A (Witness Rowan) Because they are used to Jim
.

;

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



_ . .. -

71201212 4070,

marysimons

1 Jenson and not to Jay Kessler and, as I understand it, Mr.

2 Kessler was reading the EBS messages on WALK radio while the

3 use of the anchorman that they are familiar with on the

4 radio and TV stations -- and I don't want to be flippant

; 5 about it, but there is some credibility with people that
;

i 6 they are used to watching and listening to, and on the other
I

7 hand, these are professional communicators who are used to,

8 trying to put things into perspective for people.

: 9 The reporters are going to answer or try to
I

10 answer to the best of their knowledge the question that is

11 on the minds of the people out there, is it safe? And youi

12 can read EBS messages all night had not ever get an answer
i
; 13 to that, and I understand the difficulty in writing those,

' 14 incidentally. But trained report'ers are out there trying to

! 15 answer that question in a situation like this.

16 A (Witness Saegert) I would like to say, too,

17 since part of my job was to analyze the EBS messages, that
,

'

18 there are particular reasons in this case why that would be

19 true, which are that the EBS messages often contain

; 20 statements that are incomplete.

21 For example, when it is said that an alert has

22 been announced and it is one of four categories, it doesn't
,

23 say which one of the four categories, which certainly is a

24 question they will have in mind and that continues through
|

j 25 all the EBS's and there is never an anchoring. So the

;!O
,

i
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(} i nature of the EBS's make the media's role even more

2 important in this situation than it might be if the messages i

|

] 3 themselves were more clear and explicit.

4 The same is true for health information and
3

1 5 things like a very little amount of radiation or whatever is
j

| 6 a completely unintelligible phase that needs some kind of

; 7 further information to contextualize it and help people know

8 what that would be and that will come from the press.

9 A (Witness Rowan) There is another reason, too,

to aside from the EBS messages. The LILCO press releases, as I
.

11 understand it under the plan, would have been given to news
i

12 organizations via the AP and UPI.
}-

13 LILCO news release No. 1 includes these words.
'

14 It says "an unusual event has occurred, and then it says
.|

j 15 that the utility's emergency response organization has been
1

| 16 activated. What is an unusual event? As Dr. Saegert says,
1

17 it doesn't explain what that is, but we know that an
,

18 emergency response is now underway.,

]
19 Then it says "There has not been a release of

,

4

20 radioactivity." In the next sentence it says, "This unusual
,

1

21 event was declared due to unidentified leakage in a dry well

, 22 in excess of allowable limits."
|

23 Now either it's leaking or not, and either there'

24 is a release of radioactivity or not. So for the person

25 coming cold to this information, what does it mean?
!

I

I

!
:
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1

} And, finally, in the last sentence it says.
,

2 "There is an unidentified leakage in excess of tech spec

3 allowables." Now as a reporter if someone told me that in a

4 press release, I would say what is a tech spec allowable?j

5 And they are the people who are talking to the public and.

I
<

6 the reporter would have to try to figure this out.

7 The next news release again is inconsistent. It

8 says "There have been no releases of radioactivity," and

9 then goes on to talk about unidentified leakage. And for a
i

10 person who doesn't understand the engineering of nuclear

11 plants and even for those who might, these are hard things

12 to get straight, and I can certainly understand that at 8

.
13 o' clock in the morning or shortly thereafter that many

14 reporters would have trouble trying to' interpret what this

15 means. And yet their interpretation is going to carry great

5 16 weight with the people who need to be protected or who may

17 need to take some action or not take some action.

18 So what you're trying to do is to see if this

19 system that LILCO worked up is going to cause people to

20 evacuate when they shouldn't or to cause people to do those

21 things that they are supposed to do. And I have a hunch |,

22 that once it has been interpreted by the press that you may

23 get a reaction that is far different than what LILCO

24 anticipated in its plan.

25 JUDGE FRYE: What is the source of your
i

o

:
.
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.{} I information that Jay Kessler would read the EBS messages?

2 WITNESS ROWAN: His name is on some of these

3 that I looked at, if I recall correctly. Maybe I made a

4 mistake here, but on some of these ---

5 JUDGE FRYE: His name is probably on all of

6 them.
|

'7 WITNESS ROWAN: Yes, the Director of Local

8 Response for Emergency I see. His name is on here as the

9 Director. I don't know who would read these.

10 JUDGE FRYE: Okay.

11 WITNESS COLE: May I add something? From the

12 focus groups it was quite clear that the people who listened

13 to these messages found them to be totally inadequate as to

14 the amount of information that they were giving. They found

15 that they raised all sorts of questions of what should I do

16 and is it safe. Clearly they would look for other sources

u of information. They wouldn't just stay tuned to hear the

18 same message which they found frustrating and unclear over

; 19 and over and over again.
l
l

20 In fact, I would think that that would be the

|
21 last thing they would listen to. Some of the respondents'

22 said why do they keep on repeating all of this boring stuff

23 about posters and parks and brochures and all these things.

24 We want to know what's happening at the plant and what is

25 LILCO doing, is it safe, what should we do and how shall we

O

.
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. I get out of here?

2 JUDGE FRYE: Did the focus groups take into

3 account the fact that there would be information other than

4 the EBS messages available?

5 WITNESS COLE: No, no. The focus groups were

6 aimed at finding out what would happen if the EBS messages

7 were what people were basing their decisions on because, as

8 I understand LILCO's position, the EBS messages are the

9 overwhelmingly important source of information and their

10 clarity or lack of clarity will determine what people do.

11 So we wanted to test that. I

12 Another kind of simulation that would be done is

13 to play the EBS messages and then have a press simulation.

'( 14 That would be interesting.

15 JUDGE FRYE: As a focus group.

16 WITNESS COLE: In a focus group.

17 JUDGE FRYE: As a focus group.

18 WITNESS COLE: As a focus group, right. It was

19 clear that people found, whether they were pro-LILCO or

20 whether they were afraid of Shoreham, that they found those
.

21 messages unsatisfactory. They didn't answer the questions

22 they wanted to know and they didn't give them enough

23 information in language that they could understand, and they

24 immediately would have turned on the television.

25 In that I completely agree that that would have

) .
*
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1 become the primary source of information, and I doubt hardlyV
2 anybody would have turned back to the radio. What they

,

3 would have heard I guess is reports of new EBS messages on

4 TV as those EBS messages were broadcast, but the TV would

5 have become -- or for people in their cars trying to

6 evacuate the regular radio stations like CBS news or

7 whatever, would have become the primary source of

8 information for most Long Island residents.

9 JUDGE FRYE: I think all of this is the thrust

to of your testimony,

11 BY MR. ZAHNLEUTER: (Resuming)

12 Q I wanted to get into some EBS messages, and I

13 want to do it in the context of a statement you made on page

14 137 which says that " Members of the public are most likely

15 to want and seek confirming information or additional

16 information right after hearing an EBS broadcast, especially

17 if the EBS message indicates the accident has escalated."

18 You're familiar with the EBS messages, right?

19 A (Witness Rowan) Yes.

20 Q Is EBS Message No. 5 an example of an EBS

21 message that indicates that the accident has escalated?

22 A Yes, it does. I should note that on page 137

23 the paragraph that you are referring to is a reference to

24 the EBS messages for the December 10th, 1986 drill, and in

25 that drill this is after the exercise, the December 10th

O
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1 drill, and in that, what that chart shows that that

_ , -)s(
2 paragraph is attached to, shows the delays in getting the

3 EBS information to the call boards, which is the rumor

4 control mechanism of the utility company, the rumor control

5 is to handle the phone calls that come in, and the time

6 delays are noted on that page of our testimony.

7 But if you're referring to EBS Message No. 5 in

8 the exercise, which is the one, if my memory serves me

9 correctly, it's the one right here, that's the one where a

10 release of radiation had occurred and where the

11 recommendation was made for evacuation for people in the

12 areas, planning zones A to M and Q and R. So that was the

13 first of the evacuations and a partial evacuation.
4

'7() 14 And the answer to your question is yes, I think

15 it's a very serious one because now you're urging people to

16 evacuate.

17 Q In that message then or in another one I suppose

18 if you prefer, can you provide me with some illustrations of

19 what it is in the text of the message that would cause the

20 public to seek additional information?

21 MS. McCLESKEY: I object to the form of the

22 question. I think we ought to identify an EBS message.

23 JUDGE FRYE: Yes, let's identify a specific

24 message.

| 25 MR. ZAHNLEUTER: Okay. Let's pick 5.

1

i

i
i
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{} 1 WITNESS ROWAN: Five, okay. I've got it right

2 here.

3 Well, from the copy that I've got, and this one

4 is EBS sample message No. 5, the one that was released

5 during the exercise at 10:23 -- I'm sorry. The time on it

6 in the third paragraph says 9:39. It says 9:39 here in the

7 fourth paragraphs.

8 BY MR. ZAHNLEUTER:

9 Q You're looking at the top left-hand corner of

10 the page, right? Well first of all, let's make sure we're
i

11 looking at the same thing. You're looking at Attachment 8 |

12 to your testimony; is that correct?

13 A (Witness Rowan) Yes.

( 14 Q And you have it turned to EBS sample message 57

15 A Yes.

16 Q And there is a box at the upper left-hand corner

17 that says 10:237

18 A Yes.

19 Q That's the one you're referring to?

20 A Right. In the fourth paragraph it says the

21 condition was declared at 9:39. That was the cause for

22 confusion.

23 It says in the last paragraph on that page that

24 was a release of radiation into the air. Now the next

25 sentence with some blanks in there --

O

--
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. 1 A (Witness Evans) That's deleted.

2 A (Witness Rowan) It's not on my copy.

3 _ JUDGE FRYE: It's very faint, the cross-through.

4 WITNESS ROWAN: Well, assuming that it's read --

5 JUDGE FRYE: It was established last week in any

6 event that that was deleted.

7 WITNESS ROWAN: Oh, okay. I'm sorry then. I

8 was working from a copy.

9 JUDGE FRYE: It just said a release of radiation,

10 into the air occurred at 9:39. The rest of that paragraph

11 was deleted.
.

12 WITNESS ROWAN: Okay, fine. Thank you.
|

,.
13 Flipping then down several pages, the part that

) *

14 jumps out at me was about referring -- on the third page at

15 the bottom of that it says refer to the brochure. We have

16 already talked about in earlier testimony today about

17 whether the brochure would be available to everyone.

'

18 Assuming that it was, people would be looking for it because

19 in the next paragraph it discusses planning zones A through

20 M and Q and R.

21 Then in the paragraph that is labeled No. 4 on
.

22 the next page it says if you don't live there, then there is

23 no reason to evacuate. Well, of course, one of the things

24 that people are immediately trying to do is figure out which

25 planning zone they live in, and one of the things that

!O
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' {} struck me is how there is really no discussion of where thei

2 wind is blowing from and how fast.
i

3 I mean it might be easier to say if you live to

4 the east or to the west, and these are all questions that I

5 would start wondering about if I didn't have the brochure.

6 And if I was a reporter, I would be very concerned about

7 whether I'm in it or not or am I 10 miles away.;

8 Then they say that the animals should be moved

9 into shelters, and I'm starting to think well, if a big,

10 giant cow shouldn't be out in the radioactivity, maybe we

11 ought not even be in the car in the radioactivity.

12 Then the next question, and these are just

13 questions and I'm not making any conclusions here, says

' () 14 there will be traffic guides, and I look out the window on

15 my street and I don't see any traffic guides, and that sort

16 of thing if I was a citizen.

17 If I was a reporter trying to cover this, it

18 raises a whole lot of questions, you know, and I would like

19 to ask someone about what all this means if I was still a
4

20 reporter. That's the first thing I would want to do. Can

21 you explain what this means.

22 If I recall correctly, this message was not

23 explained for some 40 or so minutes at a briefing at the ENC'

24 during the exercise, but I would have to check that time.

25 A (Witness Evans) Let me comment a little bit

:

-
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_( } 1 about that particular EBS message with respect to your

2 question as to would this heighten the public's interest in

3 additional information.

4 In that respect EBS Message No. 5 is no

5 different than any other EBS messages with respect to its

6 inadequacies. If you go through it it says a release of

7 radiation into the air occurred with no elaboration

8 whatsoever. My God, that's going to raise incredible

9 questions in the public's mind of how much, what type of

10 radiation and what way is the wind blowing, as Ford just

11 said and, you know, what's it going to do to me and what are

12 the consequences to my health and safety?

13 Ford mentioned the recommendation as far as cows
l Aj

' 14 went and the question that that raised. My God, pet dog of

15 14 years is out in the yard and what's going to happen to

16 him?

17 It is recommended that people in zones A to M

18 and Q and R evacuate. The presumption is that most members

19 of the public are going to know or be able to determine

20 immediately what zone they're in. I think that's a

21 preposterous assumption. It again is going to raise lot's

22 of questions in the minds of the listening public.

23 Ford mentioned the problems with respect to the

24 traffic guides.

25 Then you get to the point that says before you
i

l
|
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1 leave your home or business make sure you've closed all

2 windows and doors, turned off all appliances, extinguished

3 any fires and closed fire place dampers and lock all doors

4 when you leave, take blankets and pillows with you for your

5 own use and any medication that you regularly take. You

6 could be away for several days. I mean, this is, you know,

7 abandon your home, and will I ever see it again? Is this

8 going to be a Chernobyl where whole villages are going to be

9 bulldozed. The questions it raises are incredible, not only

to for the public, but for the media as well.

11

12

13

Id

15

16
,

,

17

18

19

20

'

21

22

23

24

25

0

.
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You know, it just astounds me that LILCO would

rely on these messages, the way they are written, as its

primary source of information to the public..

,

JUDGE FRYE: How would you change it?
,

WITNESS EVANS: I haven't set down and
6

considered how they should be drafted. I would certainly
,

say that they could be -- that I'm not opposing the concept

of an EBS message. I think it could be a very effective

device.
10

*

However, the way they are prepared in this

instance is totally counterproductive to what the utility is

trying to achieve.
; 13

'
JUDGE FRYE: In what respect? I mean,,

14'
;

specifically? I get the general drift of your testimony. I
15

think that's quite obvious.
16

But, I would really -- and, obviously there are

difficulties with this message, but how would you change the

message to overcome some of these difficulties?

WITNESS EVANS: Well, in a couple of ways, I,

! 20

suppose. If the purpose of the message is to achieve the

| confidence of the public and to achieve the public's

cooperation with the recommendations of the utility with
23

respect to evacuation and public health and safety.

I think the fundamental thing that must be done

l

i is to give the public sufficient information so that it can

.
.

:
.

I
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. i
' understand why these recommendations are being made and why

it is in the best interest of the public to follow those

recommendations. And, at no time in any EBS message is
4

there any specific information as to what is happening at

the Shoreham Nuclear Power Plant. There is no information
6

about the nature of the emergency there, what is being done
7

to bring the problem under control.
8

JUDGE FRYE: Well, let me go to a specific. I

understand what you are saying, and that's quite true.
10

Tnere is no 'information in the EBS message concerning the

conditions at the plant and what's being done to try to
12

correct the situation.
13.

{} But, you mentioned earlier on that when the EBS

mentions there has been a release of radiation into the air
15

it doesn't say how much. Should we put a figure on it, so
16

many curies are released into the air?
17

What do you think --
18

WITNESS EVANS: I don't think that you should
19

put out that -- it's necessary to put out that information
20

in scientific terms necessarily. But, I think that it's
21

necessary to inform the public in laymen's terms as to the
22

nature of the release and what its potential impact is on
23

the health and safety of the people within the area.
24

JUDGE FRYE: Would you say it's --
25

WITNESS EVANS: In the absence of that, then ,

O

--- -
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O everyone is going to assume the worst, you know. In a day

or two my hair starts falling out and then I die.

JUDGE SHON: I think one of the difficulties,
,

Mr. Evans, is something that we ran into with Dr. Cole's

testimony, in that when an attempt was made to read the rest

of that paragraph with the blanks filled in, they told what
,

fraction or what multiple of the EPA limits, the protective

action guide limits, had occurred. They told what the

projected dose was to a child's thyroid.

These were all efforts to get into the public's

hands or into their minds additional information on how bad
12

this is. And, we were told that it resulted only in
13

confusion.

Now, would you have them say it's going to kill
15

you when in point of fact it isn't?
16

WITNESS EVANS: No, of course, not. The -- you

know, someone who has been a journalist for 30 years

handling that kind of technical information in laymen's

terms there is no great mystery about how you do it. It can

be done.
21

News magazines, newspapers, radio and television

stations do that everyday. You don't have to express those
23

things in terms of thyroid glands or --

JUDGE FRYE: Would you put it in terms of x-rays
25

or something like that?

l ("'\-a ,

;
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1

WITNESS EVANS: Yeah. Well, you could -- I
2

think you could put it even, you know -- I don't want to get

into -- I haven't considered how these things should be
4

written, but let me tell you that it's possible to

characterize the nature of the danger.
6

JUDGE FRYE: And, that's why I'm particularly
7

interested in following it up with you, because you are a
8

journalist and you confront this kind of a problem when
9

somebody comes in and says so many curies were released.
10

You have got to put that in terms the public can understand

when you write a story.
12

WITNESS EVANS: Yeah.
13

*{]} JUDGE FRYE: That's why I'm interested in

following it up on how you cure the problems that you see
15

with this.
16

WITNESS ROWAN: You know, it's not easy to write
17

these kinds of risk stories, because risk perception in this
18

country is sort of out of whack with risk reality. We are a
19

nation of science illiterates.
20

| I think it was Joanne O'Mang of "The Washington
21

Post" that once said it goes without saying that perception
22

of risk is not connected with the reality of risks. But, I
23

don't know why it goes without saying. But, I think she is
24

right. She was at a conference on risk assessment.
25

So, I quite agree with you that it's very

()

..
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difficult to explain risk to the general public, especially
2

at the moment they are frightened. Now, let me just suggest

that I have not tried to rewrite the EBS messages either,
,

but I would suggest that one of the most effective ways to
3

try to explain risks, especially if the major conduit to the
,

public is going to be through the press is in a face-to-face
,

meeting with reporters which will probably be carried live
g

on television and radio so that you have a real live person
,

there, or persons, trying to explain what this means and

giving what these messages really don't have in them, a
3,

reason for why you should stay where you are or a reason why

you should get up and leave.,

13

Now, they don't do that for reasons that they

would have to go more deep than just draftsmanship. They-

don't do that in this EBS messages because -- and they don't
'

do it in their press relations, because I believe that what

you are looking at right here is, LILCO has decided that the

way to communicate is with their message rather than through

: the press. And, consequently they have lost their best

opportunity.

Now, whether their draftsmanship would be

cleared up or not, I don't think it would solve the

problem. They are still going to have to deal with the
.' 24

press if this were a real emergency and yet their mindset is$

| 25

: just wrong on that. They don't want to deal with the press.

i!Q
:

,
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JUDGE FRYE: So, they should be dealing with --
2

they should be disseminating information primarily through

the press and not through the EBS system?
4

WITNESS ROWAN: I would say that -- yes. In
5

fact, that would be my answer, although I think the EBS as a
6

system for the initial warning might be a very fine one to
7

have.
8

But, the --
9

JUDGE FRYE: You are not suggesting you
10

eliminate it?
11

WITNESS ROWAN: Exactly. I just think that
12

their priorities are all wrong here, and that there is a
13

. fundamental flaw in their plan that they rely on the EBS to

the extent that they seem to look at the press as a nuisance
15

and probably minor. We kind of picked that up when we were
16

looking at the plan; and, well, you have to do it but, gee,
17

we will only tell them an answer if they ask the right
18

question and, yeah, we will be available but this isn't the
19

primary conduit.
20

And, yet I think it is. And, I hope I'm not
21

just letting where I used to sit determine how I stand on
22

this issue. We all have a tendency to do that.
23

But, I know that if I were just a citizen and I
2a

heard something on the radio about an emergency, I would
25

turn to the people that I respect who have been giving me

O
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information, the news reporters. And, I would expect to

find that there.
3

And if they went live -- let's say you are
,

watching Channel 7 and they go live to a briefing at the ENC
,

and there is someone standing up there explaining to me why

I shouldn't get in my car and ride away if I live in Nassau

County and saying what the risk is, how the wind is blowing,

pointing all these things out. If the reliance was on that
,

in clear, concise and credible information, and especially

if that information were conveyed by public officials org

independent scientists who are not perceived as being LILCO,

then I think it would be very effective in terms of that.
13

But, the problem with this exercise and this

plan is that they don't take that approach.

JUDGE SHON: Mr. Rowan, we heard from LILCO's
16

witnesses last week, and my own impression -- I don't know

whether it's the impression of the other members of the

Board or not -- was that they did indeed view the EBS

message as the primary means of communication and news

releases as a sort of secondary means of communication,

whose nature one didn't have to be too careful about.
22

WITNESS ROWAN: That's my impression as well. |s

23

JUDGE SHON: I asked them about that, and their

answer directly -- most of them, if I remember correctly,

j the answer was because the EBS message must be gotten to the

; !O

1
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() people to tell them what to do.
2

The news messages are, in effect, just some

additional information. They don't need those to know what
4

to do.
5

This was their position.
6 .

WITNESS ROWAN: I just have to disagree almost
7

entirely with it, because I think most people are going to
8

get their information from the news media. They are
9

familiar with that. They have never heard a message over
10

EBS.
11

Now, I might be the only person here that
12

broadcasts emergency evacuation messages during hurricanes.
13

. I've been on the radio. I'm the only radio station that was
14

in operation in New Orleans in one of those hurricanes, and
15

I have broadcast evacuation messages.
16

And, I just want to tell you, the dynamics of
17

that, it's kind of an interesting thing. If people are used
18

to -- I was a newscaster. If people are used to hearing the
19

news on this radio station, I have a hunch that they are
20

more willing to listen to a reporter talk about it. We were
21

interviewing the head of Civil Defense. He came in the
22

i studio, because that was the only way he could get his
23

raessage out. He was sitting there talking about it.
i 24
'

It's much more effective than if it's a
25

disembodied or faceless voice that no one has ever

O

!
.
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I-fhV identified, because they have never heard him before, no
,

matter how authoritative it may be, trying to explain the
j3
1

same thing for people who have never been exposed to |,

something they never -- they never even heard of EBS
,

perhaps, especially a state or local one.

I can just understand all sorts of room for

confusion, and I have to disagree entirely with LILCO's

approach that EBS comes first and the news is something you
,

can just forget about. Most people are used to get getting

their information from news and for better or worse, because

I know about the flaws in news coverage. You know,

sometimes it's sensationalistic and sometimes it's
13

inaccurate. I know about those problems.
,

But, for better or for worse, that's where they
15

will get the information.

JUDGE PARIS: Mr. Rowan, assuming that WALK

18

15 minute intervals, in between those 15 minute intervals
' 19

there are going to be WALK commentators and reporters

broadcasting; is that right?

! WITNESS ROWAN: Well, I would guess so. It

would be kind of hard to imagine that they would go back to

playing music after telling people this. I mean, you know,

that's on everybody's mind I would think.

JUDGE FRYE: But, would this fill the gap that

!C
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() you see or cure the problem that you see?
2

WITNESS ROWAN: It might not cure the problem at

all. I mean, it depends on who is doing the talking,
4

doesn't it? And, how do you fill that void?
5

Now, I don't know which station would become the
6

EBS station if WALK drops out, as I've been told it will.
7

JUDGE FRYE: Well, whatever --
8

WITNESS ROWAN: Suppose it's a talk radio
9

station and what they do is phone-in shows, okay. You know,
10

there are a number of these. And, frankly I don't enjoy
11

listening to them, because I think the quality of the debate
12

on them is kind of low but suppose it's a phone-in show.
,

13

All right, they play the EBS message. What's the next
Os 14

thing? Now, we will take callers on the nuclear disaster.
15

I mean, I can just hear it in sort of a worst
16

case scenario. But, even if it's just a disc jockey sitting
17

there trying to think up something to say, what's he going
18

to say? Is he a loose cannon rolling around on the deck?
19

Suppose it's a very --
20

JUDGE FRYE: Well, why couldn't they be, since
21,

we are speculating here --
22,

WITNESS ROWAN: It is speculating.
23

| JUDGE FRYE: -- switching to the news conference
| 24

in progress?'

25

WITNESS ROWAN: Well, if it had happened at the

O
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right time, but they waited until 8:40 to open the briefing
'

room. In fact, they showed up there many --

JUDGE FRYE: We've got all that. I mean, that's

all laid out very ---

,

JUDGE PARIS: Isn't it likely that WALK radio

would have its news people broadcasting about the --

WITNESS ROWAN: I would hope, yes.

JUDGE PARIS: -- accident in between the EBS

messages? -

WITNESS ROWAN: Right.

JUDGE FRYE: Is there a difference in your mind i

between a radio station in this regard and a television

station?

WITNESS ROWAN: There is -- as far as this goes,

the radio used to have the advantage of being quicker on the
16

scene. They would just pick up the phone and call someone

and get through and put them live on the air, although there

j seems to be nothing in this plan that would permit that to

happen or facilitate that happening.

Now, television is becoming almost as face

because they have both microwave and satellite capability to

transmit from the field. So, I think there would be a
23

microwave truck or a satellite truck right out there real

i fast to the area.
25

And, as I say, there are differences between the

!O
4

i
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two. But, the primary difference would come down to this I
2

think. For people in their cars, they would be listening to
3

radio and for people at home, they would switch off the
4

radio and watch t.v.
5

JUDGE FRYE: But, you gave an example of a radio
6

station thet was a talk station, you know, and then
7

switching to live calls on the air and talking to the
8

emergency. Is that a difference that you see in quality

radio versus television?
10

WITNESS ROWAN: Well, there are differences.
11

Some radio stations do an excellent job. In this area,
12

there are at least two --
13

JUDGE FRYE: Well, some t.v. stations are betterO 14

than others, too.
15

WITNESS ROWAN: Yeah, exactly. And, I guess we
16

could debate that. But, without going into that, the
17

quality of broadcast journalism varies tremendously. One of-
18

the things --
19

JUDGE FRYE: But, you don't see a difference
20

from radio to television? In other words, they are about on
21

equal footing?
22

WITNESS ROWAN: I would score them about --
23

close enough. The key thing of decisional significance for
24

those of us in this room, what we ought to think about is

what could be done by the utility and by governmental

O
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U officials to try to make sure that those problems that

occasionally crop up in reporting don't occur and the

information that is transmitted is accurate, clear, concise, ;

,

timely and all these other things.
,

1And, if we look at the record with what happened
6

with the exercise, because that's what we are dealing with,
,

we find inconsistent information in a number of these
8

i

particular messages that went out. We find incomplete |
1

information. We find confusing information. At times, we

find great delays in information flow, and sometimes there
1

is not even any information.

JUDGE FRYE: Yeah, I think you have set all of
13

k
(~J that out very clearly in,your testimony.

14. s_
WITNESS SAEGERT: I think I just want to make a

15

point here that the problem is accepting LILCO's premise
16

that EBSs are the most significant part of information.

There is no evidence to support that.

If you look at research on disasters and
19

particularly look at research on TMI, you look at any kind1

20t

! of research that exists, you see that people seek out

multiple channels and that they try to evaluate for

themselves whether or not they are in danger. And, even Dr.
23

Mileti acknowledges that there is a complete inconsistency

in their approach, and they have decided to ignore --
25

JUDGE FRYE: In whose approach?,

!Q

.
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() WITNESS SAEGERT: In LILCO's approach, in that
2

they are well aware -- their experts are well aware of the
3

multiple sources of information and of the way in which

people go about making decisions to take protective
5

actions. And, yet they do not -- LILCO's plan is not to
6

involve the press in a productive, useful way as another
7

well briefed, well supplied with information and audio
8

visual kinds of supports channel for information.

It says right in their testimony that people
10

seek multiple channels of information, and that's

important. And, yet their plan willfully neglects multiple
12

channels of information. So, it's just a contradiction.
13

. JUDGE FRYE: Okay.

WITNESS COLE: I would like to just add one
15

brief comment. To me, the fundamental error that LILCO
16

makes is, they say that in the EBS messages you have to tell
17

people what to do. That's true, you have to tell them what
18

to do.
19

But, they then say it doesn't matter that LILCO
20

has no credibility. And, there I think is where they make
21

their fundamental error. The fact that LILCO has no
i 22

credibility means that people won't listen to what is in
23

these EBS messages.
.

24I

| The idea is not only to tell people what they
* 25

have to do but to get people to do that. And, LILCO just

|
|
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doesn't seem to care about that. They feel that if we tell

them what to do and we say it clearly, by which they mean

maybe syntactically -- and even there there is question --
,

they will do it. But, all the research that we have done
,

and even some that their own witnesses has done suggests

that if people don't believe them, they are not going to
,

listen to their recommendations.
8

So, what LILCO should do is work on the
9

credibility problem. That's what they should do. And, it's

a long-term kind of thing. If LILCO could build up its

credibility -- and there are things that LILCO could do to

build up its credibility --
13

JUDGE FRYE: I think we are getting far away

from the exercise into other problems now.
15

MR. ZAHNLEUTER: Judge Frye and Judge Paris and

Judge Shon, too, I haven't seen Dr. Loftus since her

deposition but I 1:now that she is an expert in drafting

communication messages in emergencies, and that's evident in
19

her testimony on Page 9.

I know you asked some questions about that. I

think that that might be --

JUDGE FRYE: You think we are out of line?
23

MR. ZAHNLEUTER: No, but respectfully, that

might be a better area to pursue tomorrow when she is here

because that's her expertise.

!Q

,
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17x\.-) JUDGE FRYE: Well, it came up in the testimony.
2

MR. ZAHNLEUTER: I have a few questions left.
3

BY MR. ZAHNLEUTER: (Continuing)
4

Q On Page 87 would be my next one. About the

fourth line down, there is a sentence that says, "In case of
6

a real nuclear accident requiring evacuation of a large
7 I

number of people less than 100 miles from New York City,
8

many radio stations and every television network would

likely suspend regular broadcasting in favor of continuous
10

coverage of the accident."

Mr. Evans and Mr. Rowan, how familiar are you
12

with the New York City media market?
13

A (Witness Rowan) Well, I used to anchor a
)

broadcast in New York City every Sunday night on the
15

independent news network, which is Channel 11 here. I would
16

fly to New York on Sunday morning and anchor the news at 10
17

o' clock or 10:30. I forget which now. But, I did that for
18

two years, for 1982 and '83.
19

I've been in and out of this area quite a bit.
20

I have never covered local news here though, so that's --
21

but I know a lot of people who have. And, they are my
22

friends and colleagues and people I run into all the time.
23

So, my experiences are really based on those kinds of
24

. contacts.
25

Q Given the events as they occurred in the

C:)
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1

- exercise, at what point during the emergency would you
,

'

expect the New York City media market to become interested?

A Oh, I think the media market would become>

,

interested initially, as soon as the first LILCO contact was
,

made to AP or UPI regarding the information in LILCO News

Release Number 1 or when the EBS messages were to be

broadcast on any local radio station.
g

The first thing I think would happen is, even if
,

someone at the news desk at CBS or "The New York Times" or
10

"Newsday" or'wherever didn't know that this EBS message had

been transmitted, people would start calling them to find 1
,

out more. The phones ring off the hook at news;

13
"

|. organizations when something is going on..

{ So, say, I'm the morning editor at one of these
-

15

places. The first that happens, the phone starts and people
,

on Long Island are calling saying they have heard about a

*

| 18

| will pick up the phone and call LILCO, or I will find out
19

,

1 what's going on.

My interest is immediately stimulated. I mean,'

22
-

that's when itit doesn't -- when it's an " unusual event"
'

becomes -- well, the networks, probably when they hear that
; 23

it has moved to an alert stage, and as soon as the first

evacuation occurs, then it's -- wouldn't you agree, Phil,

! it's a story of the first magnitude?

i !Q
.

.
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k/ (Witness Evans) Oh, yeah.
2

(Witness Rowan) Phil was an editor, so he has
3

deployed troops in these situations.
4

(Witness Evans) Yeah. I think it's fair to say

that with the first contact to the wire servicea, every news
6

organization in this area -- though I've never worked here
7

either, I am very familiar with all of the newspapers here
8

and the key editor of those newspapers who all -- not all of
9

them but many of whom I have worked with in other cities,
10

would be dispatching people to the scene, would be

mobilizing staff.
12

And, you know, in the case of a newspaper the
13

{) size of "Newsday" they would be mobilizing 100 people right

from the very beginning. So, you know, you would have a lot
15

of people making a lot of calls and going a lot of places
16

right away.
17

0 When you say right from the very beginning with
18

regard to mobilization, exactly at what point do you mean?
19

A From the time of the first declaration of an
20

unusual event.
21

Q My next question is on Page 80. And, you state
22

that anything sort of the entire text, referring to an EBS
23

message, would be deficient and considered as such by the
24

press.
25

Why wouldn't a LERO or a LILCO press release

-
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that incorporated an EBS message into it be an adequate

substitute?

A (Witness Rowan) Well, we can see when we look
,

at -- when we compare the LILCO news releases, the LERO news
,

releases and the EBS messages, you see that the information

that would be given to the press and the news. releases

doesn't go into the detail that the EBS messages does,

although I don't want to argue too hard on this point

- because I think the EBS messages are confusing,

inconsistent, incomplete and, therefore, deficient.

But, the point really is that the press ought to

get as much information as is possible so that reporters can
13

communicate accurate information. If there is a vacuum in

the information flow, whether it's in printed form or in the

face-to-face access, which I think is the most effective,
16

when there is a vacuum or a deficiency there, what happens

is that reporters start seeking out other sources.

Now, they are going to be doing that anyway.

But, to the extent that local authorities, both in LILCO and
20

in the local governmental agencies, to the extent that they

do not fill the need for informe tion you can absolutely

assume that reporters wicJ &cp aut other sources. Some of
*

23

these sources may be credible. Some of these sources may be

less than reliable. Some of these sources are guaranteed to

be hostile to the plant, especially when you talk about this

!O
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V plant.
2

So, I mean, the extent to which LILCO fails to
3

fill the information needs you can see a converse increase
4

in the amount of information from potentially hostile
5

sources to LILCO.
6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

O
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(Witness Evans) I think that also it could be
2

pointed out that during the exercise where LILCO attempted

to put out the same information that is in the EBS messages,

in the form of LERO press releases, it was unable.to get
,

those LERO press releases out on a timely basis with respect
,

to the time that the EBS messages are broadcast.

And, I think maybe we have a chart -- do we --
g

that shows that.

Q That's an attachment to your testimony, right?

A '(Witness Rowan) Yes. It's also an attachment

to the testimony.

(The chart is displayed.)
13

(Witness Evans) I think you can see by that

chart that --
15

(Witness Rowan) Attachment 10, I believe it is.
16

(Witness Evans) -- EBS Message Number 1 was

broadcast at 7 something, and it was 45 minutes later before

the LERO press release regurgitating the same information

was produced and so on for the day with these lengthy

delays.
21

You know, consequently, if this new procedure

requires, you know, some editing on the EBS messages before

they are then turned into press releases we can only assume

that it's going to take an hour and a half before they get

in the hands of reporters instead of the 45 minutes. The

!Q

.
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\/ reporter on the scene who either hears or is told about an
2

EBS broadcast is going to want the complete text of it, so
3

that when he is asked questions about it by his editors he
4

has the entire text. He can refer to it. He can answer
5

those questions accurately.
6

(Witness Rowan) If I could just quickly follow

up on what Phil said, because I think he mentioned the LERO
8

Press Release Number 1. If you look at LERO News Release
9

Number 2, this one was 34 minutes after the EBS message that
10

it corresponds to. Then, Number 3 was an hour and 36
11

minutes after the EBS message that it corresponds to.
12

LERO Message Number 4 was released an hour and
13

{} 55 minutes after the corresponding information was broadcast

on the EBS. Number 5 was about an hour and 12 minutes after
15

the EBS.
16

I mean, this really shows you how they think of
17

the press rather than put so much stress on EBS rather than
18

the press. For example, the one at noon -- the EBS message
19

at noon -- was the one on the general evacuation. And, yet
20

| it wasn't available to reporters until 2:10, a two hour and
| 21

10 minute delay.
22

Now, granted, there was a briefing. And, that's
23

fine, and that's more important than any of these press
24

releases, quite frankly. But, some reporters come late and
25

say what happened, and if there is a timely posting of the

O .
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(_) written information that was in the briefing it sure helps

to prevent confusion.

But, these delays up to over two hours in length
,

are pretty astounding if you are trying to make sure that
,

accurate information is conveyed in this type of situation.

As I say, I think the briefings are more important than the

news releases, but they lag, too.

JUDGE FRYE: Yes, they do. Do the numbers on

the briefings correspond to the EBS messages as well?

WITNESS ROWAN: No. Those numbers don't
11

correspond. For example, when you are talking about the 12

o' clock EBS, okay, the sirens rang at 12 o' clock according
'3

i ;

'r^% to the notation on the EBS message, which incidentally is
(> 14

probably the worst time to blow the siren because people
15

think it is the regular test.
16

(Laughter.)

At 12:06 they actually broadcast it. Now, that

information isn't posted at the briefing room until 2:10.

However, they decided to have a briefing on that, and that

would be this one here.
21

(Pointing on chart.)

WITNESS EVANS: It's Number 4.
23

WITNESS ROWAN: The briefing is at --
24

JUDGE FRYE: Number 4 would have --
25

WITNESS ROWAN: I'm sorry. The briefing is at

If
' 'O
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( 12:47, which is a 47 minutes delay, briefing Number 4. Just
2

to make sure we are quite accurate on this, briefing Number
3

4 conveyed the evacuation notice of the entire EPZ.
4

So, that would be a 45 or so minute delay in
5

telling the press. Incidentally, the ENC people knew about
6

it at 12:42 and, therefore, really waited 20-something
7

minutes to go tell the press which is sort of surprising.
8

And, you see, the reporters are going to say: Wait a
9

minute. Our desks told us there was something on the radio
10

or the wires ~ picked up off the EBS messages that were

broadcast. Why didn't you tell us?
12

So, you run into the hostility of reporters who
13

)
hate being the last to know. And, suppose during the(

noontime news on some of these radio stations the anchorman
15

who has now gotten some wire copy about the EBS message asks
16

the reporter on the scene, who is standing at this point
17,

right here in between briefings, well what about the entire

evacuation that has just been ordered, and all the reporter
19

i knows firsthand is what he heard in the last briefing about
! 20

| the partial evacuation.
| 21
1

The reporter on the scene now has -- Number 1,
22

he is passing out old information; and, Number 2, he is
23

getting madder and madder at the people at the briefing
24

room. And, so when this briefing occurs he says: Why
25

didn't you tell us about what was going on, because I was

O

_
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I 1
1.q )b made -- he may not say it out loud, I was made to look the |

2 i

fool on my radio station when they asked me about the

latest, and I didn't know the latest. And, why didn't you
,

tell me? When did you know? What did you know and when did
,

you know it?

JUDGE FRYE: Let me ask you a question. You

were not actually at the ENC during the exercise, were you?

WITNESS ROWAN: No, no. Everything I'm telling

you is based on the evaluation of all of these documents and

the videotapes.
,,

JUDGE FRYE: The LILCO witnesses mentioned
12

something which I think they called informal briefings.
'3

i;

MS. MC CLESKEY: That's right. That's what they

called it.
15

JUDGE FRYE: Which apparently were going on, I
16

gather, pretty much continuously outside of the formal

briefings.

WITNESS ROWAN: That would be -- as a reporter,
19

I would try very hard to get involved in finding out what

was going on, so I would go up and try to say: Listen, I
21

know you are not having a briefing now but can I talk to

i you?
23

JUDGE FRYE: I'm going to be on the air in five
24

j minutes, I need to know what's happening.
25

WITNESS ROWAN: Help me out.

!Q
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JUDGE FRYE: Yes.
2

WITNESS ROWAN: But, is that a very efficient

use of the time of the briefer.
4

JUDGE FRYE: Well, aside from whether it's
5

efficient use of the time of the briefer, does that
6

alleviate the problem that you have just talked about?
7

WITNESS ROWAN: It increases it, if you want to
8

know the truth because who are they going to dole out these

goodies to? They are going to give it perhaps to the
10

largest mass' media in the area. So, Channel 2 gets it and
11

Channel 9 doesn't. Channel 9's reporter is sitting outside
12:

the door while inside it may be Channel 7. Do you think
13

they like that?

The fairest way when you are dealing with
15

reporters is to give them all at once. That would increase
16

hostility with a series of informal things. There is
17

nothing wrong with it informally.
18

But, when you are talking about something as
19

important as revealing that a general evacuation has been
20

ordered within the 10 mile area, I mean to exclude some
21

reporters and include others, tell your buddy, not tell your
22

other guy, I mean, you would have yelling and shouting in
23

these briefings. I've watched it at Three Mile Island for
24

other reasons.
25

And, I've got to tell you, it really degenerates

O

i
- - - . - . ..--.- ---.- --- . _-----_ --_- . -_.
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here because they will be_ carrying this one live on t.v.

And, what you will see is lots of yelling. And, for those

out there who are trying to know, what do I do, the
,

emotionalism itself could cause panic. That's the real
,

problem.

WITNESS SAEGERT: I think what's interesting

about the way in which LILCO decided to deal with the press

and in which they organized their entire information system

was that they recreated the same problems that occurred at

TMI. They planned to do it that way. They planned to

minimize the amount of information available. They planned

not to keep the press updated. They planned not to have,

13
'

supplementary, detailed, intelligible information available

for the press on a timely, accurate fashion.

They didn't even have an emergency.

JUDGE FRYE Mr. Zahnleuter.
17

BY MR. ZAHNLEUTER: (Continuing)

Q My last question relates to Page 25, in

particular the sentence that says, "As we described,

relatively little of the information disseminated at the ENC

is actually generated there. Instead, the information comes

to the ENC from a variety of other sources and by various

means. LILCO recognizes that this results in a real

potential for the dissemination of inconsistent information,

a potential which was a constant reality during the

!d
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() exercise."
2

! My question is, do you think that the media
3

; would recognize that potential? In other words, would the
1 4

media expect clear and consistent information from an
54

emergency news center during a radiological emergency?,
-

6

i A (Witness Evans) Yeah, I think it would. I
i

7

think the very establishment of a news center -- with the
4 8

establishment there is a presumption that you are going to

get clear and consistent and accurate information there.
10

i But, that did not happen in this exercise.

MR. ZAHNLEUTER: Okay. Thank you. I have no
i 12

i other questions except that we have the understanding
13

regarding Dr. Loftus and cross-examination tomorrow. .

! JUDGE FRYE: Yes. Mr. Barth,
i

15

MR. BARTH: Mr. Frye, I note that the time now
16;

is about 4:23. My cross-examination will take about two and
17

'
a half hours. It is important that it be done as an

182

'

integrated whole without any interruption. And, it doesn't
I 19

,
bother me to go until 6:30 or 7 tonight or start tomorrow

1 20

morning.
! 21

i As part of that also, I have four follow-up
22;

questions, three to one of yours and one or two to Ms.
23

| McCleskey, which could be asked now to fill up a bit more
24

, time. But, I do think that it's important that the cross-
! 25

examination that I have prepared not be interrupted and

(
:
1

|
i

!
- - - - _ - - - - - . - - - ._ .-.- - ___ - .-



71201414 4110
cuewalsh

1

'~ ';h
(. J spread over the night.

JUDGE FRYE: Ms. McCleskey, do you have anything

based on the interchanges that have been going on this
,

afternoon since you concluded?

MS. MC CLESKEY: Yeah, but just a couple of
6

questions.

JUDGE FRYE: Very short, very brief?
8

MS. MC CLESKEY: Yeah.
9

JUDGE FRYE: How much for Ms. Loftus?
10

MS. MC CLESKEY: How much for Ms. Loftus, for

the panel with Ms. Loftus here, maybe an hour or an hour and

a half.
.

13

(\.r- JUDGE FRYE: Okay. And, do you have very much
) 14

for Ms. Loftus, Mr. Zahnleuter?
15

MR. ZAHNLEUTER: Approximately 45 minutes.
16

JUDGE FRYE: 45 minutes?
17

JUDGE FRYE: That's about a full day, isn't it?

MR. BARTH: My cross will be limited to Dr.
19

Saegert and Dr. Cole.
20

As I say, I have four questions I could ask now
21

as a follow-up of the exchange today.

JUDGE FRYE: The reason I'm asking these
23

questions is that it would be nice, if we could, to give Ms.

Letsche an opportunity to talk with Dr. Loftus tomorrow

morning.
IA
'i i
'vl'
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() MS. LETSCHE: Yes, I would greatly appreciate
2

that.
3

JUDGE FRYE: Why don't we do that with the
4

understanding that we will adjourn tonight and start
5

tomorrow at 10, but with the understanding we.may have to go
6

late tomorrow evening.
7

MS. LETSCHE: Well, maybe we can see how that
8

works. I have -- well, my position is that it is
9

unreasonable to expect people to be at this for considerably
10

beyond 5 o' clock. If we have a 10 o' clock start and we end

up going a little bit beyond that, obviously there is some
12

flexibility there.
13

But, you know, if we are tal, king two and a half^

hours of cross and these other estimates tomorrow, I mean I
15

don't know what -- if you are talking about finishing up
16

| tomorrow, if that's what you are headed towards --
i 17

JUDGE FRYE: That's what I was thinking.
18

MR. BARTH: Your Honor, we would have no
19

objection going late on behalf of the Staff. It doesn't
20

bother us.
21

And, I think if you are going to start late for
22

Ms. Letsche I think she can also go late, too. You can't
23

have it both ways.
24

MS. LETSCHE: That's what I just said I believe.
25

JUDGE FRYE: Yes. Your witnesses on Contention

O

- - -
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n 1

O 50 come in Wednesday; is that correct?

MS. MC CLESKEY: Right. They can be here

tomorrow. They are here.
,

JUDGE FRYE: Well, it doesn't look to me like

they are going to get on tomorrow at all.

MS. MC CLESKEY: Right.

JUDGE FRYE: All right. Why don't we adjourn

then -- well, why don't we take your couple of questions

that will fit in now and we will get that out of the way.

MR. BARTH: Thank you, Mr. Frye.

CROSS EXAMINATION
12

BY MR. BARTH:
13

2 '

Q Dr. Saegert, you supplemented an answer of Dr.
() 14

Cole's when we were near the end of Ms. McCleskey's
15

questioning regarding how the focus interviews went. And, I
16

believe you stated that if you follow these individuals from

what you say you can develop themes out of what was being

said; is that correct?
19

A (Witness Saegert) If you read through all of

the focus group material, taking notes, then we use those

notes to develop themes that are consistent to cross the

interviews.
23

0 The question by Ms. McCleskey was related to

individuals, and your answer seems to be in terms of the

whole group as a composite.
IA
U
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( - A Yes. The point that I was trying to make is
1 2

~

that it is not an appropriate way to understand a focus

group to focus on individual sentences and individual
; 4
'

answers, that that's not the way to analyze focus group

material.
6

Q And, did I misunderstand your answer then, that
i 7

you were referring to the group as a whole rather than
8

themes of individuals that attended?
9

A Not -- that's what I was doing. I was referring;

10

j to the groups.

I Q Dr. Cole, could I ask you to look at Page 8,
j 12

Exhibit 8, on Line 18 which is an attachment to your
| 13

testimony?*

| \ 14

MS. LETSCHE: Do you mean Attachment 87
,

15

MR. BARTH: Yes.
16

MS. LETSCHE: Are you referring to Attachment 87
! 17

I MR. BARTH: Yes. When you find it, please let
18

me know.
19

MS. LETSCHE: Excuse me, Mr. Barth. Could you
20

j- repeat the citation? I didn't get it.
21'

MR. BARTH: It's Page 8, Line 18 of Attachment 8
22

: to the testimony of your witnesses.
23

WITNESS COLE: I don't have that in front of me.
; 24

i MS. LETSCHE: Is that in the EBS Message Number
254

| 2?
I

(:)
i

5

1

|
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V (The witness is going through a document.)

MR. BARTH: At the top, it says Page 14 of Page

47. It happens to be the eighth page.
,

MS, MC CLESKEY: It's the last page of EBS

Message Number 2.

WITNESS COLE: Yes.
7

BY HR. BARTH: (Continuing)
8

Q Ms. McCleskey asked you why you had omitted some

of the text of the original messages, and your answer was

that it was confusing and misleading, and you define that as

that the people would not know what it means.

Now, I refer you to this. The messages states:
13

"rk Keep tuned to this emergency broadcast station.
V Id

How is that confusing? How is it that the

people of Long Island cannot understand that? And, we will
16

take it word by word. We can start with a verb.

A (Witness Cole) I never said that was

confusing. I said that there were several reasons why

particular parts of these messages were left out of the

question. There was one reason of the general constraint of

telephone interviewing that you have to keep the questions

down to a certain length. There were other parts that we
23

thought were essentially irrelevant and that they would not
24

influence the responses of the people.

And, there are other things that we thought were
,I

a

4
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) jargon and/or confusing.
2

O I think that the record may probably only show

the words " confusing, repetitious and misleading." But,

would you please tell me what is the reason that you did not

put this in your version when you read it to your focus
6

groups?
7

A This message will be repeated every 15 minutes?
8

Q No. Keep tuned to this emergency broadcast

station for the latest official information.
10

Why was that omitted?

A Because I didn't think it would make any
12

difference whatsoever to the answers that they would give.
13

. - And, we had to have only a certain length.
14

Q Had the people in the focus groups or any of the
15

people on Long Island been provided the information'

; 16

brochures by LILCO telling them what to do in the event of
17

an emergency at the time you had your focus interviews?
18

A Had they been?
19

Q Yes.
20

A To my knowledge, no.
21

22

23

24

25

i

,
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I !
lQ Q One last question, Dr. Cole. In response to a

V
2 -question by Ms. McCleskey, you stated, I remember one man I

3 saying "I believe in LILCO and I believe in America," et

4 cetera. This is a comment which is favorable to LILCO.

5 Can you point to any single quotation in your

6 testimony from page 171 to page 141 which is a favorable

7 quotation out of your focus interview to LILCO.

8 A Oh, yes, I can. If you'll give me t'ime, I would

9 be happy to locate them. I think some of them may have been

10 stricken though.

II (Laughter.)

12 Am I allowed to use those? I mean I put them in

13 my testimony. There were a whole bunch of statements.
7 ;

14 JUDGE FRYE: I think for purposes of showing

15 whether your testimony was balanced, we'll allow you to use

16 those.
17 WITNESS COLE: Thank you. It might take me a

18 couple of minutes to find them.

19 JUDGE FRYE: And if you would note which ones

20 were stricken, too.

21 (Pause.)
22 WITNESS COLE: It says on the top of page 178,

23 and I believe that page was stricken and the pages

24 thereafter, it says:

25 " Question: Did all the participants in the

-
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)
focus groups have a deep fear of exposure to radiation from

2 an accident at Shoreham.

3 "Drs. Saegert, Loftus and I responded no.

4 "Some of the participants expressed the opinion

5 that the amount of radiation being released from Shoreham

6 during a hypothetical accident might not be so great as to

7 kill them and that indeed they might be able to protect

8 themselves by sheltering.

9 "For example, when asked if they would go to

10 some place in Nassau County to be checked for radioactive

il contamination, two participants gave the following answers,"

12 and then we give answers of people in the focus group who

13 were not afraid of radiation.

() 14 There are lot of other places in this testimony

: 15 where we point out people who did believe in LILCO and they

16 did believe in the messages. In fact, we had one earlier in
,

f 17 the testimony that Ms. McCleskey referred to in discussing
!
'

18 the transcripts where one person said the message was very

i 19 clear,

j 20 JUDGE PARIS: Look at the bottom of page 234.
i
| 21 (Witness complies.)

22 WITNESS COLE: Yes. On the top of page 234 I
:

23 say "I should add to be fair that there was some variability

{
24 as expected among the focus group participants; that is,'

!
25 some members of the focus group found LILCO's exercise

O
<
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I messages to be clear, LILCO to be credible and said that-

,

2 they would do what the messages suggested, although some of
3 these who live within the 10-mile EPZ said that they would

d not evacuate even when advised to evacuate. The following

5 quotations are from those focus group members who probably
6 would listen to instructions in the EBS messages:

7 "About the first EBS message. It sounded clear to

8 me.

; 9 "Was that EBS Message 5 a clear message? Yes,

10 very clear.

M "About EBS Message 6, very clear.

12 "After hearing the first EBS message, I think

,
13 that if there was a definite problem, they would have told

14 the people in th'e 10-mile radius to try and get into some
!

15 safe area. Even though there is a rush hour, it would be

16 foolish to jeopardize their integrity, and the lives and

17 well-being of the people in that area. That would be

18 totally out of hand for them to do.

19 "How much would you trust LILCO to tell you the

20 truth about what was happening at Shoreham? Yes, I trust a

21 fellow worker. I just do. I have faith in my fellow worker

22 in America." That happens to be the quote that I was
'

23 talking about.

24 And then all of the rest of them on the page, on

25 page 235 are quotes which are positive to LILCO.

HQ

.
.
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1 As I pointed out in my testimony there was

2 variability. There is nobody here on this panel who has

3 ever claimed that every member of the population of Long
4 Island doesn't believe LILCO. There are many people who do

5 believe LILCO and who would listen to their advice. It

6 happens, in my opinion, to be a minority, but there are some

7 people, and those people were in the focus groups and we

8 reported their comments just as we reported the commentslof

9 the people who had negative attitudes toward LILCO or didn't

10 believe them.
11 BY MR. BARTH:

12 Q Dr. Cole, I see that there are quotations also

13 on pages 237 and 238 from the focus groups. Are those

() 14 favorable to LILCO, would you say? I'm asking for a

15 judgment call.

16 A (Witness Cole) No, in general not aecause these

17 people were expressing disagreement with a LILCO theory, and

18 essentially the LILCO theory is that no matter how low

19 LILCO's credibility is, that when the actual emergency takes

20 place that people are going to listen to them and stay put

21 essentially if they are not advised to evacuate. l

22 When that theory was expressed to the

23 participants in the focus groups, most of them said that

24 they didn't agree with LILCO and they thought that people

25 would leave and that there would be large voluntary

O
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73 I evacuation.
_.)'

2 O I have an additional question for Mr. Rowan.

3 Mr. Rowan, in response to Judge Frye's inquiry to'you and to

d Mr. Evans as to what could or should be done, I believe you

5 stated that "the utility and the government should work to

6 clear this up," meaning the information and the clarity of

7 it to the population.

8 A (Witness Rowan) Yes.

9 0 Could you tell me what the State of New York and

10 what the County of Suffolk have done to clear up any kind of

Il misunderstanding or misinformation to make it clearer?

12 MS. LETSCHE: Let me just object to that

13 question. The purpose of this litigation is to talk about
, ,

.n
"x > Id what happened during the exercise and, as Mr. Barth I'm sure

is knows, as does everyone else in this room, the County and

16 the State did not participate in that exercise and have not

17 participated in the creation or the attempt to implement the

18 LILCO plan, and therefore discussing what the State or

19 County may or may not have done in the context of this

20 exercise litigation is just meaningless and it is improper

21 and irrelevant.

22 MR. ZAHNLEUTER: I also object.

23 JUDGE FRYE: Sustained.

24 MR. BARTH: It was your question, Your Honor.

25 JUDGE FRYE: I'm sorry?

| c)

O
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{w~/}
MR. BARTH: It was your question.

'

2 JUDGE FRYE: I don't think I asked that one.

3 (Laughter.)

4 MR. BARTH: I believe you asked what could or

5 should be done, and Mr. Evans testified that ---

6 JUDGE FRYE: But not by the State or County. My

7 question was in terius of they were criticizing the content

8 of the messages, and my question was how would you cure the

9 deficiencies you see in the messages, but not by the State

10 or County.

Il MR. BARTH: It's a good distinction. Thank you,

12 Your Honor.

13 BY MR. BARTH:

14 Q Mr. Rowan, do you know of anybody, outside of

15 LILCO, who has attempted to make the messages clearer or the

16 information to the public clearer?

17 MS. LETSCHE: I have the same objection. We are

18 talking here about what LILCO did or didn't do during the

19 exercise.

20 JUDGE FRYE Well, let's get the answer to that

21 one. Do you know of anybody who has worked to make the

22 messages clearer outside of LILCO or LERO?

23 WITNESS ROWAN: Well, nothing comes to mind

24 right at this moment. I know that I also, in addition to

25 looking at what LILCO had generated and what FEMA had said

*

.

__ _ __- _ - . _- . __.
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I/T about what LILCO had done, we took a look at some of the

(_/
2 press coverage that had occurred at the exercise.

One of the things that struck me was that the I3

d reporters did focus on opposition to the plant in all four

5 of the television stations that I looked at. So I'm afraid
.

6 I have to give you a negative answer on that, that the only |

7 thing I'm aware of that outsiders did was mostly criticize

8 within the press and other organizations that come along, I
' just off the top of my head can't think of anyone else. So

10 the answer is no.

I 11 MR. BARTH: I have no further questions at this

12 time, Judge Frye, related to the questions gone over today.
13 MS. LETSCHE: Judge Frye, if I could just7

(* ) 14 clarify for the record because I think you mentioned this

15 before, the portions of his testimony which Dr. Cole

16 discussed in response to Mr. Barth's questions on pages 234
17 and 235 as well as the portions on page 237 about which Mr.
18 Barth asked were among the portions that you struck.
19 JUDGE FRYE: 2377

20 MS. LETSCHE: Yes.

21 MS. McCLESKEY: Yes.

22 JUDGE FRYE: That's right.

23 MS. LETSCHE: So I just want the record to

24 reflect that.

25 There is one very quick item of -- I guess it

-

.

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ - _ - - - -
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] would sort of be in the nature of redirect, but it just hasI

2 to do with one question that Mr. Barth asked. I think there

3 was a miscommunication between him and Dr. Cole with respect
4 to a question about keeping tuned to the EBS station for the

5 broadcast, and if I could ask one question to clear up the

6 record on that I think it would be helpful.
-

7 JUDGE FRYE Go ahead.

8 MS. LETSCHE: Dr. Cole, Mr. Barth asked you a

9 question about including the sentence, keep turned to this

10 emergency broadcast station for the latest official

11 information, and his question related to why you excluded

12 that statement in your focus group interviews.

13 WITNESS COLE: In the focus group?
'

14 MS. LETSCHE: Yes. I believe your response was

15 directed to your survey questionnaire, was it not?

16 WITNESS COLE: Oh, yes. I'm sorry, I

17 misunderstood the question. To my knowledge that statement

is was included in the focus group. Everything that was in the

19 EBS message was included in the taped recording of those-

20 messages for the focus groups. .I had thought that the

21 question referred to the survey questionnaire, and I

22 apologize.

23 JUDGE PARIS: In the focus groups the EBS

24 messages were recorded verbatim?

25 WITNESS COLE: Verbatim, exactly as we got them

.
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3- r^x from LILCO.

'

2 MS. McCLESKEY: Do you want recross now?

3 JUDGE FRYE: No. I think Ms. Letsche just

d wanted to ---

5 MS. LETSCHE: I just wanted to clear that up

6 while we were thinking about it.

7 MS. McCLESKEY: So I will tomorrow in response

a to some questions that they've been asked by both of them, I

* will have an opportunity to ask additional questions, or do

10 you want that now?

11 JUDGE FRYE: Just limited to Mr. Barth's

12 questions?

j . MS. McCLESKEY: There are a couple of things13

,.
'(, ,J id limited to Mr. Barth's questions and one thing that is in

15 response to what Professor Cole just said. I'm happy to

16 wait. It doesn't matter. If we have the time, I'm happy to

17 go forward.

18 JUDGE FRYE: Why don't we just go on and get it

19 out of the way I suppose. I'm concerned about us getting

20 too fragmented here, but if you've got three questions.

21 MS. McCLESKEY: Yes, it's getting complicated.

22 Three questions.

23 RECROSS EXAMINATION

24 BY MS. McCLESKEY:

25 0 Professor Cole, will you turn to page 2 of your

f rk
.( 3

U
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(}
focus group transcript, new transcript for focus group No.1

,

2 1, which has been marked tentatively Exhibit 8.
)

I- 3 A (Witness Cole) Would you repeat it, please?
i

4 Q Page 2, and that is where you're setting out the
,
,

5 text of EBS No. I which was played in focus group No. 1. In

6 fact, it was EBS No. 1, wasn't it, that was played because

I 7 some of the numbers through here don't match the EBS

8 numbers. They are just the order of the EBS messages that,

.; 9 you played.

10 A Yes.

Il Q But this was in fact No. 1?

12 A Yes.,

la Q Will you look at the fourth line there.
,

() 14 JUDGE PARIS: Which paragraph?

15 MS. McCLESKEY: The fourth line on the top of
I

| 16 the page. It's a carryover paragraph.
i

j 17 WITNESS COLE: Yes.
.

| 18 BY MS. McCLESKEY:

! 19 Q After the words " nuclear engineers."
i

| 20 A (Witness Cole) I said before that we had left

| 21 that part about Suffolk County out of this.

22 Q You left out "and Mr. John Sucich, Suffolk

23 County Executive, and Vern Wingert of the Department of
i

! 24 Health"?
! |

25 A That's correct.
|

.

;

.!
f
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Iw JUDGE FRYE: He had earlier testified to that.
~

2 MS. McCLESKEY: Okay.

3 BY MS. McCLESKEY:

4 Q Could you go down to the next line, line 1 of

5 the paragraph No. 1.

6 A Yes.

7 0 At the end there -- well let me just ask you

8 this. Is it your understanding that this is a complete

9 transcript of the EBS tapes?

10 A (Witness Cole) This? I have no idea. As I

" said, I just saw this last night and I briefly reviewed it

12 to compare it with the other transcript, but I certainly

.
13 would not be surprised if there were a couple of words

.A
i ,) 14 missing. This was based upon again the secretary

15 transcribing it off a tape. There shouldn't be very many

16 errors in this because there was only one person reading

17 that, but if there was an occasional error it wouldn't

is surprise me. We have that tape available.

19 0 Did you ever check the tape of the messages that

20 you played against the EBS messages to determine if it was

21 accurate?

22 MS. LETSCilEt Asked and answered.

23 WITNESS COLE: To my knowledge, the tape was

24 accurate, yes, except for those small details that we've

25 pointed out.

Id
'(j

.
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1 JUDGE FRYE: Did you check it though?

2 WITNESS COLE: Yes.

3 JUDGE FRYE: You did, okay.

4 BY MS. McCLESKEY:

5 Q And did you check your old transcripts? Well,

6 actually in the old transcripts it didn't set out the text

7 of the EBS messages, did it?

8 A That's right, because we didn't bother recording

9 the EBS messages. We wanted to get the whole focus group on

10 one tape. We had the EBS messages on a separate tape and we
11 didn't see any sense of recording them or of reproducing
12 them.

13 JUDGE PARIS: They are in the transcript, or at

( 14 least this one is in the transcript.

15 WITNESS COLE: We had two different machines
16 working for redundancy purposes and there was one that shut
17 off when the EBS message was played and there was another
is one that ran constantly. So they must have picked that up.

19 JUDGE PARIS: So is it an accident that this

20 first one is in the old transcript or are all of those old

| 21 EBS messages in the old transcript, or do you know?
22 WITNESS COLE: Not all of the messages are in

23 there. Sometimes it will just say EBS No. 5 played.

24 JUDGE PARIS: Oh, okay. I think I've seen

25 that. EBS No 2 played on page 9.

) -
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{} WITNESS COLE: Right.

2 BY MS. McCLESKEY:

3 Q And it's your testimony that you would be

d surprised in your new transcripts if there were significant

5 pieces like whole sentences or paragraphs missing from the
6 EBS transcriptions?

7 A (Witness Cole) Yes, other than the details that

8 we've discussed.

9
Q Mr. Rowan, you were talking about the informal

10 proceedings that were going on in between the press

11 briefings. Now you've looked at the ENC tapes, right?

12 A (Witness Rowan) Yes.

13 0 And those informal proceedings aren't on the ENC
, ,

,--g
%s-) 14 tapes, are they?

15 A No, they are not on the tapes.

16 0 And you testified that as far as you knew those

17 informal proceedings would have been exclusive, that is that

18 they would have been on the side with just one person

19 listening. Do you know that? Do you know that that's what

20 happened during the exercise?

21 A No.

22 Q Mr. Evans, have you looked at any other EBS

23 messages for any other nuclear power plants to see what the

24 language of those messages are?

25 A (Witness Evans) No, I have not.

I elj
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1 Q Have you read any EBS messagec ever except for
2 these?

,

! 3 A No, I have not.

4 MS. McCLESKEY: Thank you.

5 That's all I have.

6 JUDGE FRYE: Ms. Letsche, do you want redirect

7 on this portion tonight, or do you want to wait?

8 MS. LETSCHE: I would just as soon wait and do

9 it all at the end.

10 JUDGE FRYE: All right.

11 Well, let's be adjourned until 10 tomorrow

12 morning.

13 (Whereupon, at 4:45 p.m., the hearing in the

() 14 above-entitled matter adjourned, to reconvene at 10:00 a.m.,

15 Tuesday, April 28, 1987.)
'
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