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UNITED STATES NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSIONJ -4f ). .
.

,

(/ ATOMIC.' SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD
i

In-the Matter of: .)
) Docket Nos.

PUBLIC SERVICE COMFANY OF ) 50-443-OL
NEW HAMPSHIRE, et al., ) 50-444-OL.

) OFF-SITE EMERGENCY''

(SEABROOK STATION, UNITS 1 AND 2) ) PLANNING

..

EVIDENTIARY HEARING

Friday,
June 23, 1989

Auditorium
Thomas P. O'Neill, Jr.

Federal Building
10 Causeway Street.''

Boston, Massachusetts

/'~' The above-entitled matter came on for. hearing,
Tj)

pursuant to notice, at 8:30 a.m. .

BEFORE: JUDGE IVAN W. SMITH, CHAIRMAN.
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

JUDGE KENNETH A. McCOLLOM, Member
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washinyton, D.C. 20555 ,

JUDGE RICHARD F. COLE, MEMBER.

Atomic Safety and Licensing Board,

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555*
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APPEARANCES:

O
For the Applicant:

THOMAS G. DIGNAN, JR., ESQ.
GEORGE H. LEWALD, ESQ.
KATHRYN A. SELLECK, ESQ.
JAY BRADFORD SMITH, ESQ.
JEFFREY P. TROUT, ESQ.
GEOFFREY C. COOK, ESQ. -

WILLIAM L. PARKER, ESQ.
Ropes & Gray
One International Place ,

Boston, Massachusetts 02110-2624

For the NRC Staff:

SHERWIN E. TURE, ESQ.
ELAINE I. CHAN, ESQ.
EDWIN J. REIS, ESQ.
RICHARD BACHMANN, ESQ.
Office of General Counsel
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

For the Federal Emercency Manacement Acency:

H. JOSEPH FLYNN, ESQ.
LINDA HUBER McPHETERS, ESQ.
Federal Emergency Management Agency
500 C Street, S.W.
Washington, D.C. 20472

For the Commonwealth of Massachusetts:

JAMES M. SHANNON, ATTY. GEN.
JOHN C. TRAFICONTE, ASST. ATTY. GEN.
ALLAN R. FIERCE, ASST. ATTY. GEN.
PAMZLA TALBOT, ASST. ATTY. GEN.

.

MATTHEW BROCK, ESQ.,

LESLIE B. GREER, TiSQ .
Commonwealth of Massachusetts
One Ashburton Place, 29th Floor i

~

Boston, Massactasetts 02138
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APPEARANCES: (Continued)cf

( )'.
For the' State of New Hampshire:~'

GEOFFREY M. HUNTINGTON, ASST. ATTY. GEN.
State of New Hampshire-
25 Capitol Street
Concord, New Hampshire 03301

For the Seacoast Anti-Pollution Leacue:.*

ROBERT A. BACKUS, ESQ.
Backus, Meyer & Solomon

.

116 Lowell Street
P.O. Box 516
Manchester, New Hampshire 03105

JANE DOUGHTY, Director
Seacoast Anti-Pollution League
5 Market Street
Portsmouth,-New Hampshire 03801

For the Town of Amesburv:-

BARBARA J. SAINT ANDRE, ESQ.
Kopelman and Paige, P.C.

#~ 77 Franklin Street
!g j)/-
/

Boston, Massachusetts

WILLIAM LORD
Town Hall
Amesbury, Massachusetts 10913

For the City of Haverhill and Town of Merrimac:

ASHOD N. AMIRIAN, ESQ.
P. O. Box 38
Bradford, Massachusetts 01835

. For the City of Ng_wburvoorti
.

<

BARBARA J. SAINT ANDRE, ESQ.
<

JANE OrMALLEY, ESQ.'

Kopelman and Paige, P.C.
77 Franklin Street
Boston, Masaechusetts 02110
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APPEARANCES: (Continued)

For the Town of Newburv:

R. SCOTT HILL-WHILTON, ESQ.
Lagoulis, Clark, Hill-Whilton & McGuire
79 State Street
Newburyport, Massachusetts 01950

| For the Town of Salisburv:
,

CHARLES P. GRAHAM, ESQ.
Murphy and Graham
33 Low Street "

Newburyport, Massachusetts 01950

For the Town of West Newburv:

JUDITH H. MIZNER, ESQ.
Second Floor
79 State Street
Newburyport, Massachusetts 01950

For the Atomic Safety and Licensino Board:

ROBERT R. PIERCE, ESQUIRE
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555
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IJ.NDEX

- WITNESSES: plBF&T. CROSS REDIPECT RECROSS EXAM'

j
Witness:

Dr.-Thomas Urbanik II
. (Prefiled) 27150-

by Mr. Bachmann 27138
by Mr. Fierce 27151

27176 !

by. Judge Cole'-

by Mr. Turk '27179
27188 jby Mr. Fierce

by Mr. Turk 27195 |
I27198..

by Mr. Fierce
127204by Mr. Turk

Eanel:

William F. Renz
Anthony M. Callendrello
-Gary Catapano

. (Prefiled) 27223
by Mr. Smith 27220

27225.by Ms. Greer

IXHIBITS: IDENT. PIC. REJ. DESCRIPTION:

'{no exhibits)
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O
ORAL ARGUMENTS: PAGE

On behalf of the Intervenor: 27238
The Commonwealth of Massachusetts
by Mr. Traficonte

.

On behalf of the Applicants 27243
by Mr. Dignan

.

On behalf of the NRC Staff 27246
by Mr. Turk

.
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' INSERTS: PAGE:

I. Testimony of Thomas Urbanik II 27150
k

'

on behalf of the NRC Staff on-
l.JI-1 through 3 (SEMC)'
|

Affidavit of Thomas Urbanik II 27197
-re: commuter traffic and ;-

evacuating traffic flow '|

fwithin,the EPZ

Applicants'. Rebuttal Testimony 27223
. provisions'for prompt(No. 22

communications.among ORO field
personnel: and errata sheets .

Professional qualifications of 27223
Gary J. Catapano - y

!

Professional experience of. 27223
William F. Renz

Massachusetts Attorney General's 27249
cross-examination plan for

./ Thomas Urbanik II on both his
-( ETE and his returning commuter,

testimony'
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URBANIK - DIRECT 27138

1 EB9CDERIEGS
2 JUDGE SMI'IH: Good morning.

3 MR. FIERCE: Good morning, Mr. Chairman, Members

4 of the Board.

(
S I believe Dr. Urbanik is the next witness 7 i

1

'6 JUDGE SMITH: Yes. .

7 MR. BACHMANN: That's correct.

8 MR. FIERCE: I have spoken to Mr. Bachmann.
~

9 I am going to have a couple of small objections to

10 a couple of answers in the ETE testimony. But we've agreed )
1

11 I wil? make that objection when he offers the testimony and !
1

12 discuss it right then. I don't have a formal motion in

13 limine prepared.

14 JUDGE SMITH: Okay.

15 Whereupon,

16 THOMAS URBANIK II

17 having been previously duly sworn, was recalled as a witness

18 herein and was examined and testified further as follows:

19 DIRECT EXAMINATION

20 BY MR. BACHMANN:

21 Q Dr. Urbanik, I remind that you have been
,

22 previously sworn in this proceeding.
'

23 You have before you e document entitled " Testimony -

24 of Tnomas Urbanik II, on Behalf of the NRC Staff, on Joint

25 Intervenor Contentions 1 thr:ough 3 (SPMC) " ?

Heritage Reporting Corporation
'(202) 628-4888
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URBANIK''- DIRECT 27139'

1 A' (Urbanik) Yes.
s

if 2 Q iDid youLprepare this document?

3 A (Urbanik) Yes, I did.

F 4 Q Is this document true and correct to the best~of'

5 your knowledge'and belief?

6 A- (Urbanik) Yes, it is.
. . - -

7 Q Do you adopt this document as your testimony,in

:J '8 .this proceedings

!f A (Urbanik) Yes, I do.

10- MR. BACHMAEN: Your Honor, I hereby move that this

11 document be accepted into evidence and bound into the record

' 12' as if read.

13 JUDGE SMITH: Mr. Fierce?'

.

- - 14 MR.' FIERCE: Objection.

'[Q)
15 I do have, really it's three answers. They are in

'

.

16 two categories, though, that I'm objecting to on the grounds

17 that,this witness is not qualified in that area of
18 expertise. The first is the answer to Question 16.

19 Quection 16 asks, "Is there any reason to believe

20 the Massachusetts drivers will be confused by potentially

21 different EBS messages due to existence of multistate
.

22 jurisdictions?"-

23 This is a question, Your Honor, that really calls.

24 tor experience in the field of human behavior and emergency

25 warning messages.
,,

.

Heritage Reporting Corporation
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URBANIK - DIRECT 27140

1 And as you know, we have heard in the past from

2 witnesses in this particular field. Next week, in fact, the

3 Mass AG will be putting on a witness in this particular

4 field of expertise, and I believe the Applicants have a

5 panel as well.

6 But I have again reviewed Dr. Urbanik's r3sume and
.

7 his statement of qualifications which appeared back in his

8 traffic management testimony. He gave us a summary of his
-

9 qualifications again. And as we know from his background

10 and experience, it's in the field of traffic engineering and

11 ETEs.

12 And what we have here is a leap, a leap into a

13 different field which I submit he's not qualified to make.

14 And that's the objection.

15 MR. BACHMANw. Your Honor, in response, I would
,

16 like to have Dr. Urbanik state why he believes he is

17 competent to make this judgement.

18 BY MR. BACHMANN:

19 Q Dr. Urbanik, you have heard the objection of Mr.

20 Fierce.
,

21 Could you explain to the Board why you believe I
|-

|

22 that you are competent to make the statement that you do as i
'

1

23 a response to Question 167 -

24 A (Urbanik) Yes.

25 I'm not offering myself as a human behavior

Beritage Reporting Corporation
(202) 628-4888
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URBANIK - DIRECT 27141

1 expert, but the implications of multiple messages o.tthe.
. .f s
( : 2 ETEs themselves. And I have the experience with *4TEs
s

.

.

3 throughout the' United States. Seabrook is in no way unique

4' in terms of having'multistate jurisdictions. And I'm aware

5' of no problems in this regard in the development of ETEs at |

6 plants'such as Zion, which involve multistate jurisdictions.
.-

7 MR. TROUT: Your Honor, Your_ Honor --

8 MR. TURK: Your Honor, I would also note, in the-

9 New Hampshire hearings Dr. Urbanik testified that while his

10 main body of expertise was in traffic engineering, he did

11 . consider 'himself to have expertise in the field of human

12- behavior as it related to driver conduct performance.

13 JUDGE SMITH: Yes.

14 As a matter of fact, we accepted in our decision

,m\ 15 .certain expertise along that line.|
'%Y

16 MR. TURK: Yes.

17 JUDGE SMITH: This, I think, is somewhat'

18 different, however.

19 MR. TROUT: Your Honor, if I might also just take

20 the liberty of pointing out that Dr. Adler, in his testimony

21 on ETEs, which was received earlier this week, addresses the
.

22 same question..

23 And I would respectfully suggest that Dr. Urbanik
,.

24 is at least as qualified as Dr. Adler to comment on this

25 issue. j

1

1

Heritage Reporting Corporation
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URBANIK - DIRECT 27142 l!

|

1 JUDGE SMITH: Well, did you object to --

2 MR. TROUT: Well, Your Honor, will recall that it

3 was suggested that we not do that with regard to Dr. Adler. I
I

4 JUDGE SMITH: And that was your call.

5 MR. TROUT: All right. |

6 JUDGE SMITH: That was your call. j
-i

7 (The Board confers.)

8 JUDGE SMITH: The Board is sitting here -

)
9 speculating as to what he means by the answer to A.16. He 1

i

10 has conceded he does not have the expertise to determine for j
;

11 himself that the potentially different emergency messages j
l

12 will cause a problem. He's using it solely as his -

1

!

13 experience. q
1

14 But what is his experience? j

15 Only that he's aware that other states have

16 potentially different emergency messages, because more than j
l

17 state is involved. I

18 He does not claim to have experience of driver

19 conduct under those circumstances. All he is doing is

20 pointing to other states that have the same problem, if

21 there is a problem. j

-!
22 I see that he may have the power to observe that, !

*

I
23 but it means nothing to me that other states have multiple

'

,

24 state EPZs. I don't know what he's learned from it. All )

25 he's saying is if there is a problem, Seabrook is not the

|

Heritage Reporting Corporation
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I' URBANIK - DIRECT 27143

b
.

,1 only.one to have the problem, which gives us very little
.P\

,'I i 2 Comfort..
i .'N.,, / .'

3 The Board doesn't believe that the answer

4 contributes anything to us. Aside from expertise, it just

5 doesn't' contribute anything.

6 MR. BACHMANN: Your Honor, I believe what is being
,

7 said here is that in the-generation of ETEs this is a factor'

8 taken into' account and that this is not the first plant that*

9 he's seen where you had to consider conflicting

10 jurisdictions.

.
11 I might ask the witness.

12 BY MR. BACHMANN:

13 Q Did I characterize that correctly?

14 A (Urbanik) I think that's a reasonable

r''\

-{ J}
15 characterization.

s
16 JUDGE SMITH: What is it?

17 MR. BACHMANN: Well, the fact that when they were

18 creating ETEs at other plants that had multiple

19 jurisdictions, that he is aware of how they would take this |

20 into account. I mean that's the extent of which, I believe,

21 he is testifying, not that he knows.
.

22 In other words, how this is considered when you*

23 generate an ETE..

24 JUDGE SMITH: Well, if that's what he's saying,

25 it's not responsive to Question 16.

Beritage Reporting Corporation
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URBAN %K - DIRECT 27144

1 I don't think he's competent to answer Question 16

2 under any basis, and his answer is not really responsive.

3 only if he could tell us that he is aware of

4 similar circumstances which could be encountered of

5 potentially different emergency messages, and he's aware

6 that drivers in fact were not confused, and he doesn't
.

7 suggest that.

8 All he's saying is that other plants have the same
'

9 problem, which tells me nothing. Those could be bad

10 problems over there or not.
.

11 So we are going to strike Question and Answer 16.

12 MR. FIERCE: Your Honor, the next point is one

13 addressed to the answer to Question 20 and the answer to

14 Question 22.

15 Both of these questions relate to protective

16 action decision-making and require the witness to have some

17 expertise in that particular field, protective action

18 decision-making as opposed to the field of ETEs, one of the

19 inputs to that process.

20 And focusing first on Question 20, I think what

21 you have to do is look at the question and then look at the
.

22 answer. The question is slightly different, I think, than

23 the one he answers. -

24 The question is, "Have the Applicants supplied

25 sufficiently realistic ETEs for consideration by decision- |
4

|
!

!
Heritage Reporting Corporation |
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URBANIK - DIRECT 27145 1

'I
1 , makers?"

2 It looks, in reading the question,'that the focusk ,/
3 is on the word " realistic". And if the answer had been

I

4 that, that the ETEs are realistic, I would have no quarrel.

5 What I find in the answer, however, is the focus'

6 shifting from the word " realistic" over to the word |
.

7 " sufficient" as in enough ETEs, enough numbers. And I see

8 after the answer "yes", a sentence which says, "The~

9 Applicants have provided sufficient time estimates for use

10 by decision-makers to enable them to make: informed
.

11 decisions."

12 ~ And in the next sentence after that, it says,

13 " Decision-makers would be not be aided by the generation ~of

14 still more."

. f~
't 15 So the focus of the answer is on the number, the
s

16 quantity of ETEs that are provided, in that sense

17 sufficient. And it's in that sense that I'm objecting,

18 because that requires knowledge of what protective action

19 decision-makers need, how many ETEs for what range of

20 situations they.think would be useful to them. And that's

21 the point where I think Dr. Urbanik goes beyond his
.

22 particular area of expertise and steps into the expertise*

23 that requires a much wider range of knowledge about-

24 radiological health considerations and all of the

25 considerations that go into protective action decision-

Beritage Reporting Corporation
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URBANIK - DIRECT 27146
|

1 making.
|

2 And as well with Question 22, that is a focus on

3 more ETEs, do they need more of them.

4

5

6
,

7

|g -

|

9 i

|
10 |

|

11
,

12

13

14

15

16

17

18 |

19

20

21
.

'

22

23 -

24

25 |

|
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URBANIK - DIRECT 271'7'4

MR. FIERCE: Again, it's, stepping into the realm-4! 1 s, ,

.

\ 2 of a protective action' decision-maker with all of theL1 t
?~ J .

interest that that person would.have to make the kind of a"3-
~

,

.t.

-4 decision they'want toJmake. He's just not in that area of

$_ expertise. >

|6 Realistic ETES, I would have no problem with. But
. . . .

' '
7 he's answering, I think, perhaps slightly,a different.

~

8 question-than'was: asked in question 20.

9 MR. BACHMANN: Your: Honor,,I think if you consider ,

,

10, 'the' entire question which also indicates or states: "For a-.

11 wide range of times and' conditions," we sort of covered most

12' ' of that argument.

13 But also, in the answer itself where --.in fact,'I

L14 ' think it was the last' full sentence'which is on_page'8-where

15 Dr. Urbanik talks about the fundamental philosophy.of-)
16 NUREG-0654, Appendix 4 and states that NUREG-0654'does not

17 suggest that there should be an enumeration of countless

18 alternatives.

-19 I believe he is imminently qualified to explain !

20 the intent and meaning of Appendix 4 to NUREG-0654 since he

t- 21 essentially wrote it.
.

22 MR. FIERCE: I have no quarrel with that part of.

i

23 the answer. The very 3 &st part of that sentence is: "Nor
,

24 would provision of such additional ETEs be of any practical

25 utility." That I think is a step beyond. j

l

Heritage Reporting Corporation
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fURBANIK - DIRECT 27148
i

1 His comments about NUREG-0654, if you want to

2 leave those in, I have no objection.

3 MR. BACHMANN: Well, I guess the point I'm trying

4 to make is that you can't just take ETEs and when you're

5 looking at NUREG-0654 and completely divorce them from the

6 recommendations for protective action process. .

7 When Mr. Urbanik was putting this together, and

8 albeit he has said on the stand previously in this
~

9 proceeding that it was probably not written as well as he

10 would have liked in hindsight. He had to interact with the

11 people who would need to use these to have an idea of what

12 type of ETEs they would need.

13 You just can't say, give me ETEs in a vacuum;

14 there had to be interaction. And that's essentially what,

15 in question 20, is what we're talking about here.

16 I don't believe that he is getting into the

17 specifics of protective action decision-making. But he is

18 sort of describing somewhat an interface and describing how

'19 generally the reason why ETEs are generated and I'm sure

20 he's familiar with this interface and as to what the

21 decision-maker would need.
.

~

22 That's basically the thrust of what we're looking

23 at hero. That's just question 20. -

24 MR. FIERCE: It's the bald-faced statements that

25 they would be of no practical utility: " Provisions of

Heritage Reporting Corporation
(202) 628-4888
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URBANIK -' DIRECT' 27149'

i 1- additional 2 ETEs," would not'be of any practical utility.
;

bl -2, And above that'.he makes the flat-out statement:
p"\s_/

.',

f 3 "The decision-makers would not be aided.by the generation of

4 'more.ETEs."

5 .MR. BACHMANN: Well,.again...I say, this is part of

L 6 the interface. Sorry.
,

_.' 7 JUDGE SMITH: That's'enough.

8 We've heard enough.-

9 (The Board confers.)

10 JUDGE SMITH: We were persuaded by Mr. Bachmann's..

11 argument that Dr. Urbanik just: doesn't generate ETEs or. look
.1

12| at ETEs in a vacuum. He has to look at them, necessarily,

13 in'the light of how they are. going.to'be used. And'he has

14 to have and does have through his long experience in'this

( 15? area an expert's judgment within the scope of his expertise

16- as'to-how ETEs are to be used and theLpoint as to which

17 further refinements of the ETEs would not accomplish a

18 purpose.

19 He has to have some feeling for'the use being put
|

20 to his product before he's capable of even generating the

21 product.
J

* '

22 So with that in mind we accept the answer with-

23 full recognition that he does not have full expertise as a
i

.

24 decision-maker.

25 And we believe by the same reasoning that question

Beritage Reporting Corporation
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URBANIK - DIRECT 27150

1 and answer 22 should remain.

2 Is that all you have?

3 MR. FIERCE: That's all I have.

4 JUDGE SMITH: All right.

5 MR. FIERCE: I think you should receive the

6 testimony in that fashion.
.

7 JUDGE SMITH: With the deletion of question and

8 answer 16 the testimony is offered and we accept it. -

|

9 (Testimony of Thomas

10 Urbanik II on behalf of
!
|

11 the NRC Staff on JI-1 1
I

12 through 3 (SPMC) follows:) ]

13
1

14

15 '

16

17

18

19

20

21

|
*

22

23 .

|

24

25
i
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA3' NUCLEAR REGULATORY COPEISSION

|

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

'fI . . !In the Matter of Docket Nos. 50-443 OL
50-444 OL--

PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY.0F
NEW HAMPSHIRE, et al. ) Off-site Emergency Planning

) .

,

(Seabrook Station, Units 1 and 2) )

TESTIMONY OF THOMAS URBANIK II
ON BEHALF OF THE NRC STAFF ON

JOINT INTERVENOR CONTENTIONS 1-3 (SPMC)
u

Please state your rame and occupation.'

Q.1.

A.I. My name is Thomas Urbanik II. I am a Research Engineer

associated with the Texas Transportation Institute of the Texas A&M
' p

University System, College Station, Texas.

Have you a prepared statement of your qualifications?Q.2.
A statement of my professional qualifications is attachedA.2. .Yes.

to my testimony filed in the NHRERP phase of this proceeding and is bound |
:

in the transcript following Tr. page 7372.

.

Q.3. What is the purpose of thf r, testimony?'

;

The purpose of this testimony is to address three contentions7.3"

concerning evecuation time estimates (ETEs) as they reine to the Seabrock

Plan for Massachusetts Comunities (SPMC). Specifically, this testimony

addresses Contention JI-1, which alleges thet no ETE study has been done

for the Massachusetts portion of the EPZ; Contention JI-2, which alleges
O'
U

1 ,

I:
!

_
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that the ETEs contair.ed in the SPMC are unrealistic; and Contention JI-3, I

which alleges that a real-time monitoring and ETE calculation system

should be installed.

|

Q.4. Have you reviewed the ETEs contained in the SPMC? ,

A.4. Yes. ETEs are set ' orth in the SPMC at IP 2.5, Attachment 4. I -!

have also reviewed Volume 6 of the New Hampshire Radiological Emergency
.

Response Flan (NHRERP), which provides much of the documentation on the

ETEs; and I have reviewed the Applicants' NHRERP and SPMC testimony 1

concerning ETEs for Seabrook Station, as well as the Licensing Board's

Partial Initial Decision on NHRERP issues, dated December 30, 1988.

4

Q.5. Please identify the regulatory standard or guidance criteria

against which ETEs are evaluated.

A.5. ETEs are required to be provided by an Applicant pursuant to 10

C.F.R. Part 50, Appendix E, ! IV, and are addressed in NUREG-0654,

$ II.J.10. In particular, NUREG-0654, Appendix 4, provides guidance as to

what is to be included in aa evacuation time estimate study and how it

might be presented. i

Q.6. Do you agree with the assertion that an evacuation time estimate .

,

study has not been done for the Massachusetts portion of the Seabrook EPZ,
'

'

and/or that a new study needs to be done to comport with the guidance of ;

!

NUREG-0654?

A.6. No. KLD Associates has performed an ETE study for both Massa- |

chusetts and New Hampshire portions of the Seabrook EPZ, which was

O
|

|
t

!
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jq
! v ). published in Volume 6 of the NHRERP. Additional consideration was

afforded Massachusetts portions of the Seabrook EPZ in the Applicants'

NHRERP ETE testimony and the Licensing Board's Partial Initial Decision on

NHRERP ETE issues. In addition, KLD has performed a series of further

studies for the Applicants, which are described in Applicants' Rebuttal
,

Testimony No.16. These studies include consideration of the Massachusetts

portions of the Seabrook EPZ.~

Q.7. Have KLD's further studies, which are discussed in Appifcants'

Rebuttal Testimony No. 16, been published as part of either the SPMC or

the NHRERP?

A.7. No. These studies and the resulting ETEs are provided in

Applicants' Rebuttal Testimony No. 16, but have not yet been incorporated

i) into either of the two emergency plans.
f

Q.8. Do the KLD ETEs account for the specific circumstances,

difficulties and delays which might exist in conducting an evacuation in

Massachusetts due to a radiological emer,ency at Seabrook Station?

A.8. Yes. KLD has considered Massachusetts-specific circumstances in

its study published in Volume 6 of the NHRERP, and in its later analyses
,

as set forth in Applicents' Rebuttal Testimony Mo.16.I

1 .

| 'Q.9. Is there any significance to the fact that the SPMC ETEs differ

from KLD's ETEs of August 1986 (published in the NHRERP) and these in

Applicants' Rebuttal Testimony No. 16?
|
(

| )

;

C__ ___ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __________ __ ______________ _ ___ ___ _ _ _J
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1

-A.9. No. The emergency planning process is intended to be ongoing,

with revisions made as appropriate to reflect changing conditions and new

inforr.ation. The revised ETEs in Appendix D of Applicants' Rebuttal

Testimony No.16 are part of this ongoing refinement of the plans. It is

of no consequence that the SPMC ETEs differ from the prior NHRERP ETEs and
.

those presented in Applicants' Rebuttal Testimony No. 16; however, the
I

SPMC ETEs should be formally revised to incorporate the modifications set
,

forth in Applicants' rebuttal testimony.

Q.10. Do the ETEs fail to account for less than full staffing of

traffic control points (TCPs)?

A.10. No. As I indicated during the NHPERP hearings, ETEs need not

reflect delayed staffing of TCPs; if any such delay should occur, that

fact may be considered by the decision-makers, along with the ETEs, in
i

selecting an appropriate protective action. In addition, however, KLD has

perfonned sensitivity studies for a variety of scenarios, including j
i

delayed staffing and no staffing of traffic control points in l
|

Massachusetts (see p. 46 of Applicants' Rebuttal Testimony No.16). No

further consideration of this issue is necessary.
|

Q.11. Are the SPMC ev3cuation time estimates unrealistic?
'

'

!

A.11. No. I have reviewed KLD's methodology and asst.rptiors, and I am

isatisfied thM they afford appropriate consideration of all significant

factors. 20's ETEs represent the results of many years of study and i

ref!nement, and they represent realistic evacuation time estimates. KLD's

ETEs cre also generally cor.sistent Ath the results of previous analyses

O'

f

- _ - _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ - - - _ _ - _
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.(V)
performed by myself and others for the NRC Staff as reflected in

NUREG/CR-2903.

Q.12. Do the Applicants' ETEs adequately consider the removal of road

blockages by tow trucks? -
,

A.12. Yes. The accommodation of vehicle breakdowns and accidents is

largely an issue of resource availability and deployment. The Applicants-

have provided for the removal- of road blockages and impediments by tow

trucks. Nonetheless, if any unusual and protracted road blockages should

occur, that is the type of fact which would be taken into consideration by

decision-makers at the time of an emergency and dealt with accordingly.

In addition, however, the Applicants here have conducted sensitivity

studies with respect to various road blockage scenarios, as set out on

p. 63 of Applicants' NHRERP Direct Testimony No. 7. No further consid-
N./' eration of this issue is necessary.

0.13. Assuming that notification of a precautionary beach closure in

Massachusetts is delayed, such that beach closure occurs simultaneously

with an order to evacuate in Massachusetts, what effect would there be

upon the Applicar.ts' ETEs?
.

A.13. There r,ay well be little or no effe:t on the ETEs, depending-

upon what events and circumstances have transpired prior to issuance of
.

the order to evacuate in Massachusetts. Even if the ETES do ir. crease,

however, the resulting ETEs would be no greater than 25 minutes longer

than the ETEs calculated by KLD.

O_

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



~

-6-

Q.14. Is there any reason to believe that an orderly and efficient

traffic flow will not take place, due to the existence of deficiencies in

SPMC planning?

A.14. No. Appropriate planning has taken place to mitigate any

uncertainties which might otherwise affect an orderly and efficient '

traffic flow.
.

Q.15. Have the Applicants made any incorrect assumptions concerning

the number of vehicles that will use roads, intersections, and ramps in

Massachusetts, or in estimating the number of vehicles that may be
.

evacuating from and through Massachusetts?

JA.15. No. The number of evacuating vehicles have been estimated using

a systematic process that has been extensively examined. The ETE

assumptions and inputs are set out in Applicants' Rebuttal Testimony

No. 16, Section V. There is no reason to believe that any significant

errors exist.

41G. Is there eny reason-to-believe-that-Massachusetts-drivers will-

_be-confused-by-potentitrMy tiffferEnt ererventy meYsigesine-to-thr. --
4
1

.-4x34tance-o f--mult4st a te-j u r4 sd ist40n?- -

,

"^ ^x4stenet-of-eore-t4n-one-st+te-4or--loca-1}-jur4s - j-Ar44 "^

~

4ictica %EM-en+er-genc-y-p14rtaing-is_J.ct unusua' and ic nnt likely tn

-cr44temicpe-4trohler.h j

I

|
Q.17. Are the Applicants' ETEs based upon any traffic management plans |

]

in Massachusetts which overestimate traffic flow rates? I

I

|
_ . - - _ _ - _ _ _
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A.17 No. Appropriate traffic flow rates have been used with respect

to Massachusetts traffic management plans.

Q.18. Do the traffic manaaement plans'for Massachusetts adversely

affect returning traffic at TCPs and access control points (ACPs)?
.

A.18. 'No. The traffic management plans have been developed in a way

to encourage efficient evacuation. The ETEs for returning commuters are-

unlikely to be greater than the ETEs already calculated for Massachusetts

residents.

Q.19. Has adequate consideration been given to special facility ETEs?
!

A.19. Yes. The critical issues in special facilities planning are

identification of the locations of all such facilities, the number of

persons to be served, and the necessary resources available for this
Thepurpose; this has been reviewed and found to be adequate by FEMA.'~

remainder of the process involves a determination of the overall time

required to respond; this has been done sufficiently to demonstrate that

the ETEs are similar for the general population and persons in special

facilities. KLD's method of calculating special population ETEs is

included in NHREPP Yolume 6, pp.11-1 to 11-27
.

4

Q.20. Have the Applicants supplied sufficiently realistic ETEs for
.

consideration by decision-makers with respect to the Massachusetts f
}
.|portions of the EPZ, for a wide range of tioes and conditions?

A.20. Yes. The Applicants have provided sufficient tima estimates for

use by decision-makers, to enable them tn make informed dec4 ions under a
i n

.

-- -- _ _ - - - _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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wide range of conditions, including situations not specifically addressed

.

in the E1E study. Decision-makers would not be aided by the generation of
I still more evacuation time estimates, because ultimately they must use.

some judgment in deciding upon a protective action. The fundamental

philosophy of NUREG-0654, Appendir. 4, is that evacuation time estimates

should provide an understanding of the sensitivity of the ETEs to a

variety of conditions; NUREG-0654 does not suggest that there should be an ,

enumeration of countless alterr.atives to account for an infinite array of

possible evacuation scenarios, nor would the provision of such additional

ETEs be of any practical utility. I

Q.21. Are the traffic cones and/or barricades provided for in SPMC

traffic management plans likely to delay or block vehicles seeking to

cross or travel against the evacuation traffic flow, such that the ETEs

will be longer than are currently calculated?

A.21. No. See my testimony concerning JI Contention 4. ,

1

i0.22. Do you believe a real-time computer-based data collection and

ETE calculation system could produce more useful evacuation time estimates

than those calculated by KLD?

A.22. No. The current state of the art in encustien time estimates |
"

.

1

and real-time data collection suggests that the current system of j
,

estimating ETEs in conjunction with sensitivity analyses is the most

reasonable approach. For instance, with respect to varying teach popu-

lations, KLD has done a series of sensitivity runs which would provide

sufficient information for use by decision-makers at the tirne of an j

_ 3
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O Furthermore, there does not appear to be any reason to believe4v'.- emergency.f
,e

that. emergency p;anners could better use a real-time ETE than the
I

evacuation time estimates which are currently available.
.

Q.23.. Have you reached a conclusion concerning the adequacy of the
..

U Es for Massachusetts portions of the Sedbrook Station EPZ?

A.23. Yes. A very large number of ETEs have been developed for*

Seabrook Station over a period of years. The evacuation time estimates j

developed by VLD have been prepared in a manner consistent with the

guidance of NUREG-0654, and are responsive _to a large number of issues.

However, there is a nebd for an organized presentation of the ETEs which

have been prepared by KLD, including assumptions and methodology, that

could readily be used by decision-makers at the time of an emergency.

(A) With the exception of the need for such an organized presentation of the {
v

ETEs, the evacuation time estimates which have been provided by the

Applicants are fully responsive to the guidance of NUREG-0654, Appendix 4,

and tatisfy all applicable regulttory requirements. <

.

4

%

f

,



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

i
i

A?
, ._ .

'
e ..

URBANIX - CROSS' 27151'

3

. 1 'MR.~ FIERCE: :Mr. Bachmann,:=re you going to offer !' '

L [./~ |
y( 2" the returning commuters piece now, too?- ;

|: ' !

3' MR. BACHMANN: One moment,'please. j
,

;

'4 (Pause) |
,

|

5 MR. BACHMANN: Not'at this timo. ]

6~ MR.' FIERCE: After this one, okay, j
,

7 MR. BACHMANN: Your Honor, I now' offer the' witness

8 for: cross-examination.*

'9 JUDGE SMITH: Mr. Fierce?
1

10 CROSS-EXAMINATION j

|
11 BY MR. FIERCE:

12 .O Good morning, Dr. Urbanik.

13 In your answer to question 13 which is on page 5 ;

i

14 of your testinony.you're discussing a situation where you

O) 15 were asked to assume notification of a precautionary beach4

16 closure in Massachusetts and it was delayed in such a way

17 that the beach closure occurred simultaneously with the

18 order to evacuate in Massachusetts.

19 And you say that there may well be little or no

20 affect on ETEs. And at the latter part of your answer you ;

21 say: "Eveh if the ETEs do increase,however, the resulting
.,

22 ETEs would be no greater than 25 minutes than the ETEs*

23 calculated by KLD.".

' ;24 Mcw do you know it would be no greater than 25

25 minutes?

Heritage Reporting Corporation
(202) 628-4888

L
|
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1 A (Urbanik) Because that's fundamentally how the

2 ETEs are generated. All we are doing is moving a time point

3 back and forth relative to the simulation. And because of

the large number of vehicles that are being put on the4

5 roadway network it becomes immaterial whether or not a few

6 of them are earlier or later. .

7 So all you' re doing by saying where the order to

8 evacuate is is defining your time zero for purposes of ETE .

9 purposes.
The numbers that are actually presented out of che10

11 simulation are not the numbers that are in the report, but

you actually work and move this 25 minute point back and12

13 forth.

14 Q Now I think I understand what you were doing and I

15 didn't before.

16 We have a planning basis that you were looking at

17 originally which has the order to evacuate 25 minutes after

18 a precautionary beach closure is called for in both

19 Massachusetts and in New Hampshire. And you're assuming

20 that the question is: assuming that the Massachusetts beach

21 closure does not occur until the order to evacuate, then it
.

22 would be 25 minutes later.~

23 That's what you're doing, I gather, from your ,

24 answer?

25 A (Urbanik) At most, but there's other possible

i

Heritage Reporting Corporation
(202) 628-4888 9
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URBANIX - CROSS 27153 !

1 scenarios that occur. ;

( - 1
2- Q 'That's right. ;

:3- I mean, there could be,'in fact, be --
:

'4 A (Urbanik) That's the worst case scenario. I

:

5 Q. I'm not sure -- hold' worst case, because I'm not

~

!
6 sure what that means.

..

7: A (Urbanik) - Yes, bad choice of terms.-

8 That's the longest number that can be generated'-

1

9 given.the traffic management strategies we're talking about;' |
|
1

.10 given the number of evacuees that we're talking about; and

11 given the roadway system that's modeled here.

.12- Q You were here yesterday when I was. questioning Dr. ;

.,

13 Lieberman about, perhaps, not identical but similar kinds of'

14 situations withLthe delayed Massachusetts rA ch closing, j

r
15 were you not?(
16 A (Urbanik) Yes, I was.

17 Q As I understood Mr. Lieberman he was hedging.

18 There were a number of considerations that he saw

19 that had positive and negative affects on the Massachusetts

20 ETEs based on that.

21 Did you hear those answers he gave?
.

22 A (Urbanik) I don't know that I caught all of them,

23 but I understand that --.

24 Q He saw it as a slightly --

25 MR. BACHMANN: Would you let the witness answer

Heritage Reporting Corporation
'

(202) 628-4888
(
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1 the question, You're continually interpreting him and I

2 have held up until'now. But it's just getting too much.

3 Just let him answer the question.

4

5

6 .

7

'

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

l 19

20

21
*

l

l22

23 -

24

25 )

Heritage Reporting Corporation ,

(202) 628-4888 |
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1

p-~ 7 1 THE WITNESS: (Urbanik) I think Mr. Lieberman- f

gave a more calculated answer to cover the fact that there\m / 2

3 is'obviously a large number of, you know, infinite number of

4 scenario.5 that could be postulated.

5 I gave a more narrowly-bound set of conditions

perhaps than he was thinking when he was keeping it open to6*

|

7 a wider range.
.

8 BY MR. FIERCE:

9 Q Did you hear him say that, with respect to a
the concern would be10 delayed beach closure in Massachusetts,

primarily that the ETE for Massachusetts would not be higher11

12 but lower?

13 A (Urbanik) Again, we're getting into semantic

questions of what ETE number are we talking about and what14p~s
!
(s 15 is the zero time reference.

I mean, we can keep badgering back and forth, are
16

we talking about time zero for Massachusetts being relative17
1

to the order to evacuate Massachusetts when an evacuation18

19 has already begun in New Hampshire.

20 So now you've got two different numbers, but

21 there is no meaning in that. Once you order an evacuation,
.

22 you've ordered one. And computing another estimate from.

23 another time base makes no real sense to me."

i

24 0 Well, let's just pick any of the regions that

25 encompass the beach.

Heritage Reporting Corporation
, -s (202) 628-4888,

I
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1 The ETE would likely be sr; aller, would it not, if

2 there were a beach closure in New Hampshire without one in

3 Massachusetts, and then there was delay of 25 minutes or
!

4 longer before an order to evacuate with no prior beach

5 closure in Massachusetts?

6 A (Urbanik) What is your time reference relative to
.

7 this shorter evacuation time?

8 Are you talking about the time relative to an -

9 order issued in Massachusetts, or are you talking about a

10 time estimate relative to when the first order to evacuate
i

11 is issued? ;

i

12 O I'm act sure I had two orders to evacuate. I

13 think I had early beach closure in New Hampshire, delay of

14 25 minutes or more, and then order to evacuate New Hampshire

15 and Massachusetts,

16 Under that scenario, isn't the more likely concern

17 that the ETE for the region, any of the regions that

16 encompass the beach areas, sre going to be lower, not

19 higher?

20 A (Urbanik) Unless I'm missing something here, what

21 you said is in fact very close to what the planning basis

22 is.*

1

23 Q If we had a situation, however, where we had an .

24 early beach closure in New Hampshire and a delay in

25 Massachusetts of closing the beaches of at least 25 minutes

Heritage Reporting Corporation
(202) 628-4888 i,
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1 or 2.onger, and the longer you go with that delay, the
,_s

l
k,. _,) 2 greater the decrease in the ETE will~be.

.f
3 Isn't that going to be true? j:

4 A (Urbanik) At some point, yes, that's true.

5 We've never argued that the time couldn't be less

6 if we have a slowly escalating event and there are in fact {-

7 people leaving over a longer period before an order to
*

.

8 evacuate.

9 Yes, that's in fact true.

10 Q And at that point in time, when the.first decision

11 needs to be made regarding whether to evacuate or shelter,

12 the ETE for any of the regions that encompass the beach

13 areas could be substantially shorter than is shown in the

14 charts, correct?

\ .15 A (Urbanik) Right, the ETE could be in fact zero.( j

16 It started three days earlier. Everybody has left. And now

17 the decision-maker is faced with the fact that there are no

18 people in the EPZ, and he can estimate the evacuation time

19 with certainty.

20 Q But if it's somewhere in the range between a

the
21 certainty of zero and where they started on the chart,

,

22 decision-maker really has no way of knowing what that ETE'

23 is, correct?'

24 A (Urbanik) Ee can make a very informed estimate.

25 Q How would he make a very informed estimate?

Heritage Reporting Corporation
- ['_, (202) 628-4888
\
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!

| 1 Let's assume that there had been a beach closure,

2 as occurred during the exercise, at 11:00 in New Hampshire,

3 and as occurred during the exercise, at 12: -- I forget --

4 12:35, I think it was 12:25, in Massachusetts.

5 A (Urbanik) 12:25 in Massachusetts what?

6 Q There was a beach closure.
* 1

7 And that it's new four hours later, and you've

8 reached a general emergency. -

s

9 How does one make an informed judgment about what

10 the ETE is for any of those regions that encompass the beach

11 areas?

12 A (Urbanik) And what is the scenario that we're

13 looking at?

14 Q Summer.

15 A (Urbanik) Summer.

16 Q If we're using the exercise scenario, it was a

17 good weather, a weekday.

18 JUDGE SMITH: Whore did you get your four hours?

19 MR. FIERCE: I'm just trying --

20 JUDGE SMITH: You just picked it out?

21 MR. FIERCE: I'm picking a time that's between
.

22 zero and the certainty principle that Dr. Urbanik had picked-

23 of three days later when you could pretty fairly assume ,

24 everybody had gone.

25 JUDGE SMITH: And you could pick out four hours or

Beritage Reporting Corporation
(202) 628-4888 9,
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1 five hours?

9 J

2 MR. FIERCE: Well, I'm asking somewhere in the

3 range where you have uncertainty, however, you've got some

4 problems would be my question.

5 JUDGE SMITH: But what are your ranges of

6 uncertainty?*

7 MR. FIERCE: Well, I'm trying to explore what he

8 believes. I don't have ranges. j.

9 JUDGE SMITH: Is it zero to three days that you

10 are following up on or what?

How did you happen to pick four hours?11

12 MR. FIERCE: It just --

13 JUDGE SMITH: Just picked it up?

14 MR. FIERCE: -- occurs to me that that might be in

15 the range where you might not have an idea.

16 JUDGE SMITH: What are the boundaries of your

17 range that you are alluding to?

18 Even though he said it, you tell me what you think

19 they are.

20 MR. FIERCE: Well, I think probably for the next

21 six or seven or perhaps eight hours there is going to be
.

22 uncertainty about how many people are left in the beach.

'

23 areas.

24 JUDGE SMITH: Okay, so zero to eight.

25 MR. FIERCE: This is totally unexpert.

Heritage Reporting Corporation
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[

~ 1 JUDGE SMITH: You are the one to ask for the

2 ranges. I just want to follow you because I want to know

3 where you got your four: why you dicn't pick four and a

4 half, five, six, seven.

5 MR. FIERCE: I could have.

6 JUDGE SMITH: All right, that's my point. You
.

7 could pick any hour, right?

8 MR. FIERCE: My point is I'm trying to explore .

9 with him where that range of uncertainty is. I'm not an

10 expert.

11 JUDGE SMITH: And you are suggesting that whatever

12 hour you might pick, another ETE could be useful.

13 Is that what you are suggesting?

14 MR. FIERCE: No, he just told me there would be a

15 way to make an informed judgment in the internal between

16 zero and three days in areas where there was uncertainly.

17 And I'm questioning, give me an example of how you would oo

18 that.

19 I'm not going to go through the whole range of

20 zero to three days.

21 JUDGE SMITH: But your ultimate suggestion is the
.

22 decision-maker would find useful an ETE which takes into~

23 account the uncertainties: the lapse of time, the ,

24 diminishing population as it diminishes. That's your

25 ultimate suggestion.
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1 MR. FIERCE: That's right.
,-~i . 1

2 JUDGE' SMITH: And you picked four hours. You |( )
hm / -

'

3 could have picked four and-a half, four hours and 15

4 minutes, five hours, five hours and 25 minutes. You could

5" pick a whole spectrum of times where you would apply that.
)

6 MR. FIERCE: I certainly.could have picked a whole
.-

'7 spectrum.-

-8 JUDGE SMITH: And you are suggesting that maybe an. l
.-

9 ETE for each one of these units would be useful to a
i10 decision-maker.

11 MR. FIERCE: No, I haven't, You are taking me a 1

12 step farther than I'm going at this point.
!

13 I am not and I have never said that we need an ETE

14 for every minute of the day or.even every hour. We have, in

'

( 15- Dr. Adler's testimony, set forth a scheme of statistical

G 16 analysis of data that would help a decision maker pick an

17 ETE for the time that would be much closer and much more

18 relevant to the time he's facing.

19' JUDGE SMITH: You mean run out an measure --

20 MR. FIERCE: We're being painted into a corner.

21 JUDGE SMITH: -- the water.
| ..

L 22 MR. FIERCE: Pardon?
,

|
23 JUDGE SMITH: YOu mean the water temperature?

'

|

24 MR. FIERCE: Using water temperature, air |

| 25 temperature, you know, correlating with aerial phcto data on
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j

)1 known days.

2 JUDGE SMITH: Okay.

3 MR. FIERCE: At times of the year. q

l
'

4 JUDGE SMITH: I know where you're going.

5 MR. FIERCE: And I know that the Applicants and

6 the Staff are trying to paint me into a corner of trying to
.

7 make it look like I'm advocating a system where you need a

8 number for every hour of every day of the year, which is .

9 absurd.

10 JUDGE SMITH: All right.

11 Okay, you have explained.

12 MR. TROUT: Your Honor, let me just make sure I've

13 got this straight,
l

14 So another variable to be added to the calculus is

15 the distance of the amount of time difference between the

16 beach closures, is that now going to be another variable to

17 be figured in?

18 Is that the premise?

19 MR. FIERCE: Well, there was another aspect to Dr.

20 Adler's piece of advice, which was there are indicators that

21 can be looked to at the time that would provide additional
.

22 information about at that moment. And he mentioned such'

23 things as they have helicopters available. They can check
,

24 the number of cars left in the Salisbury Beach state lot, if

25 any. They can check the --
i
!
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1 JUDGE SMITH: All right.

- 2 MR. FIERCE: -- traffic queue.

3

4

5

6.

7

~

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15g

16

17

18

19

20

21
,

'

22

- 23

24

25
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1 BY MR. FIERCE:

2- Q Well, can you answer that question that I

3 originally asked you, Doctor?

4 A (Urbanik) Well, sure, you have lots of

5 information. You have ETE estimates with and without beach

6 populations. You can look at your numbers and see what is
,

7 the minimum time to evacuate with and without. I don't have

8 all the current numbers summarized in the way I would like .

9 to see them.
*

10 But you can take, for example, and see that with

11 the beach full it takes seven-hours and with the beach empty

12 it takes five-hours; and now four-hours have transpired and

13 you look out the window and the beach is empty, you can now

14 use the five-hour estimate.

15 There's a lot of feedback that's possible in the

16 system while all these things are going on.

17 Some of your indicators that you say could be used

18 in decision-making wouldn' t in reality be used. You have

19 people out in the field with radios and lots of other

20 things.

21 So you would in a real emergency be monitoring
.

22 what's going on in a real-time sense.

23 Q You heard -- I'm sorry, did I cut you off? ,

24 A (Urbanik) No. ,

l

25 0 You heard Mr. Callendrello yesterday describe how
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'l their people were trained.to use the ETE numbers.p_q
/

1 ): 2 . ould you' disagree then with him that that's theW
j

3' proper way to use the ETEs by:just taking the number off the

4 chart that seemed to be closest and using it in the work-

5 sheet?

.; 6 'JL (Urbanik) I can' t disagree with Mr. Can- -- 1

7 Q Callendrello.

8 A (Urbanik) Callendrello, because my expertise as~

9 we have so noted is not as an emergency planning decision-

10 maker. insat my expertise is, is in evacuation time

11 estimates. And I can with the information currently

12 available provide a very good estimate for any scenario that

13 you want to dream up.

14 Now, whether he can use that or not is his call.
/

} 15 I'm just telling you that I can give him whatever number he

16 needs with as good a confidence as necessary based on what

17 exists now today,

18 Q In answer 14, Dr. Urbanik, you say: " Appropriate-

19 planning has taken place to mitigate any uncertainties which

20 might otherwise affect an orderly and efficient traffic

21 flow."
4

22 Can yoit tell me what those uncertainties are?'

23 A (Urbanik) I'm sorry, I don't know, what question-

24 are you on?

25 Q Question 14/ answer 14,
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1 You say: " Appropriate planning has taken place to

2 mitigate any uncertainties."

3 A (Urbanik) Right.

4 Accidents, breakdowns, provision of tow trucks,

5 communications, that's all that cores to mind at the moment.

6 Q And what.is the appropriate planning you're .

7 referring to?
~

8 A (Urbanik) The fact that these --

9 Q The provision of tow trucks? !

10 A (Urbanik) Right.

11 The fact that these resources will be available ;

f
12 and can be' relied on to handle whatever might transpire in

13 an emergency the.t we can't you know -- we can't simulate

14 every contingency that could possibly take place. So we

15 plan to deal with those on an "as needed" basis.

16 And we've also quantified the impact and
!

17 demonstrated that accidents and other things are not of such

18 concern that we can't deal with them in that way.
!

19 O In question and answer 15 you say: "The number of"

20 -- in the answer, " number of evacuating vehicles has been

21 estimated using a systematic process that has been ,

.

22 extensively examined."

23 Would it be a concern of yours, Dr. Urbanik, if an .

24 important element in the total number of evacuating vehicles

25 from a site had not been extensively examined? ]
I

|
t
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I
- .' 1. A |(Urbanik) ' I'm not quite sure what you're aiming. {

-~q.
L . 2- at.

3- But I would be certainly'relatively unconcerned in |
l

4 an EPZ with a 20,000' population and no facilities whether or |

5 not we refined'the number to the extent that we did here. f

6 If, in fact, the demand capacity relationship has
.

7 no impact on ETEs and no probable impact even'if it was off.
' ' 8 by a factor of two or three, there's no reason to make

9 extensive studies.

10. 'In fact, I've argued against overkill in low

11 population EPZs.

!

12 Q What about in higher population EPZs?'

13 A (Urbanik) Then, you know, in a site like Seabrook
/

14 where there's a large number of people, what transpired is |

' /%
( 1 15 certainly very appropriate.
V

16 Q And at a site like Seabrook if there were an

17 important element in the total number of evacuating vehicles

18 that hadn't been. extensively examined?

19 _A (Urbanik) Well, if the.re is one, I don't know how

20 it could have slipped through the cracks.

!
21 I'm unaware of any large number of people that are

-..

22 hiding anyplace.'

I

23 0 I know you're unaware of it, but I'm asking you+

24 again: if there were an element of the population and it

25 were a significant element and it hadn't been extensively
|
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i

1 examined, would that be of a concern for you? ]
<

2 A (Urbanik) Certainly, if someone could document

3 with factual data that a large number of the population |
~1

!
4 hadn't been accounted for, I certainly would suggest that

S the ETEs be revised to reflect those numbers. |

6 0 In answer 18, I just want to make sure you're not |1-

subtracting something that I thought you had provided in7

8 your traffic management testimony. .

9 You say in answer to the question: do the traffic
TCPs

10 management plans adversely affect returning traffic at

11 and ACPs? And you say: "No."

12 As I recall your traffic management plan testimony

13 you had supported a recommendation that there be a more
Channelization, I

14 gradual phase-in of control measures.

15 think, you were speaking of at the -- and advanced warnings,

16 I think you mentioned, at two critical access control

17 points.

18 You're not subtracting from that statement with

19 this one here, are you?

20 A (Urbanik) Not at all. |

You're talking about a very technical detail of21
.

22 where we're talking about placing the cones and what color

23 signs and things to use. ,

24 This.is not -- doesn't take away from the need to

)425 do that. .
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'

.,1 Q Dut absent a proper spacing of cones in aihigh
\| 1

5( ) 2_ speed interstate situation, there could be adve'rse: affects,-

3 could there not?,

4' A (Urbanik)- I don' t know what you' re referring. to.

5 Q Accidents?

4 6 A (Urbanik) Adverse affects'of what causing

7 sccidents?

8 Q Too rapid a channelization of the type that is*

9 depicted-on the ACP diagrams has a potential to cause
t

10- accidents and serious accidents because these are high speed

11 travelers.

12 MR .' TURK: And the question is: would they have an.

13 adverse impact on the ETEs?

14 MR. FIERCE: No.
T'
( 15 BY MR. TIERCE:

16 Q 'Isn't that, in-and of itself, an adverse affect if

17 you're doing something in an evacuation, setting up cones in

18- a way that cause serious accidents?

19 A (Urbanik) Well, there's no way to know whether or

20 not if the plan were implemented the way it's drawn as

21 opposed to the way we' re recommending it be done would, in
,.

22 fact, generate accidents."

23 Obviously, there's a somewhat higher probability-

24 of accidents for returning -- well, accidents for people on

25 the interstate facility if you use less cones or shorter
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1 tapers.

2 So this testimony is not in isolation with the

3 traffic management testimony. It just happens to be

4 presented separately.

5 Q Okay.

6 A (Urbanik) And it certainly doesn't -- it's not
,

7 intended to contradict in any way that testimony.

8 Q I'm going to jump ahead to your answer to question -
4

9 22, which concerns the real-time system.

10 Your interest here is in the sensitivity analyses

"That the current system of estimating ETEs in11 I see:

12 conjunction with sensitivity analyses is the most reasonable

13 approach."

14 Again, Doctor, would you agree that if ORO and

15 Massachusetts officials are not provided relevant

16 sensitivity runs that there are a large number of situations

17 for which ETEs are not provided and for which they could

18 only guess at the ETEs, if they don't have relevant
i

19 sensitivity runs?

20 A (Urbanik) I can't accept your hypothesis.

21 We have run sensitivity analysis 35 ways to
.

22 Sunday. We're at a point where we know the sensitivity of*

23 the Seabrook EPZ in a way that's unseen anyplace else in the .

I

24 world.

25

1
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I

~1. Q- And'if. officials _ ware not provided with relevant
j

2 sensitivity: runs, that woulc .>e-a. problem,'wouldn't it?.

3 A '(Urbanik) Under your: hypothetical,;yes, which I"

!
-)

' 4| ' reject.
i

.

5 0' Just a final question regarding your last answer

where you indicate a need for an organized presentation of- jp

c 6 n
'

7 ETEs for. Massachusetts.

8.
If this is done, your recommendation is accepted.

9- here, should the.NRC have you review-that-organized .

i

10 presentation before it awards an operating license to ensure !

that the presentation is complete and cle~arly written'and-11

.12 readily usable by decision-makers?

13 MR. TURK: Your Honor, I believe what he is'asking

14 for is a legal conclusion by this witness --
- 15' MR. FIERCE: No, his recommendation'.i

.

16 MR. TURK: -- as to howLthe Board should go about

17 determining what needs to be done.

18 MR. FIERCE: I'm looking for his recommendation,

19 Your Honor.

20 MR, TURK: Well., it's a legal judgment > Your

21 Honor.
...

22 MR. FIERCE: It's not a legal judgment. It's his J
'

23 recommendation whether a plant --
,

*

24 MR. TURK: You're asking should the Board have him

25 do the review. '

i
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1 MR. FIERCE: No. |

2 JUDGE SMITH: What's the question?

3 MR. FIERCE: I asked him would he recommend i

4 that -- it could be he or anybody -- that somebody review
!

5 this organized presentation of -- )

6 JUDGE SMITH: That's the - go shead.
,

7 MR. FIERCE: -- this ETE information before the

|8 plant gets an operating license. .

|
9 JUDGE SMITH: All right, j

|

10 MR. FIERCE: So that you can make sure that the |
|

11 presentation is organized well, complete, clearly written

12 and readily usable by decision-makers in the event of an
1

13 accident. ;

l
14 (The Board confers.) i

|

25 JUDGE McCOLLOM: Are you implying that it's after

16 the corrections are made that he has zocommended?

17 MR. FIERCE: No.

18 He's recommending here that there be an organized

19 presentation of the ETEs and the analysis therein for

20 Massachusetts in one coher+ tA place..

21 JUDGE McCOLLOM: Oh, okay.
1 .

| 22 MR. FIERCE: A document be prepared essentially.

23 MR. TURK: Perhaps it's easily solved by just
,j

1
1 24 asking Dr. Urbanik how would this be accomplished.

25 MR. FIERCE: Well, that's not my question.

J
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m

'l~ MR. TURK: 'Well,'that'would have solved the
O~~

N |f )S '

MR.: FIERCE:- Well, it'can obviously be .

C :2 . problem. :You would' understand --
.

h<h.

'
'

[3i

38 -- accomplished by putting it together in an. organized |

~5' presentation.. That's what I'm talking about here.

6 MR. . TURK: Oh, you don't want to know what he
..-

7 wants to say about it. j

'a' 8' MR.IFIERCE: The question is when, in his view,

I 91 .should decision-makers be put in a position where they might

10 have to operate without that or not.
i

11 In other words, would he recommend that the plant.

|
''

12 not get a license until this organized presentation is

13 completed so that the decision-makers, if there is an

14- accident after a license is granted, will have it.

.

15 JUDGE SMITH: The question goes not to the

16 substance of the body of ETEs that have been prepared, but

17 how it is delivered to the decision-makers,'the form in

18 which is delivered. Is it useful to them or not.

19 MR. FIERCE: To. review that organized ~ presentation

20 to make sure --

21 JUDGE SMITH: Right.

22 MR.' FIERCE: - that it's complete, that it's
.

23 accurate and would be usable to protective action decision-
.

24 makers in the way that, Your Honor, has found he is

25 qualified to comment on.
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i 1 JUDC: And I think Mr. Turk's variation of

2 your question is the only one that makes any sense, is how

3 would he implement his recommendation.

4 What's wrong with that question?

5 MR. FIERCE: Well, you can ask it. I don't think

6 it's my question.
.

7 JUDGE SMITH: What's your question again?

8 I mean everyone is struggling with your question. .

9 MR. FIERCE: I think I've said it twice, and I'll

10 try to say it a different way.

11 JUDGE SMITH: All right.

12 BY MR. FIERCE:

13 Q Given your knowledge of protective actio..

14 decision-makers, is it going to be important for these

15 decision-makers to have this organized presentation of the

16 ETEs for Massachusetts, with all of these sensitivity runs

17 that you know are out there in kind of different places and

18 in testimony here and in Volume 6 in New Hampshire and

19 perhaps some additional ones as well, put in a organized !

20 coherent form, as you seem to be recommending here, have

21 that available for protective action decision-makers before
.

22 they would ever be in a situation where there might be an.

23 accident at Seabrook?
,

24 MR. TURK: That's the legial judgement.

25 JUDGE SMITH: Right, it is.
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]1. MR. FIERCE:; No.
17'''N ;
|

I5 k .2' That's a judgment ~about the -- -iA._A

3 MR. TURK: I mean cut.off'the last phrase and I've

4. got no objection.

5 MR. FIERCE: It is not --

6 MR. TURK: Cut off the "before a license can
I

..

I
'7 issue" or all that. That's a legal judgment.

8 MR. FIERCE: It's a question about whether this~

9. document is --

10- JUDGE SMITH: You have'gone beyond his -- whether

11 it's' legal or subject matter, you have gone beyond his

12- expertise,'in any event.

13. It's well within his expertise to observe and

14 report the need for an organized presentation. That is well

j-
't 15 within his expertise.
L

16 Now you want him to really go into areas which you

17 yourself argued was beyond his expertise.

18' MR. FIERCE: No. This is, I believe, realm of the

19 expertise that you gave to him in terms of how protective
|

10 action decision-makers use ETEs.

21 JUDGE SMITH: You know, the record doesn't show, ;

.

22 but you even banged the table "before this plant is allowed'

23 to operate".-

>

24 You know, you have gone far beyond -- objection

25 sustained. Objection sustained.
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1 Md. FIERCE: I have no further questions.

2 JUDGE SMITH: You are permitted, however, to ask

3 how he would implement it. And the Board might point out

4 that if the Staff is recommending that the Board adopt the

5 recommendation, we might need some more help on it.

6 MR. TURK: The witness able to answer that, Your
.

7 Honor. |

8 JUDGE SMITH: Well, I'll tell you -- -

9 MR. TURK: If you don't ask, I'll --

10 JUDGE SMITH: -- that I think it's the Staff's

11 problem.

12 MR. TURK: If you don't ask, we'll do it with

13 redirect.

14 EXAMINATION BY JUDGE COLE

15 JUDGE COLE: Dr. Urbanik, do you have any thoughts

16 on just exactly how you might implement your recommendation

17 in Question 237

18 THE WITNESS: (Urbanik) I think there are a

19 number of alternatives and perhaps that's part of the

20 reasons why I hesitate to prescribe a path. .{
!
'

21 I think Mr. Fierce mischaracterizes what I have

22 said here, in that I' m not talking about an evacuation time-

1

23 study for Massachusetts. Everything that I refer to are .

24 evacuation time estimates for Seabrook Station.

2S Because of the multistate jurisdictional issue,
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,

it's a little harder to say that-only one course of action1
( v.

'N , 2 -would be the most appropriate,

One option would be to update the New Hampshire
h 3

study and put the latest numbers into that particular4

5 document. I don't think that's necessary. That document is

already overly cumbersome and contains a lot of historical6,

7 data that's already on the record, so to speak. It exists.

That' document could be condensed and the numbers presented''
8

-9 in.a more summary form.

10 Perhaps a more logical approach would be to

publish a separate ETE study that could be referenced by11

12 each of the states as the basis on which the numbers that

13 they adopt out of it come from. I think that's probably the

14 cleaner approach.

There is nothing in the guidance that says that itV)[ 15

16 has to be part of a plan. It isn't a plan. It's just a

17 technica1' study on which one is to develop plans.

So that's why I would see it better as just a18

19- separate ETE study published and documenting.

20 JUDGE COLE: To whom or for whom?

21 THE WITNESS: (Urbanik) Well, in the normal
.

22 course of events, they would submit it to the NRC and it'

would be reviewed through a normal course of action, or to23-

24 FEMA, I guess.

25 JUDGE COLE: I get the impression that you've got
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1 to get this information to the decision-makers.

2 How would you go about that?

3 THE WITNESS: (Urbanik) Well, I think the {

4 information largely is already there. I mean, the process
'

,

5 of developing the plans is ongoing. And how each of the
'

6 states or each of the organizations, in this case,
*i

implements it is really more of a local issue. And I don't i
7

8 think that's part of the purview of the study itself. .
'

9 The reacon for the documentation is so that, as

10 time passes and we need to update it or come up with new

11 numbers, we know how we got where we are. Or if someone

12 wants to later on decide that decision-makers could use

13 numbers in a different way, they have a basis to revise

14 their process.

15 The ETE study is an input into the plans. It is

16 not the plan. It's really a separate process, in my

17 estimation.

18 (The Board confers.)

19 JUDGE SMITH: Do you have anything further?

20 Do you want to continue your cross or address --

21 MR. FIERCL: No.
.

22 No, I have nothing further.'

23 JUDGE SMITH: All right. ,

| 24 Who is going to examine for the Applicants?

25 MR. TROUT: I would, Your Honor, except that

|
|

i

I

|
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1 -Applicants.have no questions., q
'

.

i t :2 'MR. TURK: I have a few,.Your Honor.
: V. ~.

i3: JUDGE SMITH: All right. '/-
1

| 4 MR. TURK: And I would like to see if I can' start
1.

5 by -- ]
6 JUDGE SMITH: Go ahead.

,

7 MR. TURK: -- clearing up a.'little confusion with

*- 8 respect to the question raised by Mr. Fierce at the end of

L9 his cross and addressed also by Dr. Cole. ,

10 REDIRECT EXAMINATION

11 .BY MR. TURK:

12^ Q 11r. Urbanik, I want to understand a little bit

13 better what kinds of options you see as being possible to'

14 ineet your recommendation. on Answer 23.
f.; 15 You've already testified in New Hampshire that you
\

16- accepted the New Hampshire-ETE study. I'm sorry.

17 You have accepted Volume 6 of the NHRERP, correct?

18. A (Urbanik) Yes,'I did.

19 Q You are not rejecting that conclusion now, are

20 you?

21 A (Urbanik) No, I'm not.
.

22- Q All right.*

23 Would one acceptable option to you be to simply.

24 have Volume 6 republished with the additional data which has

25 now been -- additional data and revised ETEs which has now

Heritage Reporting Corporation
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1 been presented by Applicants in their testimony here?

2 A (Urbanik) I thought that was one of the options

3 that I said.

4 Q And that would satisfy you?

5 A (Urbanik) Certainly.

6 Q Do you see a need for any further analytical work
.

7 to be done with respect to ETEs for any portion of the

8 Seabrook EPZ7 .

9 A (Urbanik) No, I don't.

10 Q So what you are really asking for at this time, if

11 I understand it, a ministerial task of assembling from the

12 Applicants' testimony, from the Licensing Board's PID of

13 last December those additional sensitivity runs, discussions

14 and ETEs and put them together in one place along with the

15 New Hampshire Volume 67

16 Perhaps updating Volume 6 with that information?

17 A (Urbanik) That's correct.

18 I would add that the sensitivity studies are a

19 further embellishment of the analysis, and there is not

20 necessarily a requirement or any specification in the

21 guidance for presenting these.
.

22 I think it would be helpful if they were'

23 summarized in a way that gave some insight into the ,

24 sensitivity of the ETEs.

25 Q You 71co had some comments in response to Dr. Cole

Heritage Reporting Corporation
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L :r s. l' that discussed the. fact-that there are several different
L1 i

! ( ,jk 2- jurisdictions present here.

3 Now, if I understand the- thrust of your comment,

4 and tell me if I'm right, it's that you are not directing,

L 5 or you' re not suggesting that New Hampshire be directed to

6 update its ETE, is that correct?*

7 That's one part of it.

8 If that's unclear, let-me try it again..

9 As I understand what you'are saying, there needs

10 to be an updated ETE such as an updated Volun.e 6 with the-

11 new information. But what you are saying here is that you

12 are not saying that New Hampshire or the ORO or

13 Massachusetts has to do that work.

14 You are saying as long as the Applicant revises
.R
I 15 that ETE study in Volume 6, and that document would then be

16 available for anyone to use, that's sufficient as far as you ,

1

17 are concerned.

18 Is that right?

19 JUEGE SMITH: I think you have gone beyond his --

20 I mean are you asking for a legal opinion of whose

21 responsibility it is?
.

22 MR. TURK: No. No, what I said --
-.

23 JUDGE SMITH: Or administration of --
,

24 MR. TURK: I sensed in Dr. Urbanik's answer to Dr.

25 Cole that he did not want to be in a position here cf

Heritage Reporting Corporation
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1 directing a state to take a certain action.

2 All that he's saying, as I understand it, is that

3 the study has to be available as a reference document for ,

)
!

4 decision-makers to use. |

5 JUDGE SMITH: That's right.
1

6 MR. TURK: And as far as he's concerned -- i

.

7 JUDGE SMITH: And that's the law, too.

8 MR. TURK: That's right. .

9 And as far as he's concerned, updating Volume 6 by

10 any organization --

11 JUDGE SMITH: All right.

12 MR. TURK: -- and making that document available j

i

13 would meet the intent of his answer. |

l
!

14 JUDGE SMITH: It's a rather simple question and

15 answer. I shouldn't read too much into it.

16 BY MR. TURK: j
i

17 Q Am I correct, Dr. Urbanik?

| 18 A (Urbanik) Yes, you are.

i 19 MR. TURK: I hope that clears up any confusion.
|

20 And I want to do just a very limited redirect on

21 Mr. Fierce's cthor cross.
'

22 JUDGE SMITH: Yes.

23 And you don't have anything to say? Applicants
.

24 don't have anything to say about this?

25 MR. DIGNAN: On what, Your Honor?

Heritage Reporting Corporation
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,1 JUDGE SMITH: ON this ' last bit of testimony. We

,3
2- just go home and what do we do? iy[(,

'3 Wait for proposed findings?

4 MR. DIGNAN: On what Dr. Urbanik is suggesting be ;

i
1

|5 done?

6 JUDGE SMITH: Yes.
.

-

7 MR. DIGNAN: I imagine what we will be giving !
1

8 you -- my problem in doing it right now is .I don't have the f.
i
"

9 management people to give me the actual authority.

10 JUDGE SMITH: I understand.
'

,

3

11 MR. DIGNAN: You will get a commitment in the
.

12 proposed findings is what I'm assuming, Your Honor.

13 JUDGE SMITH: All right.

14 MR. DIGNAN: Your Honor, could I have a moment?

f T- 15 JUDGE SMITH: Yes.
?

\- 16 But don't misunderstand me. I'm not asking for a

17 response right now. But I don't want to read too much

18 either into a failure to address the issue or cross-examine.

19 I should assume that ycu are very sensitive to what has

20 happened, and that's all I'm --

21 MR. DIGNAN: Yes, he's saying he wants the

22 information collated in one place in a reference document.-

|-

23 And what I want to find out is whether I can give

~

24 you the commitment now or I have to wait and get some more
|

25 authority to do it. It's no big problem.

|
|

Heritage Reporting Corporation ;
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1 JUDGE SMITH: It's probably not necessary.

2 MR. DIGNAN: All of Dr. Urbanik's suggestions are

3 before our people. And without doing it now, simply because

4 I am have an authority-seeking problem.
!

5 JUDGF SMITH: Right.

6 MR. DIGNAN: What I can represent to you is I
.

7 imagine what you are going to find, either in writing or

8 possibly in the record before we close it, is a commitment ,

9 from the Applicant to me.

10 JUDGE SMITH: All right.

11 MR. DIGNAN: Because my understanding is our ]
)

12 technical people and Dr. Urbanik are not at odds on any of

13 this. This is my point.
|

14 JUDGE SMITH: All right.

15 You do not have to this very moment --

16 (Counsel consults. )

17 MR. DIGNAN: Yes, okay, that's what I wanted.

18 Your Honor, in the prefiled testimony actually, we

19 have a commitment to publish a new one, and that's what we

20 are going to do.

21 JUDGE SMITH: Okay.

22 MR. TURK: Your Honor, I think where we are at on .

.

23 this issue --
.

24 MR. DIGNAN: I don't mean to lengthen these

25 things.

Heritage Reporting Corporation
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My problem is I don't like to make commitments
!

. ' - 1

'2' without the management having given me the authority.

3 JUDGE SMITH: Exactly right.

4 MR. DIGNAN: That's all. Right.

5' MR. TURK: Where we are at, as I see it, is Volume4

i '. 6 6;was published back in 1986. Mass AG has condu'cted

extensive litigation which has resulted in the Applicants7

doing additional sensitivity runs in order to address those' '

8

9 contentions.
Those sensitivity runs done for the purpose of20'

this litigation have been presented to you and are known by11

12 Dr. Urbanik,

13 In addition, some numbers have changed such as the
I

numbers for the beach population which is part of Your14

i 15 Honor's December decision. Dr. Urbanik is aware of that
NJ

16 change which is not yet in Volume 6.
And as I' understand the thrust of his testimony,17

la he is saying now that the litigation is concludino on ETEs,

19 let's take the Applicants' work, put it all together. No

20 more work. Just put it in a document that's available for j

21 reference.

22 JUDGE SMITH: Right..

,
'

23 MR. TURK: And as I understand Dr. Urbanik's
.

testimony, one easy way to do that would be to simply update24

25 Volume 6, or have someone update Volume 6 so that you don't

Heritage Reporting Corporation
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1 really need a whole new study. You just --

2 JUDGE SMITH: Right.

3 MR. TURK: -- put some additional pieces in there

4 and change the numbers a little bit and that's it,

5 consistent with this litigation.

6 JUDGE SMITH: I understand. .

7 All right.

8 MR. TURK: I just have a few other questions, Your .

9 Honor.

10 JUDGE SMITH: All right.

11 MR. DIGNAN: Mr. Turk, could I have just a minute

12 before you proceed?

13 (Counsel confer.)

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21
.

22.

23
.

24

25

Heritage Reporting Corporation
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1 MR. DIGNAN: Your Honor, on page 3 of the direct|'fM||:

..b k ,) 2 testimony which we filed on this, matter and it's transcript
s

h ,

3 26,681, page 3 is what I'm talking about.

4 And in there we state: " Additionally,,. revise

5 evacuation time estimate study will be published in the

6 future either as an amendment to NHRERP, Volume 6 or as a
,

7 separate' document." We are planning to do it.

8 I'm sorry I wasn't more on top of it when you'*

9 asked.

10 JUDGE SMITH: I guess we should have picked it up,

11 too.

12 Mr. Turk?

13 BY MR. TURK:

14< Q Dr. Urbanik, one of the questions Mr. Fierce asked

15 you today was a hypothetical, that if someone could document

16 that there were a large number of people unaccounted for,

17 would you want more work done on the ETEs. I assume that

18 was the thrust of the question.

19 And you refused to accept the premise -- well, let

20 me ask you: do you believe that there are e large number of

21 people that have been unaccounted for in the ETEs?
I

22 A (Urbanik) No, I don't?

23 Q For Seabrook.
..

. 24 Also, at one point you indicated that your

25 testimony here is not intended to contradict your testimony

Heritage Reporting Corporation
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1 on traffic management.

2 In light of your traffic management testimony

3 which, of course, you presented earlier this week, is your

4 current testimony on ETEs still true and correct?

5 A (Urbanik) Yes, it is.

6 MR. TURK: That's all I have, Your Honor.
.

7 JUDGE SMITH: Anything further?

8 Mr. Fierce? .

9 MR. FIERCE: Yes, just a couple.

10 RECROSS-EXAMINATION

11 BY MR. FIERCE:

12 Q This study that will be published, organizing the

13 material and analyses that is already there. Isn't this

14 study something the protective action decision-makers will

15 need in order to do what you're describing in your answer on

16 page 20 -- answer 22 on page 8, in order to be able to use

17 the ETEs in conjunction with sensitivity analyses?

18 MR. TURK: Will they need it beyond what has

19 already been done?

20 JUDGE SMITH: I think the question is pretty

21 clear. I think he has already said that they need it.

*

22 MR. TURK: Well -- okay.
,

23 JUDGE SMITH: Your question is: is it more than ,

.

24 just nice? Is it something that they need?

25 Is that it?

Heritage Reporting Corporation
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:
;>sq 1 MR. FIERCE: Yes.U

'[ \
() 2 JUDGE SMITH: Right.

. . ,1

3 And he'says, there's a need for organized |

4 presentation.

5 MR. DIGNAN: My problem with tha question'is,

6 where does he get the premise that the decision'-maker uses
..

7 the' sensitivity study?

8 The sensitivity study is an analytical tool. It's-*

9 not something decision-makers use the day of the accident. I

10 And I don't know of any testimony in the record that says ,

!
!

11. they do use these on the day of the accident.

12. JUDGE SMITH: Is your question narrowed to

13 sensitivity studies or was your question as broad as the

14 answer of' answer A-237

-( q 15 MR. FIERCE: Well, I did reference it to answer 22
i

V
16 in order to do what he's saying needs to be done here. That

17 using the current system of estimated ETEs in conjunction

18 with sensitivity analyses, isn't that what needs to be done

| 19 by protective action decision-makers at the time by

20 referencing this organized presentation you're recommending.

21 JUDGE SMITH: Look, we're not going to get into a ;

.

22 litigation now as to decision-makers using sensitivity
.

23 studies in addition to the ETEs that they assees.
,

24 MR. FIERCE: Well, let me just ask the simple

25 question: is this something that he expects that decision-

Beritage Reporting Corporation
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1 makers would have available to them at the time of an

2 accident?
|

3 JUDGE SMITH: What? i

I

4 MR. FIERCE: This organized presentation?
J

5 JUDGE SMITH: Right, organized presentation. ,1

6 Is this more complicated -- you said an organized
,

7 presentation is needed; right?

8 And now he wants you to say: is an organized .

9 presentation needed by decision-makers, that's what he wants |

10 you to say.

11 What did you say in your answer?

12 (Pause)

13 JUDGE SMITH: Do you have a question that is in I

i
14 any way different than the question and answer 23?

15 (The Board confers.)
'

16 MR. FIERCE: I guess I don't, Your Honor. I guess

17 I don't.

18 JUDGE SMITH: I think it's there.
|

19 MR. FIERCE: I'll withdraw the question.

20 JUDGE SMITH: All right.

21 BY MR. FIERCE:
*

22 O The next question, and I heard Mr. Turk use the
.

23 word " ministerial," that this process would be a ministerial
*

i

24 process.

25 Is this something a clerk could do or wouldn't we

|
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g , .
1 need some' expertise from Mr. Lieberman or his staff, his.

f
fi 2 professional staff in order to put this document together? |
-3 .

~3 JUDGE SMITH: . Well-here again, I think what-Mr. .j
1
i

4 Turk'is saying is: we don't have to have a hearing on it.-

'

*5 Isn't that'your point? <

~ l

6 MR. TURK: That's my belief, Your Honor.
.

7 JUDGE SMITH: Yes.
i

8- But it is something that when'it is directed to be.

9 done,.if,it is by the Board or if it's committed to be done, !

10- then we assume that it will be done by competent people;

11 that's'what you meant by that, j

'12 But.not by policy-makers or judgment people or f

13 judicial people. Just by the people who are trained to do
1

14 it.

/"' - 15 MR. TURK: That's right.
(
~'- 16 There's no ETE technical expertise involved at

17 this point. '

18 JUDGE SMITH: That's right.
|

19 MR. FIERCE: Well, I just disagree.

20 MR. TURK: Let him ask that question: is there any

')
21 technical expertise? 1

1

22 JUDGE SMITH: You guys just go ringing off on a*

23 tangent. Mr. Turk was trying to cover his basis. He didn't
.

24' want to leave it open that you're going to have to have a
|

25 hearing. And now we' re going down that trail to say, what
i

Beritage Reporting Corporation
(202) 628-4888

e~p
( l

I-



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

URBANIK - RECROSS 27192

1 are their names? Who is going to do it? We're not going to

2 hear that.

3 Do you have a legitimate concern it's going to be

4 turned over to the watchman at the plant or something to be
!

\

5 done? If that's your concern, then raise it and we'll do
'

6 it. .

7 MR. FIERCE: Well, obviously, Mr. Turk is trying

8 to minimize the importance of this document. .,

9 JUDGE SMITH: Anytime --

10 MR. FIERCE: I just think it's an important

11 document.

12 JUDGE SMITH: Anytime this Board conditions an

13 approval, if it does, upon an expectation that something

14 will be done. And anytime the Applicants make a commitment,

15 Mr. Dignan, anytime the Applicants make a commitment to this

16 Board we're not going to quibble on whether it's a

17 ministerial act or executive act or anything else.

18 We are going to assume that it is done by the

19 people competent to do it.

20 Does that help you?

21 MR. FIERCE: Fine.
-

22 I have no further questions.
.

23 JUDGE SMITH: All right.

24 Anything further of Dr. Urbanik? j

!

25 Oh, you still have more on this one?
!

!
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b

l' Are we done with this testimony? ,
'

i/~'N |

[kB ) 2 MR. TURK: Mr. Fierce just raised a question which: )
. u./

3 he withdrew or at least he didn't want to pose and that is:

4 is there'any evacuation time estimate expertise necessary in

5 preparing the document.

6f I won't:open it up, Your Honor. I think the horse ;

7' is on the table.

8 (Laughter)-

<

9 MR. DIGNAN: And he's dead.

10 (Laughter)

11 JUDGE SMITH: Why did you change your mind, Mr.

12 Turk?

13 MR. TURK: Don't encourage me.

14 THE WITNESS: (Urbanik) Please don't.

15 (Laughter)

16 MR. TURK: I told you. yesterday, this witness has

17 no problems with attorneys except for this one.

18 JUDGE SMITH: Anymore questions of Dr. Urbanik on

19 the testimony on Contentions 1 to 3 that he just testified

20 about; anything further?

21 MR. FIERCE: Well, the returning commuters issue,

22 I believe, would be encompassed within Contentions 1 through

23 3.
.

24 Are we going to do that?
.

JUDGE SMITH: I'm talking simply about the piece25

Heritage Reporting Corporation
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1 of written testimony just brought into the record.

2 (No response)

3 JUDGE SMITH: All right.

4 We'll move on to the next one.

5 MR. TURK: Next, Your Honor, back in May on May

6 18th Dr. Urbanik filed an affidavit addressing his views or
.

7 setting forth his views as to whether there is a need for
any further modeling of I-DYNEV to account for returning ,

8

9 commuters.

And I would like to put that in the record and10

11 have it adopted by Dr. Urbanik, if he is so inclined.
I

12 I don't know if there's any intent to cross- ;

i

13 examine on it, but I think it will be useful to have it in

14 the record for future purposes.

15 JUDGE SMITH: You have to bring me up to speed on

16 this.

17 MR. TURK: Okay.

18 JUDGE SMITH: It was originally offered to see if

19 the Board would ask for it and we said, that's your call.

20 MR. TURK: That's right.

21 JUDGE SMITH: We saw no need.

22 So your call is, you do want it in the record? -

I.

23 MR. TURK: Yes.
.

24 JUDGE SMITH: Okay.

25 MR. FIERCE: Well, I will have a few questions on

|

|
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t:

' .1 it. ", - ,

Q[Q ,
\;

DIRECT EXAMINATION2' '

EY MR.-TURK:3 <

'4 Q Dr. Urbanik, I have placed'before you a document-

5- entitled, " Affidavit of Thomas Urbanik II regarding Commuter

Traffic and Evacuating Traffic Flow within the Seabrook
.6..

7 Station EPZ," dated May 18, 1989. It's a four page
'

)

8 document.*

I

I ask you'if you have.seen this document.before??

10 A (Urbanik) Yes, I have.

And is it an affidavit which you prepared'and11 Q

12 executed under oath?.

13- A (Urbanik) Yes, it is.

14 Q Dr. Urbanik, you had an opportunity to read the-

prefiled supplemental testimony filed by the Applicants with15'

16 respect'to returning commuters.

17 Just one minute.

18 (Pause to search for docum6nt. )

19 BY MR. TURK:

20 Q It's' dated June 13, 1989 and it's entitled,

21 " Supplement to Applicants' Rebuttal Testimony No. 16,

Interaction of Commuter Traffic Flow and Evacuation Traffic.

22
,

23- Flow within the Seabrook EPZ?"
.

24 A (Urbanik) Yes, I've read that document.

25 0 All right.
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,

1 Having read that document can you tell us whether

2 your views as stated in this affidavit are true and correct,

3 as you sit here today? j

4 A (Urbanik) Yes, they are.

5 MR. TURK: Your Honor, at this time I would ask

6 that Dr. Urbanik's affidavit be admitted and bound into the
.

7 record as if read.. In essence, it now constitutes sworn

8 testimony. .

9 JUDGE SMITH: Mr. Fierce?

10 MR. FIERCE: Well, Your Honor, I am tempted to

11 object to this testimony on the grounds that it really is a

12 piece that is directed at the entire problem of returning

13 commuters and not the narrow issue that Your Honor is

14 focusing on except for question 8.

15 Well, perhaps I should just make that objection

16 for the rec,ord.

17 JUDGE SMITH: Well, I just disagree with you

18 there. I think the main thread of it all the way through is

19 -- the discussion that we had -- our memorandum and order

20 laying out our concerns and what we wanted.

21 No, overruled.

22 MR. FIERCE: Okay.
-

;
,

23 No further objections.
.

24 Is it received, Your Honor?

25 JUDGE SMITH: Yes.

Heritage Reporting Corporation
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[s
'

We' ll receive ' Dr. Urbanik's af fidavit.1.
.

(The affidavit of Thomas
- 2 ,

UrbanikiII re: commuter!3-

traffic.and evacuating4:
.

..

traffic flow within5

the EPZ follows:)'"

'6''"-
,

17

.

8

9

10,

11

12

13

14 .!

~.j
15-*

.16

17

18

19

205

21
-

...

22'*

23.ic.

24

.25
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(m. UNITED STATES OF AMERICA ,

) !

\) NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In the Matter of
Docket.Nos. 50-443 OL

- PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY OF 50-444 OL
NEW HAMPSHIRE, e_t_ a_1,. Off-site Emergency Planning ,

). 1
!

(Seabrook' Station, Units 1 and 2) ).

'

AFFIDAVIT OF THOMAS URBANIX II REGARDING
COMMUTER TRAFFIC AND EVACUATING TRAFFIC |

FLOW WITHIN THE SEABROOK STATION EPZ

I, Thomas Urbanik II, being duly sworn, state as follows:
1

-1. I am a consultant to the NRC Staff on evacuation time estimates.

My background and qualifications are a matter of record in this

/' proceeding.
. !.

2. I have reviewed the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board's'

Memorandum and Order of May 5,1989 concerning the effects of comuter

traffic on evacuation times, and the affidavits of Mr. Liebennan and

Dr. Adler referred to therein. This affidavit is prepared in response to

that Memorandum and Order, as disi.ussed ir. the hearing session held on

May 15, 1989.

3. In a generic sense, returning comuters are not explicitly,

,

accounted for in ETE studies because they generally travel in directions
.

opposite to evacuees and are traveling during the time period when the
i

|general public is assumed to be preparing to evacuate.

4. A unique aspect of the Seabrook Station emergency plans is

the early closing of area beaches, which results in some evacuation |
|

|m

U 1
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routes being used almost imediately. Nevertheless, I have not seen any |
{

data nor analysis which suggests that a problem exists with respect to the

effects of returning commuters on evacuation times.

5. Explicit modeling of returning commuters is not a simple task. !
!

Evacuation modeling involves a very limited matrix of origins (i.e. ]

ERPA's) and destinations (essentially the roads leaving the EPZ). To
~

model returning commuters it would be necessary, for example, to have
>

another, larger, matrix of origins and destinations to account for the j
!

trips from work to home. Second, it is necessary to know the likely |
|

routes that would be taken by the returning commuters, inasmuch as the 4

commuters may need to perform other activities on the way home (such as

carpooling) or may, due to their intimate knowledge of the area, follow

lesser-travelled or more familiar routes than simply the most direct

routes between their origin and destination points. Third, the evacua-

tion road network would have to be revised and expanded substantially,

to include additional inbound roads and non-evacuation routes which might

be use) by returning comuters. Fourth, infonnation would be needed as

to the returning commuters' actual hours of employment relative to the

hours of significant beach usage. Fifth, the interaction between

returning commuters and evacuees would have to be explicitly modeled,

which is not a direct capability of any existing models. This very large .

.

effort would only be appropriate if there was some reason to believe that
~

returning commuters could have a significant impact on the ETEs.

O|
,

|

$
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6. To affect the ETE, the returning commuters must pass through

critical intersections (i.e. those operating at or near capacity) in a

manner that could increase evacuation times. This could only occur with

respect to a limited number of intersections.

7. It should be noted that the critical and near critical inter-
sections are known from the ETE modeling effort. Any analysis of |

.

.
returning commuters, if further analysis is to be performed, should make

use of this information in order to avoid the needless analysis of a

multitude of trivial cases; that is, non-critical intersections need not

be modeled.

8. Returning commuters can effect the ETE only if they cross the

evacuation path at critical or near critical locations or pass in the

same direction as evacuees. Clearly, the number of returr.ing commuters

who will be travelling between job locations near the center of the EPZ

and homes which are also within the EPZ is limited in number (note that

the vehicles of beach area employees have already been counted in the

beachpopulationestimates). j
,

9. None of the data available to date suggests that there would

be large numbers of returning commuters moving in directions that would |

impede evacuation. Also, alternate paths (non-evacuation routes and 1

( 1 esser-travelled roads) exist which would help to avoid bottleneck

locations.
.

9. The Applicants have presented a number of analyses that suggest

the impact of returning comuters is minimal. Absent any significant new

O

.. _ _
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data, no additional analysis of returning comuters appears warro,ted.

In sum, no further modeling of I DYNEY te account for returning coer.uters

is appropriate at this tin,

h--c~ S -

' thomas Urbanik il
~

.

Subscribed and sworn to befcre
me this ,ff of May,1989

|

. t

} & $. u
Notary Public '

My commission expires: 3.,pg 9f,>
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URBANIK - CROSS 27198

f% :1' JUDGE SMITH: Is he available for cross-
e t

''\ ,| ^ 2 examination now?
.

3 MR. TURK: Yes, Your Honor.

CROSS-EXAMINATION4

5 BY MR. FIERCE:

6 Q Dr. Urbanik, in your peint number 4 here you )
-

7- say --

a'
8 JUDGE SMITH: This is received as if it is

.

9 testimony; it is testimony. ,

t

10 BY MR. FIERCE:

11 Q' You say you haven't seen any data or analysis

12 .which suggests that a problem exists with respect to

13 returning commuters.

14 Let me just clarify: .you are talking about the

problem of all returning commuters here rather than just'the. r
. ( 15
\m narrow issue that addresses traveling from the center of the16

17 EFZ outbound?

18 A (Urbanik) Yes, I'm talking about returning

19 commuters in general.

20 Q Can you tell me what data you have?

21 MR. TURK: Did the witness finish his answer?
.

22 THE WITNESS: (Urbanik) Yes, I did.
.

23 BY MR. FIERCE:
.

24 Q Can you tell me what data you have seen regarding

25 returning commuters now?

Heritage Reporting Corporat!.on
(202) 628-4888
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URBANIK - CROSS. 27199
'

l' A ~ (Urbanik) Well, I've.also seen the Applicants'-
.y

-|
k 2 ' Supplemental Testimony as was asked me.

~

,

,

3- Q Well, at the time you wrote this piece you.hadn't ,

!

t .

4 seen the Applicants' Testimony; correct? {
'l

!

5 Supplemental testimony?. |

6 MR. TURK: I think we can stipulate to the' dates. )
--

7 THE WITNESS: (Urbanik) Yes, that's true.

8
~

9 s
a

10

11'

12

13

14
.,
/ 15
L

16

17

18

19

20

21
.

22
,

23
...

24

25

Heritage Reporting Corporation
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~URBANIK - CROSS 27200 l

1 THE WITNESS: (Urbanik) I think Item 2 also

2 addresses the affidavits of Mr. Lieberman and Dr. Adler. j

3 BY MR. FIERCE:

4 Q Basically, you have reviewed the documents that we

5 have all seen that have been made available in this
I

6 proceeding. -
i

7 Is that what you are saying? ;

8 I'm just wondering if there is special data that .

1

9 you have examined regarding returning commuters? j

|

10 A (Urbanik) No, there is not. |
|

!

11 Q Do you know what the percent of the total number ]

12 of trips after an order to evacuate in the summertime will i

i

{13 be comm2ter trips?
l

i
14 A (Urbanik) Not offhand.

|

)
15 Q Do you know what the range is?

1

16 A (Urbanik) I don't recall. f

17 Q In . 6, Dr. Urbanik, you introduce your comment

18 with a clause "to affect the ETE".

19 And again for clarification, what do you mean by

20 "the ETE"?

21 Are we talking about the overall ETE for R(sgion I?

22 A (Urbanik) Where are you at? -|
.

23 Q Top of page 3, first four words.

24 (P ause . )

25 A (Urbanik) It looks like that should be plural, or

Beritage Reporting Corporation
(202) 628-4888
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.I
1 "to. affect any ETE".

~~

2 Q There obviously are a number of regions, each ofl
x_

3 . which has an ETE that can be referenced and we.have seen the

4 tables.

If there are a limited number of critical5

6 intersections for each of those regions, which are critical
--

7 for their ETEs, altogether for the 17 regions that we now
have in the ETE studies,'there could be 20 or more critical~

8

9 intersections, couldn't there?

10- A (Urbanik) I guess I wouldn't perceive that the

11 number of critical ones are that high.

Just because we have an ETE for a number of12

13 different regions or scenarios doesn't mean that the ETE is

14 overly affected by capacity. In fact, the lower ETEs that

you get in some areas are because other factors, preparation15
. {

16 and returning home affect the ETEs. So it's not necessarily%

17 capacity-driven.

And if an intersection is not capacity-driven, it18

19 was the argument that was given the other day. You know,

20 you just stop and either catch up with the queue later on,

21 or the people behind you, who are the last ones to leave,

22 are unaffected because you weren't push 6d in their way..

.

23 So I guess I don't agree with you that there are
.

24 necessarily 20 critical intersections.

25 Q In . 8, you say, " Clearly, the number of returning-

Beritage Reporting Corporation
(202) 628-4888
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1

!~ 1 commuters who will be traveling between job locations near ;

2 the center of the EPZ and homes, which are also within the

3 EP Z , is limited in number."
| What data regarding employment up and down Route 1
! 4

5 have you examined?

6 Up and down Route 1 in the EPZ?

7 MR. TURK: Data about returning commuters

8 specifically? ,

i
9 BY MR, FIERCE:

)

10 Q I said what data regarding employment up and down f
!

11 Route 1 in the EPZ have you considered?

12 A (Urbanik) Well, I haven't reviewed any data

13 beyond that that's been provided in the various studies done

14 over the years.

15 Q But you are aware that there are many places of

16 employment, retail stores and manufacturing concerns up and

17 down Route 1, correct?

18 A (Urbanik) There are a variety of places of

19 employment, but certainly they don't constitute -- I' m not

20 aware of any single huge employment conter.

21 And the issue here, or part of what we're

22 referring to is that as far as the employees go when we get -

.

23 into the beach areas, we counted their cars as opposed to
.

24 enumerating them through the p;mcess of identifying them at

25 their place of employment.

Heritage Reporting Corporation
(202) 628-4888

e
f

- - _ _ _ _



_ - _ _ - . _

1

,

hm

[sg
' 27203

0 'URBANIK - CROSS

| Realize that my concern only relates to bc2ch
l'

_ p,
evacuation in the sense that the unique aspect of-Seabrook- 2

3 .is that early beach evacuation. .If it weren't for that --
absent concern _about beach populations, the concern'about.4

'

.

5' return commuters essentially.goes away.

6 So you have to be careful. You know, one thing
.

that gets confused in this process is we start posing7

8 illogical combinations of scenarios. And you always want to~

make sure that you're talking about things that could9

10 happen. That the evacuation that you are looking at, in

11 terms of a time estimate, is one that occurs when people are

12' their place of employment.
If that's not the case, then the issue of13

14' returning commuters is not appropriate.

15 Q Again in No. . 9, - I was going to ask you where you
.[AV} '16 mention " data available", what data you had examined.

Is it the same data you've described earlier?17

18 A (Urbanik) Right. Nothing beyond what's been

19 identified. .

20 Q And you say nothing to suggest there smuld be

large numbers of returning commuters moving in directions21

22 that would impede evacuation.-

.

What directions are you referring to there?23
.

24 Are you talking about more than "with flow"?

25 A (Urbanik) Well, I think Answer 8 specifies'what

Heritaga Reporting Corporation
(202) 628-4889
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1 I'm talking about. ,

2 It can only impede if they cross the evacuation

3 path at critical or near critical locations or paths in the
4 same direction as evacuees.

5 Q Okay.

6 A (Urbanik) All other possibilities are excluded.
- i

!

7 MR. FIERCE: Fine, thank you.

8 No further questions. .

9 JUDGE SMITH: Are you going to examir.e, Mr. Trout? |
|

10 MR. TROUT: Applicants have no questions, Your
1

11 Honor.

12 MR. TURK: One very brief moment, Your Honor.

13 REDIRECT EXAMINATION

14 BY MR. TURK:

15 Q Dr. Urbanik, Mr. Fierce was kind enough to have
!

I

16 you correct a word in paragraph 6 of your affidavit so that
1

17 it now reads, "to affect any ETE". |
]

Should we make the same sort of change in the top18 I

19 of paragraph 8 where you say, " returning commuters can \
1

20 affect the ETE"?
i

21 Should we change that to say "an ETE"?
!-

22 % (Urbanik) That would be a fair thing to do.
).

iETE is often used throughout this process in23 ,

24 illogical ways. I mean we say "ETE estimates". ETE is

25 evacuation time estimates. So "ETE estimates" is redundant.

Usritage Reporting Corporation
(202) 628-4888
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{

1 So we are a little sloppy sometimes with our ETE notations. 1

, ,

I )_ 2 I apologize for that. ,

1

8s

3 Q' Also, Mr. Fierce asked you about Question No. 4,

'4 whether your statement in paragraph No. 4 relates to

5 outbound returning commuters.

- 6 And you said, yes, it does. .

,

7 Did you mean to say.that this statement would j

i

apply to no returning commuters except outbound returning j
8+

9 commuters?

10 A (Urbanik) No.

11 I thought I made it clear throughout that I'm

12 talking about commuters in general.

13 MR. TURK: I have nothing else, Your Honor.

14 JUDGE SMITH: Mr. Fierce?

f''' 15 MR. FIERCE: Nothing,

k 16 JUDGE SMITH: All right.

17 Dr. Urbanik is excused with our thanks.

18 (The witness was thereupon excused.)

19 JUDGE SMITH: Take a 10-minute break. !

20 (Whereupon, a recess was taken.)

21

'. 22

23
s

-

24

25

..
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1 JUDGE SMITH: Let's go with Rebuttal Testimony No.

2 22. We have objections on it, don't we?

3 MS. GREER: Yes.

4 I sent down a short motion in limine in the nature

5 of objection yesterday.
I

6 JUDGE SMITH: All right.
.

7 The objections are all to the point that the

8 testimony is beyond the scope of the testimony to which it .

9 rebuts, beginning on top of page 9.

10 Do you agree?

11 MR. SMITH: I do not agree.

just have a very short response to the motion in12 I

13 its entirety, Your Honor.

14 JUDGE SMITH: All right.

15 MR. SMITH: Applicants submit that there is no

16 requirement that Applicants' testimony be limited to the
!

17 scope of Mass AG's direct testimony.

18 Mass AG is free to attempt to rebut the FEMA

19 presumption within the bounds of admitted contentions by

20 other means. For example, through cross-examination of Mr.

21 Donovan.

22 Consequently, Applicants should not be limited to <

23 filing testimony limited to the scope of Mass AG's direct ;

;

24 testimony.

25 JUDGE SMITH: What do we do with it?
!

Beritage Reporting Corporation
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What do we'do with a finding that seems to be1
[[,_( i

-( 2- floating'in' free' space some place?. 1

3. How do we plug this paragraph in? To what does it- |

4 relate? Does it relate to the contention?' ,'
i

5 MR. SMITH: Yes.

6 All three passages do relate to one of the
.

7 admitted contentions.

8 Our concern, Your Honor, is that although'it may~

9 not be addressed directly in the direct testimony, that

10 through some.other means Mass AG may try to propose a

11- finding going to one of these issues. And if we were not to

12 object to the removal of this te.stimony we would not have

13 any direct testimony to counter that. q

14 JUDGE SMITH: Does it go to matters that were

.15 raised on cross-examination by Interveners?
r(

16 MR. SMITH: Not that I am aware of, Your Honor.

17 JUDG7. SMITH: Then why wasn't it -m it is, it's

18 put in your first piece of testimony on the issue.

19 MR. SMITH: Yes, Your Honor.

20 JUDGE SMITH: Really what it is, it's within the

21. area reserved and carved out by Applicants at the baginning

22 as if they will rely upon FEMA's report reserving also the.

.

23 right to augment the report. |
.

24 Is that where you are? Is that it?

I

25 MR. SMITH: Ye:s , Your Honor.

| Heritage Reporting Corporation
(202) 628-4888
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1 JUDGE SMITH: That's right.

2 What do you say about that?

3 That's also I believe in their trial brief.
4 MS. GREER: The Applicants in this case have

5 chosen to proceed with their prima facie case as being the

6 FEMA report. .

7 To the extent that they are now seeking to bolster

8 the FEMA report in a way that is not addressed in our direct .

9 testimony appears to be improper rebuttal.

10 Now they could have sought to, after reviewing the

11 FEMA report, sought to augment the FEMA report on their

12 direct case by, at that time prior to resting with merely

13 the FEMA report of Mr. Donovan, they could have at that time

14 sought to put in testimony to fill out any gaps that they

15 saw in.the FEMA report.

16 But it seems to me that it is: one, inappropriate |

17 at this point in time to come back and seek to bolster the

18 lack of evidence on any given point, factual point or issue,

19 where, in fact, we have not directed any testimony to it in
i

20 our direct case.

21 And two, I'm not sure I agree with Mr. Smith's

22 statement that every single paragraph in here, the enes I '

.

23 have sought to have stricken, in fact, addresses issues
.

24 raised in the contention.

25 For instance, looking at this one here-, the one

Heritage Reporting Corporation
(202) 628-4888 1
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L1 that's right before us: " Communications equipment is

(~;) '2- inspected,f inventoried,-operationally checked out at-least-( J'r

3 once each calendar quarter."

4 I'm not sure how, in fact, that really ties'in

.
.

with anything that we have raised in.either JI-31 or'5-

6 MAG EX-8. :!; . ,_

7 JUDGE SMITH: Now, wait. We're going to have to

8 reconsider before we go down'that line.
.,

9 MS. GREER: All right.

10 JUDGE SMITH: You didn't raise that in ycur

11 motion. I'm not saying_you're fors;1osed from doing it.

12 MS. GREER: No, no. I'm just address 3ng a point

13 that --

14 JUDGE SMITH: That he made.

,/''N 15 MS..GREER: -- that he nade.

16 JUDGE SMITH: All right.'-

17 That's correct.

18 MR. DIGNAN: Your Honor, maybe a fast way to cut

19 thrcugh this ie, is the Attorney General willing to agree

20 that they are stopped from proposing any finding that would
!

21 contravene the testimony they asked to have stricken?
~

22' MS. GREER: No. What I'm saying is that --*

.

23 MR. DIGNAN: That's what I thought.

24 And that's the reason it's in, Your Honor. It's a ,

.

i

25 belt and suspenders approach.

Beritage Reporting Corporation
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1 MS. GREER: Mr. Dignan, I believe that you

2 interrupted me. I would ask you to at least wait until I

3 finish speaking.

4 To the extent that the Applicants can come forwai" l

5 and show that we have, in fact, raised an issue, for

6 instance, on cross-examination of Mr. Donovan as to -- on
.

7 the point before us -- there not being adequate provisions

8 for inspection of equipment. The Applicants are perfectly ,

9 free to come forward at this time and say, no, this issue

10 was, in fact, raised. And the Interveners have sought to

11 attack it; and therefore we have a right to come in and

12 rebut at this point. I think that's appropriate. ,

i

13 But to the extent -- but that's not what we have

14 had here this morning.

15 I simply think that to the extent that we are in

16 the posture we are in, the Applicants are not entitled to

17 come in and put on the table the FEMA report and say, that's

18 sufficient.

19 JUDGE SMITH: Well, they are, but the trouble is

20 they have called this rebuttal but they are backing away

21 from that. They're really saying it's a part of their case
-

22 in chief.

23 MS. GREER: If that's the case then it seems
.

24 to me --

)

25 JUDGE SMITH: Is that right?

|
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'1' Do you.think it's mislabeled, Mr. Dignan? ;

j

J /~'\):;r:

( 2 MR. DIGNAN: No, Your Honor.

3 Let's cut through what the title;is. It's this |j

l

'4 simple: I'm perfectly prepared to admit to .this Board that -I' i

!

5- 'am. unable in this 27,000 page record atuthis point to be ,

6 absolutely clear that no point was scored on Donovan onj

7 these various points. And we' re offering the testimony.

8 Now as I say, if the Attorney General. agrees that*

9 by bringing this motion and representing to the Board that

10- this rebuts nothing in the record, that they are stopped

11 from making any assertions which contravene this testimony

12 that.they seek to have stricken and they are making their

13 representation on behalf of themselves and all other

14 Interveners in the case; then strike it.

[''' 15' My problem is that, frankly, I don't think any
\' human.being, no matter how good a lawyer, can at this point16 ,

17 satisfy themselves that there is absolutely nothing in this

18 record by way of cross of Donovan or representation or

19 anything that doesn't require us to do it. And it is that

20 simple a thing.

21 Now, maybe I don't have to make this argument

22 because maybe the short answer is to let you strike it. And

23 if they try a finding, go back on a brief to you and to the
..

Appeal Board and say, they're stopped from asking for that24

25 finding because they came into this Board and represented

Heritage Reporting Corporation
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1 there is nothing in the record that would have been rebutted

2 by this testimony. Now that's the short way to go.

3 The other way to go is, let it in and sort it out

4 on proposed findings. And it's that simple to me, Your j

5 Honor, whether you give it a label of direct or rebuttal, I

6 don't know. But that candidly is why it's still in there.
.

7 As you know, we have been trying to carve things
1

8 out and we have done it at times. We ran out of time on i
,

9 this and we just didn't get the carving done.

10 And the problem is the law is clear that an j

11 Intervenor has a right to make their case on cross-

12 examination of other people. And I just don't want to be

13 caught with a finding later that says, aha, we got this

14 point out of Donovan, and it turns out that I let something

15 go out unopposed that would have taken care of it. It's

16 that simple.

17 MS. GPEER: It seems to me that the Applicants are

18 really asking to have it both ways at this point. |
I

19 They have come in to the Board --

20 JUDGE SMITH: There is one thing that will not
,

21 happen, to the extent that we can control it and that is, !

22 there's not going to be any sandbagging. There is not going - j
\

,

23 to be a proposal by the Attorney General that communications
'

24 or equipment are not inspected, inventoried or operationally

25 checked and have this testimony addressing that point

;

Beritage Reporting Corporation
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1 . disregarded. So that will not happen.
. j ., :.
/ t
( j. 2 One way~or the other Mr. Dignan's concerns will
.xs

3 have to be satisfied.

4 MS. GREER: I will tell you.that I know of no

5 contention, no issue that we have addressed in any of the

6 contentions that'we have raised or bases addressing the
,

7 , issue of inventorying equipment.

8 MR. SMITH: If you would read Basis B-1 of your-

9 MAG'EX-8 I think you will find that exact language there.

10 MR. DIGNAN: Yes.

11 The contention is in there.

12 MR. SMITH: Thi:s indicates that ORO had not

13 provided adequate inspection and inventory check for

14 critical emergency communications equipment.

15 MS. GREER: Are you talking about the EMS radio at
. ['~N
\
' , , 16 this point?

17 MR. SMITH: Yes.

18 JUDGE S'JTH: See, I think you' 2:e on a no-win

19 courne here. The mori you limit your contention, you have a

20 problern. If you take your contention out, then you lose the

21 centention. If you put it in, then you got to give them an

22 opportunity to address it. If you narrow your contention,

23 then your contention is, in fact, narrow.
.

24 What are you going to do?

25 MS, GREER: I'm simply asking that since the

Beritage Reporting Corporation
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1 Applicants have chosen a course of proceeding before this

2 Board --

3 JUDGE SMITH: Well, you're not talking about what |

4 the Board is talking about now. You're talking about your

5 original argument. f

6 MS. GREER: Right. ;

~i
7 JUDGE SMITH: Which we're not talking about that i

8 anymore. .

9 Okay, we'll leave it in for the reasons advanced

10 by Mr. Dignan.

11 How about the next one?

12 In the next one we argue about, if you want to

13 address the point the Board is making we'll hear from you.

14 But we already heard and understood your point about, they

15 chose the course of action.

16 MS. GREER: Okay.

17 JUDGE SMITH: We already understand that.

18 MS. GREER: I believe that the next point that I

19 sought to have stricken was over on page -- I believe it's

20 13.

21 MR. SMITH: Your Honor, I direct your attention to

22 JI-31.
'

.

23 JUDGE SMITH: Given our previous ruling, should
.

24 this be in or out?

25 MS. GREER: If Mr. Smith will just point out to me
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1 'where he believes in JI-31 MAGI it is criticized? d
.

f-'s - A

\ .

.

> 4; 1 2 JUDGE SMITH: Well, you know, everything'is upside ]
!?% /:

3 .down.this morning. -I.am so accustomed to you arguing that
!

4 your contentions are broad, and broad, and broad, and

'5 ' encompass the, universe and today, it's just a.different
!

6 world.
'*

|

'

'7 I guess you ought to.know your contentions.

8 MS. GREER: Well, I certainly know that in the-

9 rebuttal testimony that we filed I.didn't see anything there
''

10 about MAGI and I don't really see'it here in a criticize of

11 MAGI in'JI-31 either.

'12 JUDGE SMITH: Okay.

13 MS. GREER: I think our criticis.,o in addressed to

14 the communications network; are not primer:ily addressed to

15 MAGI unless -- the only thing I can conceive of is that ing''k
\#> 16 some way they believe that MAGI, in fact, in oome tray

17. compensates for flaws that may otherwise e:cist in their

18 communications network.

19 MR. SMITH: Your Honor, the point is not whether

20 MAGI was criticized or whether MAGI actually compensates for

21 flaws.

22 The point of our testimony or at least one of the

23 points of our testimony is that a vertical chain of command
.

24 is essential for this type of operation in that ad hoc

25 decision-making is not conducted; there are preplanned

Heritage Reporting Corporation
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1 procedures. There's also an advantage to vertical chain of

2 command in the communications systems that we have in that

3 there is an oversight capability.
I

4 The decision-makers up in the EOC and the stagirg

5 area have a sense of what is going on globally. And that is

6 what MAGI does. MAGI gives the people in the EOC a chance
.

7 to monitor all these conversations and therefore know what's

8 happening, and therefore are the people who are making the .

9 decisions. And therefore, then transmitting that

10 information back down.

11 JUDGE SMITH: Well, this one doesn't even have to
>

12 come in under that umbrella that Mr. Dignan was talking

13 about. ;

14 This one you assert as direct rebuttal to -- |

15 MR. SMITH: That is correct, Your Honor.

16 JUDGE SMITH: Right.

17 It seems to be,

18 MS. GREER: If that's the reason it's being

19 offered then I will withdraw my ebjection, too.

20 JUDGE SMITH: All right.

21 Then what's the next one?

22 MS. GREER: I believe the third one is over on
"

.

23 page -- I believe it's 20 -- j

-|
24 JUDGE COLE: 19, isn't it?

25 MS. GREER: Yes, starting on 19. |
a

Beritage Reporting Corporation |

(202) 628-4888 {
,

O:
i

l
a

|
f |

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ___ 1



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

J
g ,..y qs

,

27217 )
|

1: MS. GREER,: Nineteen, and-it goes over --

ym.
| f- 2; . JUDGE COLE: It's all of Section VI and Section 1

v;
|7 .3 VII7.'

4- MS. GREER: Right.

5 JUDGE COLE: Roman VI and Roman VII.

6- MS. GREER: Which, as I read that section, it-
.,.

7. merely tells you what transfer' point dispatchers do and that

'8 road" crews' are dispatched and also access onto the ERN.
..

9 I'm'just not even sure for what point it's
<

E10 offered.

11 ' MR . SMITH: 'Okay.

12 Actually,.it's offered for two different points.

13- There are two sections.

_14 On Section VI, which is the transfer point

' )r~ 15 dispatchers. That is being offered to rebut the statement

16 in the first sentence of JI-31 which states that there is no
17 provision for horizonte1 communications. That there are

18 provisions for horizontal communications, if necessary, in
!

19 limited circunctances.

20 The second point, 3 (b) is -- well, I'm counting.

21 3 (b) which would be under Section VII, provisions for
l

>

22 communication with road crews."

..

23 That is meant to address MAG EX-B(4) going to

'

24 communications overload. This is to illustrate procedures

25 of the road crews which would limit the need for unnecessary

:
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1 communications.

2 The reason why road crews are mentioned is that
i

3 that they are on the same channel as the route guides, and

4 therefore that, we felt, needed to be addressed as well just

5 so that there wouldn't be an argument made that road crews

6 are going to take up the route guide channel.
YI

,

7 MS. GREER: Are you through?
k

-j8 MR. SMITH: Yes.
i

9 MS. GREER: If that's the reason it's being j
j

10 offered with respect to the road crews, I would withdraw it ]
l

11 on road crews.

12 However, on transfer point dispatchers, it seems

13 to me that the plan, which is in the record, speaks as to ;
t

14 what transfer point dispatchers do. And the Applicants that |

15 are reading JI-31 as saying there exists no horizontal or

16 lateral network of communications are plainly misreading the j
|

17 language of the contention which says, "There is no

18 provision for an effective horizontal or lateral network of
i

19 communications."
|20 I don't see how --

21 JUDGE SMITH: Well, this gces that, too. I think
.1

22 this goes to that point. |-

|
23 It will succeed. These radios allow to

.

24 communicate. I mean it says it's effective.
|

25 MS. GREER: I honestly don't see how this adds

l i

i
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.

anything besides just doublingEup on their. direct case of1
E /",,N
! |

2 the. plan, the FEMA. report.

3 ' JUDGE SMITH: Well, that's another objection which

4 we have already ruled upon.

5 But this does seem to'be direct rebuttal to the

6 contention, the horizontal communication. contention.
. . . ,

7 So that objection is overruled.

8 Now, gentlemen, who have not been sworn, would you-

9 rise and'be sworn, please?

10 MR. SMITH: I believe all the Panel has been sworn

11 previously:either in New Eampshire or --

12 ~ JUDGE SMITH: Oh, yes,. right Excuse me.

13 JUDGE COLE: Wa:7 back then.

14 JUDGE' SMITH: Oh, yes, I remember.

/ h 15 Welcome back, Mr. Renz, Mr. Catapano, j

16 You recognize t. hat you are still under oath from''

17 your previous testimony.

18 Waereupon,

19 ANTHONY M. CALLENDRELLO

20 GARY CATAPANO

21 WILLIAM F. RENZ

', 22 having been previously duly sworn, were recalled as

23 witnesses herein and were examined-and testified further as
...

24 follows:

25 MR. SMITH: Your honor, on the subject of

1
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REBUTTAL PANEL MO. 22 - D2 RECT 27220

1 communications, Applicants are presenting a panel composed

2 of Mr. William Renz, Mr. Anthony Callendrello and Mr. Gary
{

3 Catapano, from left to right. 1

l

!

4 DIRECT EXAMINATION

5 BY MR. SMITH:

6 Q Gentlemen, I have caused to be pieced before you a ,

7 document 23 pages in length entitled " Applicants' Rebuttal

8 Testimony No. 22 (Provisions for Prompt Communications Among ~I
j

9 ORO Field Personnel). ]
i

10 Do each of you have that document before you? )
;

11 A (Calleindrello) Yes, I do. I

I
12 A (Catapano) Yes, I do. j

l
13 A (Renz) Yes, I do. j

1

14 Q I would like each of you to examine that document, .i
l

15 if you would, and why don't I go one at a time. f

16 Mr. Renz, could you identify the document and tell

17 us what it is?

18 A (Renz) It's a piece of testimony that the three
j
|

19 of us have worked together to put together and are )
!

20 sponsoring in response to essentially lateral communications ;
I

21 contentions and testimony provided by Mr. Stan Cohn for the

22 Mass AG.
.

1

23 Q Is that testimony true and accurate to the best of
.

24 your of your knowledge and belief?

25 A (Renz) Yes, sir, it is.

.
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s

1 Q Mr. .Cn11endre11o, the same questions.
in .

jjf~% - 2 Could you. identify.the' document and tell us.what

/i 3' it is?
'

t

L 1

4 A- (Callendrello) Yes.-

~5- It's a document that incorporates'my testimony'
6 regarding _ the '. issues 'of communications among ORO field

7 ' personnel.-

8 EQ 'And is that testimony;true and. accurate to the
.

9 .best of your knowledge and belief?

10 A (Callendrello) Yes, it is, i

11 . C: ' Mr. Catapano, could.you identify the document and

12 tell un what it is?

13 A (Catapano) This is the testimony regarding

14 provisions for prcmpt communications among ORO field

15 persennel.
. . .

16 Q And is that testimony true and accurate to.the
~

17 best of your knowledge and belief?

18 A (Catapano) Yes, it is.

19 Q I have also placed before Mr. Renz and Mr.

20 Catapano copies of your professional qualifications.

21 Mr. Renz, I have caused'to be placed before you a

22 document four pages in length and entitled " William F.
,

' " , :23 Renz".

24 Can you identify that document?
,

25 A (Renz) Yes.

Beritage Reporting Corporation
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REBUTTAL PANEL EO. 22 - DIRECT 27222

1 It's a statement of my professional experience and

2 education.

3 O And does that document accurately reflect your

4 professional qualifications and experience?

S A (Rent) To the best of my knowledge, it does.

6 Q Mr. Callendrello, I have placed before you a
.

7 document six pages in length entitled " Professional

8 Qualifications of Gary J. Catapano, President, AllComm,
.

9 Inc."

10 A (Callendrello) You mean Mr. Catapano.

11 Q Oh, I'm sorry. Did I say Callendrello?

12 I mean Mr. Catapano.

13 Entitled " Professional Qualifie3tions of Gary J.

14 Catapano, President, AllComm, Inc."

15 Can you identify that document?

16 A (Catapano) Yes.

17 Q And does that document accurately set forth your

18 professional qualifications?

19 A (Catapano) Yes, it does.

20 MR. SMITH: At this time, Your Honor, I would like

21 td offer the testimony and qualifications of the Panel into

22 e vidence, to be bound into the transcript as if read.
.

23 JUDGE SMITH: Do you have extra copies of their

24 professional qualifications?
,

25 We received them back in April some time.
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REBUTTAL PANEL NO. 22 - DIRECT .27223
,+

1 MR.. SMITH: Yes,.I have' extra copies.-
..

i '~ kf 2 JUDGE SMITH: Are there additional objections?-
~

.

3 MS. GREER: No.-

L 4 ~ JUDGE. SMITH: All right, the testimony and the
1

5 qualification statements are received into evidence and
..

6 bound into the transcript.

'*'

| 7- (Applice nts ' - Rebuttal

8- Testimony No. 22 (Provisions
'

;,

L 9 for Prompt Communications
1

10' Among ORO Field Personnel

11 follows:)

12.

13 (Professional Qualifications

14 of Gary J. Catapano

15 follows:)

'/

{ 16

17 (Professional Experience

18 of William F. Ren:

119 follows;)

20

21

22
*

..

23.

24
.

25
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June 16, 1989

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

before the
.

ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

,

)
In the Matter of )

)
PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY OF ) Docket Nos. 50-443-OL

NEW HAMPSHIRE, et al. ) 50-444-OL
)

(Seabrook Station, Units 1 and 2) ) (Off-site Emergency
) Planning Issues)

)

ERMATA TO APPLICANTS' REBUTTAL TESTIh0NY NO. 22
| ) (PROVISIONS FOR PROMPT

/ COMMUNICATIONS A1!ONG ORO FIELD PERSONNEL)

The following changes have been made to the testimony
filed on April 18, 1989:

Pace (Line) Errata

ii (16-21) Strikeover lines

5 '(16-24) Strikeover lines

6 Strikeover page*

,

7 (1-19) Strikeover lines
.

10 (23-24) Strikeover lines

11 (1-9) Strikeover lines

11 (10) Strikeover " network"
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Pace (Line) Errate,

11 (10) Strikeover "in fact"

11 (14-15) Strikeover ", not (4) as alleged in
the Interveners' testimony"

22' (5-13) Strikeover lines

.
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'' I. INTRODUCTION j

The purpose of this testimony is to respond to those s

contentions that concern the adequacy of the plans, !

procedures and resources for providing the Offsite Response
'' Organization (ORO) with prompt communications to support

!emergency response functions.

In addition, this testimony will address the contention

that alleges that the r3eabrook Station 1988 FEMA Graded

Exercise (the 1:xercise) failed to demonstrate the adequacy of

these provisions. Specifically this testimony addresses the

I following paraphrased contentions:

JI-31 The SPMC does not provide an effectivt horizontal

or lateral netwerk of communications directly linking

(
( emergency field. personnel with each other. The fa(tlure to

provide a lateral communications system will result in an
ineffective emergency response.

MAG EX-08 The exercise revealed a fundamental flaw in

the SPMC in that the ORO demonstrated that it did not have
the ability to communicate with all appropriate locations,

organizations and field personnel.,.

II. FROVISIONS FOR PROMPT COMMUNICATIONS AMONG ORO FIELD
"

PERSONNEL
.

Before beginning to design a communications support

system for the ORO, an assessment of the ORO's functions was

made and its operating structure was analyzed. The nature of

J

|
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the responsi.bilities assigned ORO field workers dictated the |

'

adoption of a vertical chain of connand., Thus, the :. tost

effective design for a communication sys, tem for the ORO is

one which supports the ORO's vertical chain of command |

| infrastructure. This structure places the responsibility for j
1

problem solving and decision-making with the Staging Area and

Emergency Operations Center (EOC) command personnel and not ,

with Traffic Guides, Route Guides or other field personnel.

The Interveners testimony criticizes this vertical chain

of comand utilized by the ORO for its alleged failure to

provide for lateral communications. Their basis for this is

I
the:.r apparent misunderstanding about the functions which ORO

field workers perform during an emergency. The Interveners

have erroneously concluded that the need for ORO field

| workers to comunicate is the same as the need police and

fire personnel have in carrying out their daily activities.

During the time of an emergency, ORO field personnel

primarily execute preplanned actions and have a very narrow
;

scope of responsibilities. Accordingly, their need to

communicate laterally to other field workers is extremely

~

limited. The primary need for ORO field personnel to -

.

communicate is in a vertical fashion (up or down the chain of
'

command). The circumstances under which even these vertical

communications are expec-ted to occur are minimized by preset

plans and procedures which to the greatest extent possible

-2-
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attempt to obviate the need for any communication to take

place. This contrasts greatly with the need of police and

fire department personnel who must deal with a broad range of

emergencies on an M has basis. In order to perform

effectively, police and fire personnel must be able to
i.,

resolve localized problems via M h2s decision-making and

utilize lateral communications to achieve the desired-

results. Apparently the Interveners feel that this approach

should be applied to activities in the EPZ. Should this be
t

the case, wide spread M has decision-making by field

personnel vould quickly lead to chaos because it amounts to

decision-making in a vacuum.

The command personnel at the Staging Area and EOC have a

view of the " broad picture" relative to other emergency

response activities that may be taking place beyond the

" vision" of field personnel who may be involved with a

response to a localized event. Additionally they have access

to a pool of knowledge and information relative to resources
available to the ORO for responding to an " emergency

occurring within an emergency".

( The vertical command structure utilized by the CRO does

not require that all communications must first be vertically
.

transmitted, precessed and recommunicated through the entire

ORO chain of command for resolution.

-3-
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The vertical command structure utilized by the Ono

allows for decisions to be made and problems to be resiolved

at each of the various levels of its structure. The tiore
.

complex problems necessarily must move higher up the chain of

command for resolution while the less complicated problems

are resolved at a lower level within the command structure

(Staging Area). ,

Additionally, there are intelligence gathering

mechanisms (MAGI and ERN radio monitors), see Section IV

infrg, which provide information to the top of the command

structure relative to all significant events (problems)

taking place in the field. These information mechanisms are
'

not dependent upon the chain of command for their operation.

Relative to the communications needs of the ORO the

Interveners have alleged that the Route Guide communications

channel will suffer delays which are unacceptably long (in |

excess of 30 seconds by their estimates). This delay is

judged as being excessive because the U.S. Department of

Justice indicates that "an acceptable system access time for

public safety communications systems is considered to be 2.5

seconds in 90% of access attempts." There is no citation for .

e

9he recommendation, making it impossible to assess its
4

*

applicability to the ERN as it is utilized by the ORO. It is

known that, in general, the standards applied to public
!safety agency communications do not apply to ORO

-4 |
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L/ communications. As described in the preceding paragraphs,

the communications needs of the ORO differ from the needs of
L

public safety agencies such as police or fire departments.

Whereas the ORO is responding in a predetermined manner to

the situation of evacuation, public safety agencies must*~

respond in an ad 11gs manner to a variety of emergency

situations.,

In order to arrive at an approximate user access delay

time cif - 30 ' seconds, Interveners assumed that each Route Guide

would make one communication per hour. This assumption is

not valid since Route Guides are only directed to communicate

upon observation of a road impediment, lost or damaged

dosimetry or upon exceeding dose reporting levels. It is
im

/
i highly unlikely that all Rot.te Guides would need to
L

communicate once an hour.

In -suppert -e f -their -aH egatien -thet -the -SPMe 's -vertical

eemmunicatien -structure-is -f kawed r-the -Interveners -p revided

deseime ny -e f -Ge art -S i*ieh -an A -Sban -eehn -en -ORO 's -respense -be

one -e f -the -19 && -F3MA -Exerei-s e -Fmped iment -mi ni--seen a riee r-

Th i e -tentiesny -addressee -ORO 's -respense -to -exercise
,

impedirme n t e r -whieh -wee -f irs t -at -issue + kn -MAG -EX-h} r --That

eenten tien r -heweve r r -w ee -net -adm itted -en -the -g rounds -th a t -it-

eeneerned.uisekates-ereriky-eerrectable-problems -and-weeldu

net -eens t itu te -a - f und ament a k - flaw -ka -the -plan ru--Memerandumu

/
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and -e rder - tReMng -en -Jene r-k&& & -Generak -Exereise

sente n tions h r -Beeember -1& r -F5& & r -at -+&-4 Fr

Ne tw kthst and ing -th ie r -it -i* -approp r iate -de -add ress -and

eerreet-miseeneeptiens -the -Interveners-have -aHeged

pertaining -to -ore b -respense -be -the -ei ted -imped iment -min i-- ,

seenarie r --Fi est r -ORG -eentreHer -Fegs -ind icate -that -this

imped iment -min i-seenarie - tNo r -& r&-6 F -was -initiated -at -k? r+5 *

and -ngt -k6 t-+& -as -aHeged -in -the -Entervener 4 -testimony - tsee

Attachment -A -herete -for -exeerpt -f rem -the -Feg -e f -the

sentreHer-at-the-iepediment-FeentienFr- 'Phas-eROM-response

to -th is -imped iment -w as -e ne -hee r -she rbe r -th an -pe rpe rded -by

Intervenerer

seeendr-whHe-Entervenere-state-that SaeteaF-elearanee
e f -the -veh iche -did -net -take -place -ent h -? r&& -pmu

tFntervener 4 -testiseny -at -F+ F -they -f an -de -ment ion -GRO %

| eemplete -read -erew -respense -esseeiated -w ith -this -event r-

Spee kficany r -een dreHer -legs -i nd i ca te-that -ene -tow -treek -was

d ispatched -de -this -iepedimen t -at -a pproxieetely -1& r&& -and -had'

a rr i ved -en -locatien -at -19 e& & r --Upen -arriya h -e t -the -bew -treek-

the -eentrener -teld -the -driver -thah -he - fi re r r-the -treek F -wa s
.

- eaable-de-remove-the-iepedimendr- flhe-driver-then-inferred

the Byacuatien-Seppert-Biepabeher-by-radier--A-seeend-tow
.

treek - tsiselated F-was -sabseefeently -dispatched -at -F& eke -and

had -arri ved -a t -t he -imped iment -Feeatien -at -a pprexim ate ky

19 r?& r --A h -F9 r&& -the -eentreHer -isseed -a-message -tha t -the
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imped iment -h ad -been -eleared r -- fSee -Attachments -A-and -B -here t e
'

fer -applicable -exeerpte -f rem -the -1-egs -ef -the -eentreners -a t

t he -Tra f he -eentrek -Peind -and -West -Newbery -Trans fe r -Pe int-

respectivekyrt

Third -the-maximum-delay-tappredmately-5&-minutes-frem* 7

the -reques t - Fe r -the -tew -b reek - fab bachmen t -A -he re te r -te -the
'

t ime -when -a -tew -b reek -was -d isp a tched - tA ttachmen t -B -he re te F F7

i-s -abbyi but ed -be -en -BSB -net -taking -the -lead -rele -in

everseel-ng the-respense-and-was-net-because-ef-a-fahere-ef

the -eemmend -and -eentreF -streetere -er -the -eemmenication -Hnks

o f -the -ore r -- tSee -Attachment -e -herete -fer -exeerpt -f rem -the

Aed h -Perm -o f -the -eentreFler -at -the -Stav kng - A re a

semmen icatien -Reem P r --Th i s -ine iden t -dees -net -const i te te -e

( flaw -ka -the -ore 4 -eemmen ic at iens -stree tere r -bu t -is
L

attr i-betabbe -de -an -ieeFated -e rrer -en -the -pa rd -e t -an

individueFr

Thee r -b a sed -en -t he -forege ing r -ore % -response -de -th i-s

isped i ment -m i n i-seen arie -ee nneS -be -eenstrued -to - ind ic ade -a

fu ndamental-flaw -whh -ore 4 -eesmenica tiens -p revisiener

III. ERN SYSTEM CAPABILITIES
,

,

ORO Traffic Guides, Route Guides, Transfer Point*

4

Dispatchers, Road Crews, and Vehicular Alert Notification |-

System (VANS) Drivers are provided with two-way radios

capable of operating on four paired frequencies of the

Emergency Radio Network (ERN). The ERN allows field

% .
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g%29|
personnel the ability to communicate direi:tly with each other

| if necessary, as well as with the Offsite Response EOC and

the ORO Staging Area and Reception Centers. In other words,

all ERN radio equipped ORO personnel can talk directly to all

other ERN radio equipped personnel. The ERN allows
|.

communications to occur in both lateral and vertical modes as

needed during the emergency response.
,

The four paired frequencies comprise the NHY ORO ERN.

Each frequency pair consists of a " repeater" channel and a

" talk-around" channel. Channels 1 and 2 are designated for

use by traffic control personnel. Channels 3 and 4 are

designated for use by Route Guides, Road Crews and Transfer

Point Dispatchers. Channels 5 and 6 are designated for use

as back-up provision for interfacility communications and are

|available for any overflow communication. Channels 7 and 8

are designated for VANS communication and are available for
i

any overflow communication. All odd numbered channels are

repeater channels and all even nunbered channels are talk )
1

around channels. Plan at 5 4.5 and Figure 4.0-1. While !
I

these frequency pairs are designated for specific uses, ORO

field personnel who have been issued ERN radios have the .

.

capability to communicate on any of the eight channels of the

ERN. This is because all ERN field radios are equipped to -

operate on all eight channels.
.

-8-
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',f 1- Communications ' equipment is inspected, . inventoried and
'D

operationally checked at least once each calendar quarter and

after each use in accordance with SPMC, Sections 7.3.1, 7.4

and IP-4.3.

Wide area radio communications between ORO field
,

. .

personnel is accomplished through the use of four repeater

stations. A repeater station operates in a " full duplex".

mode receiving a transmission on its receive frequency while

automatically and instantaneously re-transmitting the

received information on a different frequency (its transmit

frequency). During this retransmitting process the received

signal is. amplified or " boosted" by an RF (radio frequency)
*

amplifier to much higher power levels. Effectively the t

f-~ repeater station functions as an automatic communications
I
's. relay station, relaying communications between field units or

between field units and the EOC, Staging Area or Reception

Centers. The repeater stations provide the ORO with wide

area communications directly between field units or fixed

facilities beyond the range achievable with conventional

(non-repeater based) communications.
~

When evaluating the performance of a repeater based.

communications system the coverage area and reliability is
.

primarily a function of the location of the repeaters in

relation to the geographic region of interest and the height
'

of the repeater antennas in relation te the terrain

-9-
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surrounding it. This is because the repeaters are relaying
1

all communications that take place on the repeater channel.

The ERN repeater stations are installed in (town, state) at

f (name) Hill. In the design of the ERN this location was

selected because it offered an ideal communications. site for ]
-

|

providing the communications coverage area required to
~

f support the activities of ORO field workers as outlined by

the SPMC. This location has a high ground elevation which

when combined with the installed tower height affords a

location for the ERN repeater antennas significantly higher

than the terrain surrounding it for many miles. This

location is well situated as it is directly adjacent to but

outside the EPZ, effectively centered within the region of

interest relative to the field operations of the ORO.

In light of the above, allegations contained in

Interveners testimony relative to the reliability and

coverage area of the ERN cu'; side the EPE are without any

basis in fact. Simply put, the ERN provides the required
.

t

communications capabilities to support field operations as

outlined by the SPMC both inside and outside the EPZ. These
.

capabilities have been successfully demonstrated on numerous*

occasions during drills and the graded exereire. .

Relad kve -de -the -repea ber -eperathen -it -is -iepertand -be

ee rreed -additional -miseeneeptiene -i-n -the -EntervenerH

-10-
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Ie best iseny -eentained -en -page -} -ka -wh ieh -ther -abl-ege -the
1

i
J

feHewingt

SHewever r-fer -the-vaet-majerity-e f-eemmunicatiens
between -field -we rke re -the -feur -repe aters -mes t -be
used r --Th i-e -reenk be -i n -a -rad ie -e ep ab ility -such -th at ,

|enFy -feur -ORO -field -werkers -ean -eemmun icate -w ith |ueach -ether -at -any -g i ven -time -via -the -ERN r
|

*

!

Thie-aHegatien-le-eempletely-ineerreet-and-net-ate aHI

representative-ef-the-reality-ef-the ISRN-eenmunientiens

netwerke The ERN repeaters in-feet provide the capability to

conduct (4) simultaneous complete conversations; so that four

field workers can communicate with (4) other field workers.

In other words a total of (8) fie16 workers can communicate
with each other at any given time via the ERNr-net-(+F-as

aHeged -in -the -Entervenerte '-testimeny . Additiona11y, the

structure of a repeater system allows an individual
communication on the repeater to address or be " heard" by all

of the " occupants" or other ERN radios on that channel. This

"All Call" capability leads to communications efficiency by

allowing the dispatcher or field personnel to address

collectively the entire user group on that channel.
In addition to the wide area capability of the ERN

,

provided by the repeater system, a " talk-around" capability
Thisis provided in all ORO ERN two-way field radios.-

capability allows for limited range (typically one mile or
direct communications between field personnel and isless)

The talk-not dependent on the repeaters for its operation.

11
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| around mode in the radios is also utilizcd to maintain
|

l communications with field personnel from the Staging Area and

the EOC via the backup high power base station in the event

of a repeater failure.

Irrespective of the fact that the ORO utilizes t.

.

vertical command structure and the need for field personnel

to communicate directly with one another will be minimal, g

there exists provisions for lateral communications amongst

field personnel in the unlikely event this should become

necessary. These provisions are supported by both the

designed hardware capabilities of the communications networks

and equipment and the training provided ORO personnel.

IV. CONTROL OF ERN COMMUNICATIONS TRAFFIC AND INFORMATION
GATHERING

Radio communications with field personnel over the NHY

ORO ERN is primarily controlled by the Evacuation Support

Dispatchers at the Staging Area. Overall control of ERN

communications is the responsibility of ORO Communications

Coordinator at the EOC. SPMC, Section 2.1.

It should also be noted that all radio traffic on the

NHY ORO Emergency Radio Network is monitored by the ERN Radio
*

Operators at the Offsite Response EOC. The Radio Operators,

are also responsible for informing the Communications
.

Coordinator at the EOC of offsite activities and any

problems. IP 1.4 at Attachment 4. This continual monitoring j

!
{

i

l
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f process provides a mechanism whereby important information
V

regarding field activities and conditions can be nade-

available to appropriate ORO personnel at the 01':siite.

Response EOC at nearly the name time it is reported from the

field to the Staging Area.
.,.

At the time of an emergency, Massachusetts State and

' local authorities will continue to provide the standard.

functions associated with police, fire and other public

safety activities. The NHY ORO maintains the capability to

communicate with State and local governments via the

Mas:sachusetts Governmental Interface (MAGI) radio network.

The MAGI network operates on existing radio frequencies which

are routinely utilized by Massachusetts State and local

response organizations.~'

'

'-n During 1985 and 1986 NHY designed or redesigned,

provided and installed many of the primary communication

systems now in use by many of the Massachusetts. Public Safety

entities that would be involved with a response to an

emergency at Seabrook Station. The NHY ORO MAGI system was

designed to provide a communications link to these and other

', public safety entities. The hardware components of MAGI were

chosen and configured to allow compatibility and integration
.

with these public safety communications systems.

Accordingly, MAGI can be thought of as a " Gateway" mechanism
..

allowing the MAGI radio operators at the EOC the ability to

-13-
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monitor the public safety activities taking place in

Massachusetts.

In the event it becomes necessary, due to the failure of

primary communications paths between the ORO and

Massachusetts Public Safety entities, MAGI will also allow a

voice communications link to the various Massachusetts state )
and local public safety agencies. .

The capability of the ORO to transmit and receive via

these existing emergency radio frequencies is in accordance

with guidance of NUREG-0654, Supple:nent 1, F.1, which states

in part:

"The utility and the offsite response organization shall
establish the capability to communicate with non-

'

participating state and local governments via normal
emergency telephone number (s) (e.g., 911) and via one
other backup mode such as the ability to transmit and

'receive via existing emergency radio frequencies."

Simply put, MAGI in its receive pode provides an

informational mechanism to command personnel at the EOC

relative to emergency response activities of Massachusetts

state and local public safety entities.

Collectively these measures insure that important

information communicated from the field is available at the
.

EOC without having to be first vertically transmitted through

the various levels of the ORO. .

During an emergency, should unacceptably heavy

communications traffic develop on the channel being utilized

-14-
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-j by Route Guides or Traffic Guides, it is planned that both j

the overflow' channel and/or the back-up interfacility channel-

could be utilized as additional capacity for conveying any

necessary communications. This effectively provides two

additional channels or a total of three (3) channels which ;
,

could be made available for either Route Guido or Traffic

Guide communications.-

In designing the communications plan for the SPMC it was

racognized that provisions needed to be in place for radio
traffic to be redirected to a different channel during an

emergency.

In the event that communications traffic becomes heavy

for a prolonged period of time this occurrence would be

reported to the Communications coordinator who is responsible
! for continuously assessing the adequacy and effectiveness of

1

all ORO communications during an emergency. Should it be

determined that necessary communications are being

excessively delayed by this heavy traffic, the Communications

Coordinator has several options available to insure that

essential communications are conveyed promptly. These

', options would be exercised as follows:
First, the EOC would interrupt the communications taking

.

place on the affected channel. This interruption is achieved
~

by generating an " alert tone" via any of the ERN radio

consoles in the communications room at the EOC. This alert

-15-
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tone is designed to " alert" field personnel to standhy for an

important message. Once alerted, the EOC can broadcast the
,

directives to achieve the desired actions and results. ORO
. ,

field personnel have been trained to the potential for this |

occurrence and for the role the EOC provides in functioning |
*I

as " net control" to achieve this. (See Attachment E hereto.) -{
1

The directive issued to the field personnel would
_

redistribute a portion of the communications to either the )
I

interfacility channel, overflow channel or both, thus
l

allowing all communications to take place with minimal delay. ;

i

Notwithstanding the above provisions, in the extremely !

unlikely event that both the overflow and interfacility q

channel were also in heavy use and no traffic could be

redistributed to them, the Communications Coordinator has the

option to interrupt the busy channel with the alert tone and

broadcast a directive that " emergency traffic only" will be

allowed on the channel. This procedure would insure that the ,
8

highest priority traffic was communicated as quickly as )
!

possible and with minimal or no delay. This procedure is

utilized by public safety entities to alleviate heavy traffic j

|during an emergency and is effective because not all radio .j

traffic will be emergency cr priority status. ORO field
|

personnel have been trained on these emergency message |
"

classifications and their usage. j

I

-16-
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b 8 V. PROVISIONS FOR COMMUNICATIONS WITH BOUTE GUIDES AND
TRAFFIC GUIDES

Traffic Guides and Route Guides facilitate traffic !
J

management and provide evacuation support. Two-way radios

are issued at the ORO Staging Area to a Traffic Guide for

each Traffic Control Point'(TCP) or Access Control Point |
,

(ACP), and to all Route Guides prior to their dispatch into

the field. IP 2.11 at 5.1.3 and 5.1.11.'

During the FEMA Graded Exercise, communication between

ORO Route Guides assigned to buses and the Transfer Point

Dispatchers and/or the Evacuation Support Dispatchers was

successfully demonstrated. The effective range of the ERN

provides reliable communications coverage to support Route

Guide operations in an area that conforms to approximately a

15 to 20 mile radius of the repeaters which are located in

(Town). Relative to the above, the FEMA Exercise Report,

Applicants' Exhibit 43F, characterized Route Guide
communications with the Staging Area when within the range of

the ERN as follows: " Radio communications between the

Staging Area and school evacuation buses were effective when

school buses were within the range of the ERN system". (FEMA
'

.

Exercise Report, page 215 of 428.) Some of the bus yards are
.

located outside the effective range of the ERN. Depending
,

upon the location of the bus yard, when the buses were

enroute from the bus yards but well outside the EPZ, there

-17-
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Were times when the route guides were outside the range of

the ERN.
|

Route Guides are instructed as to which Bus Yard they

are assigned before they leave the Staging Area. When they

arrive at the Bus Yard they receive instructions regarding
.

their destination orally (face to face) frcm the ORO bus
i

dispatcher. This instruction occurs at the Bus Yard prior to

the time the Route Guides leave the Bus Yard with their I
l

buses. There is therefore no plan requirement for radio j

i
communication with Route Guides prior to their entering the

range of the ERN. As the buses approach the EP2, they enter

the range of the ERN and the two-way radios then allow Route

Guides to communicate with the ORO Staging Area or Transfer

Point Dispatcher per their procedures. IP 2.10 at

Attachment 3.

During the graded exercise scme Route Guides and Bus

Drivers missed the one KI ingestion transmission at 1545.

FEMA recommendations to alleviate this problem were as ,

I
follows: " Review and rev.'se Attachment 5 of IP 1.4 to |

include a roll call process or other means to insure

'

appropriate communications are c:omplete." The roll call J,

.

process was reviewed and it was decided that it was
,

inappropriate to achieve the desired results and in fact may -

be counter productive by contributing significant additional

radio traffic to the channel. To address this, IP 2.8, Step

'

l
I
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'r~N 5.4.3 now instructs dispatchers' to repeat KI. ingestion

l b i

~ --f = ' directives ' to ORO field. percor.nsi approvicately GVery 30\

minutes to. ensure the" chose. pcrsonnel receive these
~

instructions upon arrival within the ERN coverage area.

The.two-way radios provide the capability for a Traffic

Guide at any given Traffic-or Access Control Point to*

directly communicate.with any other TCP.or ACP. Similarly,
.,

Route Guides can directly communicate with one another, both

in their roles on the buses, and as the providers of

notification to hearing impaired. The two-way radios also

enable Traffic Guides and Route Guides to report road'

impediments or other information which could impact an
-evacuation to the appropriate personnel.

'During the Graded Exercise while the Massachusetts
n

Governmental Interface (MAGI) frequencies were being

monitored, a report of a real traffic accident on Route 495

was picked up over the MAGI system.' The accident was also

reported over the ERN by Route Guides traversing Route 495.

VI. PROVISIONS FOR COMMUNICATIONS WITH TRANSTER POINT
DISPATCHERS

1

Transfer Point Dispatchers are responsible for operation

of the six transfer points (one per EPZ community), including'

,

directing, briefing and dispatching Bus Drivers, Route Guides
.

and Road Crews assigned to the Transfer Points. Transfer

Point Dispatchers are issued two-way radios at the Staging

-19-
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Area prior to leaving for their assigned Transfer Point.

IP 2.10 at 5.4.4 and 5. These radios allow Transfer Point

Dispatchers to communicate, if necessary, with all ORO field

personnel and with their counterparts at other Transfer
Points as well as the Staging Area, EOC and Reception Center.

.

VII. PROVISIONS FOR COMMUNICATIONS WITH ROAD CREWS

Road Crews are also assigned evacuation support ,

responsibilities. The Road Crews are contract personnel who

take direction from the ORO Transfer Point Dispatchers who

are located at the transfsr points. Upon notification to .

report, road crews proceed to their assigned transfer point

where they " standby" awaiting assignment. The road crews

provide and operate tow trucks to clear disabled vehicles

from evacuation routes. Road Crews are issued ERN radios

upon arrival at their assigned Transfer Point, thus providing
them with the capability for two-way communication with the

transfer points, Staging Area and with URO' Traffic Guides and

Route Guides if necessary. IP 2.10 at 5.4.7.H. The Road i

Crews are specifically instructed to notify the Transfer
Point Dispatcher if any problems arise during their

'

deployment. IP 2.10 at Attachment B. .

,

Road Crews take their direction from the Transfer Point
*

Dispatchers who, if necessary, may communicate any necessary

information to the Evacuation Support Dispatcher (ESD), per

IP 2.10 at Attachment 8. Given the limited scope of road

-20-
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[ crew responsibilities these communications are expected to be

minimal. The FEMA Graded Exercise of June 28-29, 1988,

demonstrated that both of these lines of communication were

adequato.

VIII'. PROVISIONS FOR COMMUNICATIONS WITH AMBULANCE
DRIVERS*

Ambulanco Drivera are contract personnel who assist in

evacuating special populations. Upon notification to report,~

they are to go to the ORO Staging Area with their emergency

vehicle. At the Staging Area the Ambulance Drivers receive

their specific evacuation assignment and final destination

from the Special Vehicle Dispatcher. IP 2.10 at 5.3. Once

dispatched from the Staging Area, any necessary communication

between ambulances and the ORO Staging Area are via the
f Emergency. Medical Services (EMS) frequencies. IP 2.10,
:

5.3.7.E. Radio equipment located at the Stl. ping Area has the

capability to communicate over VHF hi-band OG frequencies.

When their assignment is complete'd the Ambulance Drivers

return to the Staging Area where, after processing, they

await. reassignment or dismissal. Given the specific nature

of Ambulance Driver assignments, ambulance personnel will
,

.

require minimal or no communications with the Staging Area

nor will they have the need for direct communication with
.

other field personnel such as traffic guides and route

guides. If communication with other ORO field workers

-21-
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becomes necessary, it can be relayed from the Ambulance

Driver to the ORO Staging Area via the EMS radio and out to
i

the appropriate field personnel via the NHY ORO Emergency

Radio Network.

The -Interveners -have -akse -ineerrectly -interpreted -the .

I
SPMe -requirements -fer -eemmenicatiens -whh -ambelances -de

ex tend -beyend -the -e f fec t ive -range -e f -the -EM S -rad ie -wh ieh -is )
'

!

approxi mate Fy -a -F& -to -FS -m he -rad i-es -ef -the -H averhi FF -Stag rng j

$

Area r --Given -the -geegraphy -i nvelved r -the -eeverage -a rea -e f -the

EMS -radie -ineFedes -the -Massachusetts -epa -and -extends -weH j

|beyond -h r --Simp Fy -pet r -there -i-s -ne -SPMe -pFan -requ i reme nt -fer

eemmunicatiens -w hh -ambelanees -beyond -the -eeverage -a ree -ef

the-EMS-radier

During the Exercise, the EMS radio malfunctioned. A

backup radio system was used as a substitute, with two-way

radios being issued to ambulance drivers as part of the

backup system. This demonstrated a compensatory response to

an unforeseen situation. Since the exercise, the EMS radio

has been repaired, and a spare EMS radio has been obtained

. for use as a backup system.
.

,

'

IX. COMMUNICATIONS TRAINING

ORO field personnel issued two-way radios operating on ,

the ERN have been provided training on their use. This

classroom training is included in Module 20 of the NHY ORO |
1

| Emergency Plan Training program, which specifically discusses {

-22-
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guidance for ORO field personnel'on how to communicate with'~'

''' each other over the ERN. See Attachment D hereto for

I''

portions of this training material. In addition, walkthrough

drills were conducted in preparation for the FEMA Graded

Exercise of June 28 and 29, 1988. (See Attachment E hereto

for. portions of materials provided to participants in these

drills.)
.

There was.an appreciable amount of radio traffic during

the exercise and at some points delays may have resulted.

However, at no point did radio traffic preclude any needed

communication from occurring. Recognizing that radio traffic

can be heavy, training of all ORO personnel issued two-way

radios emphasizes the need to limit radio communication to

that which is required. Other important communications
,_s

protocols are also emphasized (see Attachment D hereto).
,,

The ability of the ORO to communicate with all

appropriate locations, organizations and field personnel

(Objective #4) was met during the FEMA Graded Exercise for

Seabrook Station. FEMA Exercise Report, pages 212-215 of

428.

d

e

S
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' Att chm:nt A (Pcg3 1 of 4) i ;.
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:lAJIO OP3RA'"'::NG PROC 3DU:1E I
-

jpJ
CALL TO UNIT OTHER THAN

I,

DISPATCHER i

.

<

^

Traine Unit Two: TrafEc Dispatcher from Traffic Two. This is a
drill. Over.

Traine Dispatcher: Go anead Traine Two. Over.
,

Tradie Unit Two: Request permission to call Traine Five. Over.

Trafie Dispatcher: Trafnc Two call Traffic Five. Over.
,

Tradic Unit Two: TratTic Five from Traffic Two. Over.

(.-

Tradie Unit Five: Go ahead Traffic Two Over. I'-'

| Tradle Unit Two: Please meet me at the intersection of Main and
West Streets to pick up your trafic cones. Over

1

Traine Unit Five: I will meet you there in five minutes. This is
a drill. Trafic Five clear.

,

'

~

Tradie Unit Two: Tragic Dispatjher from Traffic Two. Over.
.

-
.

TrafHe Dispatcher: Go ahead Traffic Two. Over.
.

Traffic Unit Two: TrafHe Two is clear. s

TrafHe Dispatcher: This is a drill. T'rafHe Dispatcher clear.

EM1020C TP!8

asn

m
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9 Attachthsnt D (Pags 2 of 3)

i

Lesson Pfsn No. EM1020C
pace 7 ef f

6.a Routme Message. |

j
6.4.1 Lowest ononty message category. |

!
642 All messages not meeting emergency or i

.

cr.omy massage category requirements. |

6.43 Reutmo messages must give way to emer- .

gency eno crionty messages.

7.0 RADIO OPERATING PROCEDURE
EO-EM1070C0600

!
*

7.1 Examete of routme message caractea to Dis-
Situation m mest casespatener:

TP/7 Racto Oper6tmg Precoci re
Routme Message to DispatenerTrstfic Unit Two: raffic Dispatener from Traffic

t w o. This as e crill. Over,
i

Trame Dispatenat: Go anese Traffic Two. Over. i
'

Trame Unit Two: Traffic two is an position at Traf-
fic Pomt Two. Over.

'
i

Trattle Dispatener- This is a anil. Message receivec. 1

Trattic Dispatener clear. ')
7.1.1 Never assume that a message nas caen re-

ceivec untess you receive venfication:

in the aeove. the Discatener venfisc tnat
o

the message was receivoa No neon for field unit to make
snotner transmission t

!7.1.2 Use of *Over" at and of message meicates
you nave fmisnea the transmission ano are
tummg the enannel over to the otner unit
for a reply.

7.L3 Use of " clear" or 'out" at Jnc ot. message No further message from tnat unr
inoicotes you nave finisnea communicatmg.,

expectec
.

7.2 Esample of a call to a radio unrt citner than the*

Dispatcner: TP/8. Raelo Ooerstmg Procecure-
Call To Unit Other Than Discatene

Trame Unit Two: Trame Olspatener from Traffic
Two. This is a artil. Over.

Traffic Dianstener- Go anese Traffic Two. byer.

Traffte Unit Two: Recuest permission to call Traffic
1 Five. Over.

Form No. NT-6001-1
Rev No. O Data
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. [] Lesson FIgn No. E?A1020C asce 6 of 56

i.N)
*

Traffic Disostener: Traffic Two cail Traffic F;ve.
Over.

Traffic Unit Two: Traffic Five f.om Traffic Two.
Over.

Traffic Unit Five: Go anesc Traffic Two. Over.
.

Traffic Unit Two: Please mget me at tne intersec-

tion of Mam ano West Streets to
pick uo your traffic cones. Over.

.

Traffic Unit Five: I will meet you there in five min-

utes. This is a ortti. Traffic
Five clear.

Traffic Unit Two: raffic Disostener from Traffic
! Two. Over.

Traffic Olscatener: Go anese Traffic Two. Over.

Traffic Unit Two: Traffic Two is clear.
.

Traffic Dispatener- mis is a anti. Traffic Disontener*

clear. y

(% - u.
'

!

(") 7.2.1 Protocol is necessary to maintain control ano Procecure is fairly lengtny ;

I order on a racto channel. _ _ _ _ _ _

72.2 For one recto unit to call anctner unit, must

j first ask for tne Dispateners permission.
]

72.2.1 Traffic Olsostener passes control of racio
i

channel to tne Traffic Unit.
|

7.2.2.2 Later the Traffic Unit returns control back
to tfie Dispatener.

7.2.3 The numeer of words used are 'as trief anc j
,

precise as possible to minimize.$ransmis-
,

alon time, a

7.3 Example of correct way to transmrt fictitious TP/9. Radio Coersting Proceeure-*

Public Safety information cunng a anil or Transmission of Fictmous Public
exercise: Safety information'

,

|
Traffic Unit Two: This is a drill. Traffic Ols' patcher'

from Traff.s Two with a test
emergency message. Over.

.

Form No. NT-6001-t
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(Portions of Materials Provided to Participants
of the Walkthrough Drills conducted in Preparation
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for the FEMA Graded Exercise of June 26 and 29, 1988)
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COMMUNICATIONS AND ETIQUETTE FOR FIELD RAIMO

OPERATORSO
O

RADIO SYSTEM OPERATION AND THE DISPATCHER

Radio operators using the Emergency Radio Network need to be aware that there may be
more than 100 field radios in use on an 800 MHa radio channel during a cr Il or exercise
and many radio messages will be generated. Uncontrolled radio use will rapidly cause,

chaos on a radio channel because only one radio may be heard on a channel at a time
There must be one radio unit to control the use of a radio channel. The Dispatch-
ers at the Staging Area control field units in the New Hampshire Yankee Off Site Re-

*

sponse Organization. There is a separate Olspatcher for each radio channel.

The Dispatcher is the communications ' policeman." He directs the flow of radio
traffic between all field units on a channel. A field radio cperator must always make
a request to the Olspatcher for permission to transmit a message on the radio. Before
granting the request, a Dispatcher will take into consideration the ongoing events and
make a determination if the radio channel is clear for use. This process ensures that
the highest priority message is transmitted first.

. .

The Dispatchers at the Staging Area are responsible for receiving Md controtting
the tactical communications of a drill or exercise. Another set of radio operators.
located in the EOC at Newington Station. are responsible for moniterms the operations(O) of a drill or exercise and disseminating policy information affecting field units from

V officials at the EOC. The EOC stations are referred to as * Net Control." The Net
Control radio operators will interrupt communications on the radio channel only if
there is important information to be communicated from the EOC. They will transmit an
*atert" tone before transmitting information to obtain the attention of all units. The
ECC stations also serve as backup Dispatchers.

MORSE CODE REPEATER-IDENTIFICATION
. .

Each 800 MHz repeater is equipped with a mor$ code identification device that trans-'

mits the radio call letters approximately ever'/ 15 minutes. Use this identification
signal as a reminder to check your dosimetry.4

;

1
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RADIO MESSAGES

O
Messages are * packets * cf infermatien ecmmunicates frem cne person te anctner Tne ;

urgency to communicate Inis ir.formatien can te generally classifiec into inre e
, categories.

EMERGENCY M.e.sggs are tne mesi imecnant message citeserv E ner;ene.
.

Messages contain information that repens immeciate canger to life anc prece ,
Messages of tnis type are those relating to fire, accidents witn injurie s anc
severe mecical problems recuiring immeciate mecical attention.

.

PRIORITY MESSAGES are tne seconc most impenant message categery :

Priority Message centains information that recons 'cotential" canger, cr informatica
tnat must ce ecmmunicatec cuickly to prevent wastec time, money er cuolicatien cf

erfen. Examples of situatiens recuiring Priority Messages could ca.

1. ReDening a non-iniury accicent eleckirig traffic: )

2. Notification of a enanged status of a crill; anc
3. Messages regarcing fast creating events affe: ting the Otacement cf ce s:neel

Messages disseminate:: frem the ECC are usually censicerec Pricrity Messages F *:c r.t ,
Messages are lower in crierity tnan Emergency Messages i

ROUTINE MESSAGES are tne inirc category. AH remaining message information
f alls into Inis category Routine t'essages are of Icwest criority anc must give wa'i t:
Emergency ano Pnerity Messages

.

1.
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RADIO OPERATING PROCEDURE I
k'

. !

- The following are examples of radio messages to demonstrate correct radic usage:

Trartic Unit Two: Traffic Dispatcher from Traffic Two. This is a drill. Ove r.

Traffic Dispatcher: Go aheas Traffic Two. Over.

Traffic Unit Two: Traffic Two is in position at Traffic Point Two Over-

Traffic Dispatcher: This is a drill. Message received. Traffic Dispatcher clear,
'

This example shows a Routine Message that is cirected to the Dispatcher. It will
be the standard practice in most cases. Notice that the message required enly
four radio transmissions and the whole process took less than 30 seconds. Never
assume that a message has been received unless you receive verification. In this case,
there is no need for the field unit to make another transmission because t"e Discatcher
has verified that the message was received.

The use of the word *over" at the end of a radio transmission indicates that you have
finished the transmission and that you are turning the channel over to the other unit
for a reply. The use of the word " clear * or "out" at the end of a message indicates
that you have finished communicating and you expect no further messages from ?.::
unit.

,

(O)
The use of "This is a drill" at the approximate beginning and end of a series of radio
transmissions serves as a reminder to a'.1, including casual observers, that a drill is
being conducted on the radio channel. It is not necessary to say *This is a drill * cn*

every radic transmission. More on this topic will be discussed later in this documer.t.

The following example demonstrates the correct way to call a radio unit other than the
dispatcher:

Traffic Unit Two: Traffic Dispatcher from Traffic Two. This is a drill. Ov er.
|

Traffic Dispatcher: Go ahead Traffic Two. Over.

Traffic Unit Two: Request cermission to call Traffic Five. Over.
.

Traffic Dispatcher: Traffic Two call Traffic Five. Over..

Traffic Unit Two: Traffic Five from Traffic Two. Over.
.

Traffic Unit Five: Go ahead Traffic Two. Over.

Traffic Unit Two: Please meet me at the intersection of Main and West Streets to pick
up your traffic cones. Over.

Traffic Unit Five: I will meet you there in five minutes. This is a drill. Traffic
Five clear.

) 3
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Traffic Unit Two: Traffic Dispatcher from Teatfee Two. Over.

Traffic Dispatcher: Go ahead Traffic Two. Over.

. aMic Two is clear.TrTraffic Unit Two:
.

Traffic Dispatcher: This is a drill. Traffic Dispatcher clear.

The above example demonstrates the correct procedure for one field unit to call
ancther. Notice that the Traffic Dispatcher passed control of the radio channel to
Traffic Two. Traffic Two later returned control back to the Dispatcher The proca-

dure is lengthy, but it is absolutely necessar/ to maintain control and keep crcer en -

a radio channel. Notice that the words used are brief, clear and precise.

The following example demonstrates the correct way to transmit fictitious Public Safety ,

information during a drill or exercise:

Traffic Unit Two: This is a drill. Traffic Dispatcher from Traffic Two with a test
emergency message. Over.

1

Traffic Dispatcher: Go ahead Traffic Two. Over.

Traffic Unit Two: This is a test message. I am reporting a traffic accident with injuries |
g to two people at the intersection of High and Maple Streets. This

is a test message. Over.
.

Traffic Dispatcher: Traffic Two,I have received your test emergency message. P'e a s e
stancby for further' instructions. Over.

| Traffic Unit Two: This is a drill. Traffic Two will be standing by for further infor-
mation.

|
(A FEW MINUTES ELAPSE)

Traffic Dispatcher: Traffic Two from Traffic Otspatcher. Over.

Traffic Unit Two: Go ahead Traffic Dispatcher. Over.

Traffic Dispatcher: As part of the drill, we are actually sending a tow truck to your loca-
tion. Please standby at that location and notify us when the tiwck
arrive s. Also, as part of the drill, we are simulating the notifi-
cation of Public Safety Personnel. Over.' .

.

Traffic Unit Two: This is a drill. I understand that you are actually sending a tow
truck to my location. I will notify you when it arrives. Traffic

"

Two is clear.

Traffic Dispatcher: This is a drill. Traffic Dispatcher clear.

4
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Tne words *This is a test message" must be used directly esfore and after any fictit.c.;s

| Public Safety information is transmitted over a racio. This action is recuirec :,
FCC rules.

[ lt is possible for tne general public to intercept these radio transmissions. Reception of
.(j information during a drill or exercise could possibly cause concern or panic to someone if j

they thought the information was real. It is important that personnel taking part in the |
crill understand when fictitious Public Safety information is being exenanged. If you have to |
report a real emergency during a drill or exercise, make certain that it is understood by the i
person to whom you are reporting the information )

in the initial portion of this example, Traffic Unit Two called the Dispatcher and inci-
cated that he had a " test Emergency Message." This information tells the Discatener that
he has a simulated emergency message to report. This form of request is also used to-

. report Priority Messages t~ test Priority Messace'). No special announcements are used fer
Routine Messages.

.

GENERAL CONSIDERATIONS OF RADIO OPERATION

When using a portable radio, hold the radio so that the antenna is vertical.
o

LISTEN esfore transmitting. se sure you are not interrupting a conversation in pro-
4gress.

Press the transmit button and wait a second before you begin to speak. There is a
slight delay between the time you press the transmit button and tne time the receater

,o is ready to retransmit your signal.
)t

k/ SPEAK SLOWLY AND PRONOUNCE EACH WORD CLEARLY.
If the Dispatcher tells you that you have a weak signal, try to move a few feet to a more
open location and try again.

LEAVE A SHORT PAUSE between eacn transmission. someone may nave an
Emergency Message to transmit.

DIRECT initisi COMMUNICATIONS TO THE DISPATCHER The

Dispatcher is in charge of the radio channel. All requests to transmit must te directed
to the Dispatcher.

.

Always make your radio transmissions as short as possible. REMEMBER YOU.

SHARE the channet witn up to too einer radio units.
.

Make sure the other station has verified the receipt of your message.

DO NOT COMMENT en a conversation unies: sesciuteiy necessary. use tne
correct operating procedure.

5
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____ _ - _ _ _ ^- ^""""- St%achment 8 (@ age 4 of 11)

LESSON: Training of CRO persennel en the use cf the 600 Mh:. 'E
M-FD pertable radio equipment.

I. OVERVIEW / INTRODUCTION:

This lesson plan is designed to train CRO personnel on the preper
use of the GE M-PD portable radio. The training will include
instruction on the physical aspects of the radio, overview cf the
800 Mhz. radio system, overview of FCC rules and regulations. and
on proper radio etiquette to communicate with other radio units.

II. PREREQUISITES:
.

None.

.

III. INSTRUCTIONAL OBJECTIVES:

Terminal Objective: Upon completion of this lesson, the student
should have a basic understanding of the radio hardware,

accessories, controls, and features associated with the GE M-FD
portable radio. The student should also understand repeater

talk-around radio communication operation, the role of theverses
dispatcher, FCC rules pertaining to the use of the radio and a
basic understanding of radio etiquette.

Enabling Objectives: The student will be given hands-on training
of the GE M-FD portable radio. All associated accessories will
be demonstrated. Classroom training will be givan on the 800
Mhz. radio systen, repeater verses talk-around operation, the
role of the dispatcher. FCC rules, and radio etiquette. Handouts
will be used to supplement verbal instructions.

IV. REFERENCES:
1

GE H-PD Operating Manual

V. EQUIPMENT / MATERIALS:

GE H-PD radios and accessories
Blackboard~

.

Handout - 800 Mhz. Portable Radio Instructions
Handout - 800 Mht. CRO Radio System Diagram
Handout - Instructions for Use of the Overflow Channel
Handout - Diagram Repeater Verses Talk-around Operation*

Handout - Communications Operation and Etiquette for Field Radios
Handout - FCC Radio Regulations

Pace 1

s

1

,

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



wwuwmuum e wugu e ens aaj jt '

UI. LESSCN:

Distribute radios and handouts.

Overview of the ORO radio system.
- Discussion of ORO 800 Mh:. radio system.

Discussion about dispatch points at Staging Area and ECC. "-

- Discussion about the feur 800 Mhz. radio channels and the
use of the overflow channel.

- Discussion of the operation of repeaters and how they
differ from simplex operation.,

Discussion of Communications Cperation and Etiquette for Field
Radios.

Discussion of communications and the role of the
~

-

dispatcher.
Discussion of the types of messages; Emergency, Priority,-

and Routine. -

Discussion of proper radio operating procedure.-

Discussion of FCC regulations as they apply to the ORO-

Field radios. I

- Summary of important highlights of radio etiquette.

Demonstration and hands on use of the GE M-PD portable radio. i

Point out location of controls and switches and how they 1
-

operate. 1

Discussion of display indicators and what they mean. i
-

Demonstrate how to properly remove and install the battery-

pack.
Demonstrate the proper way to make a radio transmission.-

Demonstration of radio accessories for the GE M-PD radio. (No 0

| hands on use.)

Demonstration of special equipment for use of the GE M-PD radio I
in cars and buses. (No hands on use.)

.

.

|

|
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RADIO SYSTEM OPIRAT10!! AllD THE DISPATCHER 1
i

There may be'100 or mere pertable radios in use en an 800 Mh:.
radio channel during a drill or exercise and many radio messages ;

n will be generated. Uncontrolled radio use will quickly cause j
(V) chaos on a radio channel because only one radio may transmit on a 1

channel at a time. There must be o r.e radio unit to control the |
use of a radio channel. The designated centrol units for the 1
off Site Response Organization are the dispatchers at the Staging
Area. There is a different dispatcher for each radio channel.

The dispatcher is the communications " policeman" that directs the
flow of radio traffic between all stations on a channel. A radie
operator must always make a request to the dispatcher f:r 1

'

permission to transmit a message on the radio. Before granting :

the request, a dispatcher will take into consideration the {ongoing events and make a determination if the radio channel is
|clear for use. This process ensures that the highest priority j,

messages are transmitted first, j
a

l

RADIO MESSAGES

Messages are " packets" of information communicated from ene
person to another. The urgency to. communicate this information
can be generally classified into three categories.

The most important message category is that of emergencies. !

Emergency messages contain information that reports immediate
danger to life and property. Messtges of this type are these
relating to fire, accidents with personnel injuries, and severe

p medical problems requiring immediate medical attention.

The second most important message category is the pricrity
message. A priority message contains information that reports
" potential" danger, or information that must be communicated
within a'short period of time to prevent wasted time and money.
Examples of situations requiring priority messages would be
reporting a non-personal injury accident blocking traffic, a

notification of a changed status of a drill, and messages
regerding fast breaking events affecting the placement of

persennel.

The third message category is the routine message. All remaining
message information falls into this category. Routine messages v
are of lowest priority and must give way to emergency and,

.

priority messages.

.

Page 1
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lRADIC CPERATING PROCICURE
* ' '

The following are fictitious examples of radio messages :

demonstrate correct radio usage:

Traffic Unit Two: Traffic Dispatcher frem Traffic Two.

Traffic Dispatcher: Go ahead Traffic Two.

ITraffic Unit Two: This unit is in position at Traffic Point Two.

Traffic Dispatcher: Message received. Traffic Dispatcher clear.

This example shows a routine message that is directed to the
dispatcher. This example will be the situation in most cases. *

Notice that the message required only four radio transmissions
and the whole process takes less than 30 seconds. You should
never assume that a message has been received unless you receive -

verification. In this case, there is no need for the field unit
to make another transmission because the dispatcher has verified

]jthat the message was received. The use of the word " clear" er
"out" at the end of a message indicates that you have finished '

communicating and you expect no further messages from that unit.
1

The following example demonstrates the correct way to call a
radio unit other than the dispatcher: ;

;

Traffic Unit Two: Traffic Dispatcher from Traffic Two.
.

Traffic Dispatcher: Go ahead Traffic Two,
i

Traffic Unit Two: Request permission to call Traffic Five?

| Traffic. Dispatcher: Permission granted to call Traffic Five.

Traffic Unit Two: Traffic Five from Traffic Two.
,

Traffic Unit Five: Go ahead Traffic Two. )
4

j]Traffic Unit Two: Please meet me at the intersection of Main and
West 3treets to pick up your traffic cones.

Traffic Unit Five: I will meet you there in five minutes. |
Traffic Five clear.

'

Traffic Unit Two: Traffic Dispatcher frem Traffic Two.
1,

Traffic Dispatcher: Go ahead Traffic Two.
'

Traffic Unit Two: Traffic Two is clear.
1

Traffic Dispatcher: Traffic Dispatcher clear.

The above example demonstrates the correce procedure for a radio

|
Page 2 '
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'uniti to call another by- asking tho dispatcher's permissicn.'
Notice that the Traf fic Dispotchor passed control of the radi:
channel to the Traffic Unit and the Traffic Unit 1cter returned
control back to the dispatcher. The procedure is lengthy. but
the protocol is absolutely necessary te maintain control and

f3 order en a radio channel. Also notice that the number of words
t used are as brief and . precise as possible to cut _down on the_

length of_ transmission time.
s

The following example demonstrates the correct way to trar, smit
fictitimus information during a drill or exercise:

Traffic Unit Two: Traffic Dispatcher from Traffic Two with a test
emergency message.

(.

Traffic Dispatcher: Go ahead Traffic Two.

Traffic Unit Two: This is a test message. I am reporting a
* traffic accident with personal injury of two

people at the intersection of High and'Haple
Streets. This is a test message.

Traffic Dispatcher: Traffic Two this is a test message. I have
received your test message and I am
dispatching you a simulated ambulance and tow
truck to the intersection of High and Haple

| Street. This is.a test message.

Traffic Unit Two: Message received. Traffic Two clear.

The words "This is a test message." must be used before and after
any fictitious or simulated information is transmitted over a

/
' radio. This action is required by FCC rules. It is possible for

( the general pubi.ic to intercept these radio transmissions.
Reception of information transmitted during a drill or exercise
could possibly causa concern and panic to someone if they thought

| the . inf ormation was real. It is also important that our own
personnel understend when fictitious information is- being
exchanged. If you have to report a real emergency during a drill
or exercise, say so, and make certain that it !s understood by

I the person to whom you tre reporting the information.

TECHNICAL CONSIDERATIONS OF RADIO OPERATION

There are other technical aspects of radio operation that must be.

considered. When using a portable radio, hold the radio in such.

a manner that the antenna is vertical. Press the transn,it button

and talk in the front of the radio in a firm but normal voice.
Do not speak fast and pronounce each word clearly. If the*

dispatcher tells you that you have a weak signal, try to move a
few feet to a more open location and try again.

Personnel using' base radios at the Staging Area and Receptien

p. . 1
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f
Centors wi13 be using a desk microphens. This micr:ph:no is |
designed to pick up your voice at a distanco of about 12 in:hes.

,

| Your voice will sound distorted if you do talk directly into tne
; microphone.

OlRADIO ETIQUETTE NOTES
|

Always listen before trar.smitting to be sure that you are not j

interrupting a conversation in progress.
.

Always leave a short pause between each transmission. Screene
may have an emergency message to transmit.

| All initial communications should be directed toward the i
*

i dispatcher. The dispatcher is the " boss" of the radio channel j
and all requests to transmit must .be directed to the dispatcher. '

.

Remember that there may be over 100 other radio units that share
the use of your radio channel. Always make your radio
transmissions as short and precise as possible.

Always make certain that the other station has verified the .|

receipt of your mersage.

Do not use the radio unless there is a real need and there is no
other practical method to deliver the message. Use a telephene
if there is one available.

.

Do not interject your comments into a conversation unless
absolutely necessary and you use the correct operating procedure.

O
<
)
i

i

.
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Professional Qualificationsg
of

j/?'N Gary J. Catapano

).- President, AllComm, Inc.

My name is Gary J. Catapano and my business address is
t

AllComm,.Inc., 165 Martell Court, Keene, NH 03431. I am the

President of AllComm,.Inc., a company specializing in design
.

of emergency communications systems founded by me in July of

1984.,

.

:I am certified by the National Association of Radio and

Telecommunications. Engineers (NARTE) as Communications

Engineer with special skills endorsements in three areas:

Land Mobile Systems, Land Mobile Interference and. Analysis

and Suppression, and Inside Plant Telephone Engineering. I

am also a senior member of NARTE.

I hold a " Lifetime" FCC General Class Radiotelephone
,,

_,) Engineering license and I am certified as an R.F. Engineering H

Technician by the National Association of Business and

Educational Radio (NABER). I am also a member of NABERS

Professional Mobile Radic Service Section.
I have. studied electrical engineering at Suffolk

Community College and other curriculum at Keene State College

and Nathaniel Hawthorne College. I am a 1970 graduate of
.

L.A. Wilson Tech where I studied Radio and Television
' Electronic Communications.

I have additional special education in the following

areas: microwave radio system design, telephone systems,

n mxpo.n
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telephone systems traffic theory and network design. I have

participated in 14 special training seminars covering all

aspects of the land mobile communications field. I have I

developed engineering programs to aid in the prediction and

elimination of the harmful interference caused by undesired

radio transmissions.
.

Since July of 1985, my company has been employed by New

Hampshire Yankee to conduct an evaluation of the
.

communications networks utilized by governmental entities,

public safety agencies and other concerns involved with the

( Seabrook Station Radiological Emergency Response Plan for

both New Harpshire and Massachusetts. I assumed the lead
|

responsibility for this project which consisted of four |

phases. The objectives of Phase I were to study and identify
)

the types of systems currently in place and identify existing l

problem areas. The first phase involved extensive field work ;

and interviews with public safety officials of the states,

counties, and local municipalities. Phase 2 involved the ;
:

analysis of this information in order to deternine the effect j

!
that the additional RERP communications would have on the i

|existing systems and to formulate the engineering changes.

Subsequent meetings were held again with public safety .

.

officials to review the recommendations. Phase 3 involved

the installation test and debug of all the equipment. Phase *

4 involves further refinement of these systems, documentation

and training, and drill and exercise support.

-2-
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!During'the second half of 1985 and into late 1986, an

.r '
extensive part of the project effort was focused on the six/

:.

Massachusetts municipalities within.the plume exposure

pathway,'.the two " Host" communities, Massachusetts State

Police and other entities involved at.the time in the " draft"

Massachusetts radiological emergency response plans for .

1
.

Seabrook Station.

Also, as part of this project,.I have assisted the..-

utility and the State of New Hampshire with design and

installation ~of the communications networks for the NHY

Emergency Operations Facility and the NH state EOC and

Incident Field Office.

With the creation of the New Hampshire Yankee Offsite i

Response Organization, I have the responsibility for the

f'^g design end installation of the ORO communications networks in

%- support of the Seabrook Plan for Massachusetts Communities.

I am also a volunteer for the NHY ORO and hold the position

of Red Team Communications Coordinator. I have participated

in all of the drills leading up to the graded exercise and

participated on both days of the graded exercise zus the

communications coordinator at the NHY ORO EOC.

Prior to my founding AllComm, Inc., I was employed as*

,

the General Manager of HEW Communications, Inc. As part of
.

my duties while at HEW I was the project manager and engineer

for the design and installation of the emergency

communications systems that form the backbone of the public

|
|

A
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notification system and emergency communications networks for

34 municipalities and 3 state civil defense agencies involved

with the Vermont Yankee Nuclear Power Plant and Yankee Atomic

Electric Company, Rowe, MA Nuclear Power Plant. This project

involved an assessment of the existing communications

capabilities, extensive interviews with local public safety
.

officials, the design of new communications systems and

integration with existing systems.
,

I had the lead responsibility for the entire project

including the training and documentation which included two

comprehensive technical manuals which provide the foundation

for the utilities FEMA-43 submittals. During the initial

phase of this project, much of the existing guidance for the

design of public notification systems and emergency

communications systems did not exist. I provided technical

support to Yankee Atomic Electric Company in drafting

comments to FEMA's proposed guidance for the alert and

notification systems.

As part of the above project, I also designed a special

system in cooperation with NOAA (National Weather Service)

which links vital information from the National Weather

Service offices in Burlington, Vermont to over 8,000 Alert -

.

receivers located approximately 100 miles away in some of the
*

residence within the Emergency Planning Zonec of both plants.

This system operates 24 hours, 365 days a year, and has done

so since Ncvember of 1981.

|

-4-
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Prior to my beginning the New Hampshire Yankee project,
uf x

Og ,/ my firm assisted Vermont Yankee in the relocation of their |I \.
i

Emergency Operations-Facility to its new location. My main
l

responsibility was for the design and installation of the
;

1

radio communications. systems for.this facility and to . |
|- i

1minimize and eliminate any interference that resulted from )
| *

I
We alsothe co-location of communications facilities.

performed this same function for Yankee Atomic Electric'

company's emergency operations facility for the Rowe, MA

Nuclear Power Plant.
My firm currently has the responsibility for the

surveillance and maintenance programs for the prompt

notification systems for both Vermont Yankee and Yankee

plants. Since early 1982, these systems have been in

[ operation and functioning with a very high percentage of
V operability (over 99%).

I have also participated in fourteen full scale

federally witnessed emergency exercises and many numerous

full scale drills providing communications support
to the(troubleshooting, diagnosis and emergency repair)

utilities and state agencies. My firm currently provides

these emergency communications support services to three
.

-

nuclear power facilities in New England.
.

Prior to the Seabrook project, while at AllComm, and
.

I have been called in as an expert to " debug" many typesHEW,

of communications systems that were not functioning as

. |
'

-5-g '
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| intended. I have designed and installed many types of

electronic communications systems. This work includes

projects for state agencies, public safety dispatch centers,

and regional fire mutual aid compacts, ski areas, broadcast

stations, business and industrial concerns. With divestiture

of the Bell System, this work has grown to include the design
,

and installation and interfacing of telephone' networks and

increasing liaison work with the Bell Operating Company (New -

England Telephone). I currently hold technical

certifications for four different manufacturers of telephone

systems including two sophisticated PABX systems. I have

supervised the installation of over several hundred telephone

systems, including many in public safety applications.

From 1977 to 1979 while at HEW, I was the senior

communications technician with the lead responsibility for

the maintenance and preventive maintenance and system debug

for a public safety communications network that spanned

portions of three states and encompassed three counties and

included 52 municipalities.

All of my prior employment dating back to 1965 include |

positions of increasing responsibility in the electronics
'

'

field. The study of electronic communications has been a
,

lifelong pursuit for me dating back to early childhood.
.

I
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b' WILLIAM F. RENZ

22 Spartan Arrow Road (603) 474-9521, ext. 3189 (W)

PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE
|
|Affiliated with Aidikoff Associates since January 1987:

. Emercency Plannino Soecialist

Present Assignment: New Hampshire Yankee, Seabrook
Station, presently assigned to the EP Licensing-

Department. While located at the Seabrook Station,
I have been responsible for several special
assignments. These have included development of
positions in response to contentions presently
before the Nuclear Regulatory Commission Atomic
Safety and Licensing Board (ASLB) in the Matter of
Public Service company of New Hampshire, et al.,
(Seabrook Station, Units 1 and 2); supporting the
development of and providing testimony before the
ASLB on a summary of personnel resources available
to State and local emergency response u*canizations
resulting from an ongoing personnel resource
assessment program; participating in the
development of various licensing and planning,_

/ 4

( ,) efforts; participating in procedure development and
revision as part of the NHREP Rev. 2 process;
providing technical review of various technical and
legal papers; and participating in the development
of a strategy for a utility-sponsored offsite
emergency response capability.

With HMM Associates May 1986 - Lccember 1986:

Proiect Manaaer and Senior Planner

Directed and participated in projects involving-

emergency response plans, procedures, exercises,.

drills and training activities. Principle
assignment was providing technical support to the ;

Seabrook Station emergency planning effort. (,

With the Long Island Lighting Company 1978 - 1986:

Manaaer. Technical Succort and Eauierent & Facilities
Division, Local Emergency Response Implementing
Organization (Special Assignment January 1984 - May
1986).

\_-
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I supervised 14 professional personnel who were
responsible for the development and implementation
of a Local Emergency Response Plan. This is a
unique planning situation. Due to County and State
non-participation in emergency preparedness for the.

sShoreham Nuclear Power Station, utility personnel
perform functions that would otherwise be performed

,

| by County and State agencies. .

!
Manacer. Ecuiement & Facilities Division, Local
Emergency Response Implementing Organization (Special

! Assignment May 1983 - January 1984) -

I supervised a staff of 10 and administered a
budget of S1.3 million. Under my supervision, this
division established five offsite emergency
response facilities and equipped each facility with
communications, radiological monitoring, traffic
guidance, and other equipment.

Offsite Emercency Preparedness Coordinator (February
1983 - May 1988

Suoervisor, Offsite Emercency Preparedness, Nuclear
Operations Support Department (February 1985 - May 1986)

Concurrent with the above special assignments, I
supervised at the Offsite Emergency Preparedness
Section of the Nuclear Operations Support
Department and administered a budget of $3.2
million. I have provided expert testimony on all
emergency notification and communication related
contentions and have supervised discovery in
LILCO's recent Atomic Safety & Licensing Board
hearings on emergency planning for the Shoreham

,Nuclear Power Station. I was responsible for '

emergency notification and communication systems
and for directing and coordinating support from
other company departments. I served as the i-

Emergency Planning Advisor #1 in the onsite.

response organization. I was also responsible for i

negotiations with outside organizations, such as
,

New York State, U.S. Coast Guard, State of
Connecticut, etc.

Environmental Scientist -- Licensino (November 1980 - )February 1983

l
I

l
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I-drafted the Shoreham Nuclear Power Station .!
Emergency Plan.- The onsite emergency communication "

and notification systems and the Prompt
Notification System were designed and installed
under my supervision. In addition, I later )
. developed or directed the development and

.

.. j
1.

implementing of the onsite emergency plan training
program.- While reporting directly to the Manager |
of the. Nuclear Licensing Division, I was I?*

responsible for miscellaneous licensing issues.

Field Inscector -- Underground Lines Decartment (July
,

1979 - November 1980

System Maceer -- System Encineerina Decartment (December
1978 July 1979)

EDUCATION

Polytechnic Institute of New York, Brooklyn, New York
Master'of-Science Degree, Technology Management and
Business Administration, August 1984

The George Washington University, Washington, D.C.
Bachelor of Science, Oceanography, May 1977

Y/
*** PROFESSIONAL TRAINING

Harvard University School of Public Health, Boston, MA
Environmental Radiological Surveillance, July 1983

Niagara Mohawk Corporation, NY
Transportation of Radiological Materials, February 1983

Federal Emergency Management Agency, Emmitsburg, MD
Radiological Emergency Planning Seminar, June 1981

*
General Physics Corporation, Pottstown, PA

Boiling Water Reactor Technology Course, February 1981*

COMMUNITY ACTIVITIES
!
| Member of Glen cove Board of Zoning Appeals, Glen Cove, New

York, 1985 - 1986

Member of the LILCO Speaker's Bureau, 1983 - 1986

-3-
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TESTIMONY PROVIDED e

k
Before the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board -- United States (
Nuclear Regulatory Commission; in the Matter of Public
Service Company of New Hampshire, et al. (Seabrook Station,
Units 1 and 2): ,

1. Applicants' Direct No. 3 (Emergency Response
Personnel Resource Issues); contentions SAPL-8,
SAPl-8A, NECNP No. NHLP-2, TOK-1, TOH-VI, TOHF-2 .

and TOSH-2.

Before the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board -- United States
Nuclear Regulatory Commission; in the Matter of Long Island
Lighting Company (Shoreham Nuclear Power Station, Unit 1):

1. Emergency Notification; Contentions EP 26A, C, D

and E. (3/20/84)

2. Notification to Public; Contentions EP 55, 56, 57
and 59. (3/27/84)

3. Loss of Offsite Power; Contentions 93, 94 and 95.
(4/3/84)

4. Emergency Communications; Contentions EP 28, 29,
30, 31, 32, and 34. (4/3/84)

5. Emergency Plan Training; Contentions EP 39.A, .B,

40, 41, 44.D, .E, .F, 98, 99.C, .G, 100.B, .D, .G,

.H, .N. (6/14/84)

6. U.S. Department of Energy Communications;
Contentions EP 33. (7/20/84)

7. Letter of Agreement with Connecticut -- .,

Supplemental Testimony; Contention 24.R. (7/20/84).

.

<
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REBUTTAL FANEL NO. 22 - DIRECT 27224

1 iGR. SMITH: The' Panel is now available for cross-
.

.

2 examination. j] },.y
3 (Document proffered to the Board.)

-4 MS. GREER: Your Honor, I have distributed to the

5 Board a copy of my cross-examination plan. I have not at

3

6 this point distributed one to the reporter, because my
..-,

7. understanding is that if I would ask the reporter to --

8 JUDGE SMITH: That's right.
j,

9 MS. GREER: -- have it bound --

10 JUDGE SMITH: You've got it.
t-

11 MS. GREER: -- into the record today. And I think

12 the odds of actually completing.--

13 JUDGE SMITH: You are right.

14 MS. GREER: Okay.

15 JUDGE SMITH: Get on with it.
r,

i 16 MS. GREER: Also, the' Board will note that Mr.

. 17 Traficonte is hera and he has proposed that'I stop

18 examination of the Panel --

19 JUDGE S!!ITH: We've already thought about that

20 problem, too.

21 MS. GREER: Okay.

- 22 JUDGE SMITH: So just get on with your cross-
,.

23 examination.'

24 MS. GREER: Fine. <

.

25 JUDGE SMITH: And we will make some time here.

Beritage Reporting Corporation
(202) 628-4888
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REBUTTAL PANEL NO. 22'- CROSS 27225

1 CROSS-EXAMINATION-

| [' } 2 BY MS. GREER:

1' '/
3 Q Good morning, gentlemen.

4 As you probably know, my name is Leslie Greer,'and

5 I am an attorney with the Department of the Attorney

6 General.
'e

7 'And I would like to start off today by asking each

8 of you in sequence which part of the testimony you are
.

9 responsible for.

10 Mr. Renz, can you identify which part of the

11 testimony you had primary responsibility for?

12 A (Renz) I would say those aspects going towards

13 the demonstration of the ERN, or the emergency radio network

14 contemplated in the SPMC, that were demonstrated during the

15 exercise last June: the general application of that system,.

p) 16 how-it was demonstrated, pretty much the performance.during( ,

17 the exercise.

18 Q And how do you come to have knowledge of that

19 demonstration?j

20 What particular insight do you have into that

21 demonstration?

22 A (Renz) I served as the communications controller
,

23 in the staging area which was responsible for evaluating and+

| 24 observing essentially the emergency radio network.
,

25 O And is the position that you held during the

Beritage Reporting Corporation !
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|

1 exercise, is that an ORO position?

2 A (Renz) No.

3 Q Or were you there as a controller?

4 A (Renz) I was there as a communications
I

5 controller.
{

6 Q Okay.
J

*1
7 And did you have responsibilities that were |

1
8 assigned to you by FEMA or only by New Hampshire Yankee? .i
9 A (Renz) My responsibilities were assigned by New j

i

10 Hampehire Yankee.
]

11 Q And can you identify any particular portions of

12 the testimony that you are primarily responsible for?
!

13 A (Renz) My first -- I generally sponsor the entire |
|

14 piece of testimony, and I generally support, for example,
15 the vertical chain of command concept, although I don't know

16 that I'm primarily responsible for those portions of the

17 testimony.

18 I would say on page 5, the middle paragraph goes
;

i
19 directly to one of the Interveners' -- one of Mr. Cohn's '

20 observations or statements, and therein we think that his
.

21 observations are a bit excessive. And based on my |
$22 observations during the exercise, I think that his position !,

,

23 is incorrect.-

24 Q Any other portions other than that paragraph on .i
25 page 5? i

1

Heritage Reporting Corporation
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1 A (Renz) Yes, I.would say starting at the middle o#'
,

1

m }' k
~

2 -page 12, generally the control of the ERN, the application

T'"~ /
3 of the ERN, those types of issues,

- i4 -Q _Okay.
.

o

5 Were you primarily responsible then for drafting I
|

6 Section IV?
;

..

7 A (Renz) Oh,'I'm sorry.
?

8 Q Were you primarily responsible for drafting
..

9 Section IV?
!

10 'A '(Renz) No. I

11 I think, as is our normal practice, we sit down.

12 There is an issue lead who is responsible for --

13 Q I'm sorry?

14 A (Renz) An issue lead who is responsible for

'. 15 framing out the testimony, and then the witnesses get
p
i 16 together and review any drafts and add or edit or draft

17 certain portions.

18 This particular piece of testimony, I didn't do

19 the initial draft. However, I have been through the entire

20 piece and I have generated comments and revisions to it.

21 Q So you generated some comments on Section IV?

22 A (Renz) Yes, I'm sure I have.
,

23 Q Okay..

24 Were you the issue lead on any portion of the
,

25 testimony?

Heritage Reporting Corporation
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1 A (Renz) On this particular piece of testimony, no.

I 2 Q When you say this particular piece, are you

3 talking about all --

4 A (Callendrello) Ms. Greer, it might be helpful --

5 Mr. Renz has started to describe the process.

6 As we've described before, I've got staff
*

7 individuals who are responsible for developing, in some

8 cases the first cut of the piece of testimony. And then the
.

9 witnesses, such as myself and other members of the various

10 panels, take that, review that, modify that, amplify on

l' that.

12 And at that point once we are satisfied that it is

13 tecl?nically accurate and factually accurate, we turn that

14 over te nopes and Gray, who in turn make sure that it

15 addresses the contentions and that it needs to. And they

16 perform as the final typing. And at that point it is filed.

17 To the extent that any individual has

18 responsibility for any specific section, that is a difficult

39 question to answer. We each have various levels of

20 expertise and experience, but the reason we haven't

21 identified specific individuals as being responsible for

22 specific pieces of testimony is that we are here to try and

23 provide the most complete and accurate answer..

24 And it may be that one individual does not have
.

25 that answer even though they may have been the primary

Heritage Reporting Corporation
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1 person for preparing that section of testimony, or their

2 experience most closely matches that section of testimony.

3 As Mr. Renz indicated, his experience is as the

4 controller at the staging area during the exercise. He's |

5 also a knowledgeable planner.

6 I have general plan knowledge as well as having
.

7 been the controller from the communications coordinator at

8 the ORO EOC.
,

9 And Mr. Catapano brings to this Panel the

10 experience of having designed the communication system as

11 well as being one of the key participants in the ORO, and

12 that is, the communications coordinator.

;13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22
..

23*

24-.

25

Heritage Reporting Corporation
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1 Q I'm aware from your previous testimony in this

2 proceeding how you normally go about drafting. But in order

3 to direct my questions to the appropriate person I think

4 it's probably appropriate if we can inentity t*hich portions
.

5 each individual has knowledge of and what expertise they, in

6 fact, bring here.
.

7 I've heard Mr. Renz -- and, Mr. Renz, tell me if

8 I'm wrong in this -- what I've heard you say so far this ,

9 morning is your primary input into this piece of testimony

10 was your experience at the staging area during the graded

11 exercise, although you would generally support the rest of

the testimony as well. Is that true?.

13 MR. SMITH: Excuse me, Leslie, wouldn't it be

14 easier just to generally direct the question to the panel

15 and the panel can decide who is the most qualified to answer

16 the question.

17 I mean, it just seems like it might save some

18 time.

19 MR. DIGNAN: Ms. Greer, I can assure you, that's

20 the instruction they're under. '' heir job is to give the..

21 mike to the guy who knows the most about it.

22 And if you try to cut them off, all you're going ,

23 to do is lengthen things out because we'll redirect to the

124 guy who does know about it. - l

25 MS. GREER: I don't think I have cut them off yet.

I
<
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1- 'MR. SMITH: No, nobody is accusing that.
-

,

f 2 I'm just-trying to be helpful as to what the
(

3 best --

4 MS. GREER: Okay.

5 BY MS. GREER:

6 Q Mr. Renz, can you answer that question?
;e:

Am I correct in what' I've heard you say this7

8- morning, that's your primary input into the testimony?c.

9 A- (Renz) Just to make sure we're clear: my primary

10 input'into the testimony is generally my observations of how

11 the system works based on just being a controller in the

12 exercise and in past drills, my background in emergency

13' planning communications, to the extent I have one.

14 And that background brings with it: support for
-.

this entire piece.15
fs

\s_g 16 Q And, Mr. Callendrello, I think I heard you say

17' that you were the New Hampshire Yankee controller with
is that

18 responsibilities for communications at the EOC;

19 correct?

20 A (Callendrello) Yes.

21 I had responsibilities for observing and

22 controlling two areas. One was'the prompt notification
. .

23 coordinator; and the other was the communications.

'' ' 24 coordinator or the communications area.

25 Q Okay.

Heritage Reporting Corporation _
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1 And is that the area at the EOC where the radio

2 monitors are located?

3 A (Callendrello) Yes. j

4 There are radio consoles in that area of the EOC

5 and that was the area that I observed. j

I
6 Q Were those radio consoles manned by ORO radio i

.,

7 monitors or who were they manned by?

8 A (Callendrello) They are staffed by radio
.

9 operators.

10 Q Operators.

11 A (Callendrello) That are New Hampshire Yankee ORO

12 positions. 1

13 Q And, Mr. Catapano, am I then given to understand

14 that your primary input is into the technical aspects of

15 this piece of testimony; is that a fair characterization?

16 A (Catapano) That's correct, as well as my

17 observation of the usage of the ERN during drills and the

18 graded exercise. And my participation is a player at the

19 EOC.

20 Q Okay.

21 And your role that you played at the EOC was what?

22 This is during the graded exercise we're talking
.

23 about, right?

24 A (Catapano) Communications coordinator, yes,
,

25 graded exercise.
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,

1 Q Now, am I correct that Mr. Catapano would be the

j^ (m) 2- person with the primary expertise in the design of radio
/

L \, J.
3 communication systems? j

!

4 Am I correct in that belief from what I've just

5 heard?

6 A (Callendrello) From my point'of view, he is much-
d-

7 more knowledgeable than I am on the hardware of the radio

8 network.,

9 As far as the planning aspects go, I think I've

10 got some knowledge. I know Mr. Renz has some knowledge and

11 experience in communications systems from a planning point

12 of view,

13 Q And, Mr. Catapano, can you tell me a bit about

14 what your educational background is that gives you this

15 expertise? '

).

i _j 16 JUDGE SMITH: Well, it's pretty clear, he's got a
s.

17 very extensive background here.

18 We have a lot of work to do today and next week,

19 and we' re going to get done next week and you' re just eating

20 into time that your colleagues are going to need.

21 MS. GREER: Okay.

22 I will try and make this inquiry brief.. But since,,

23 a substantial portion of the testimony goes to --*

24 JUDGE SMITH: Did you read his professional-

23 qualifications?

lieritage Reporting _ Corporation
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1 MS. GREER: I did.

'

2 And in there he says --

3 MR. DIGNAN: Ms. Greer, do you understand he was

4 found quelified once before up in New Hampshire.

5 MS. GREER: Right.

6 MR. DIGNAN: Okay.
.

7 MS. GREER: But I don't believe that he was, in

8 fact, testifying there on design of radio systems. And I
,

9 would like to essentially address my questions as to his

10 educational background in that particular area.

11 JUDGE SMITH: All right.

12 I'm not cutting you off.

13 MS. GREER: Okay.

14 JUDGE SMITH: But we'll have a moment on the

15 record here explaining why we believe that this case can be

16 and should be concluded at .the end of next week.

17 And I know that your colleagues and the Attorney

18 General's office have plans, too. And I'm looking at the

19 productivity and the need for the questions you are asking

20 now. And I see a lot of information already available ".ere

21 that you don't seem to be aware of.

. 22 MS. GREER: I, in fact, have --
,

23 JUDGE SMITH: In due preparation for this

24 testimony you should not have to ask this detailed a -

25 questions.

1

1
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1 -Go ahead.
.-

'

2 -' ~BY MS.'GREER:

G '
3 ;Q Mr. Catapano, can you briefly describe any-'

4' particular educational background you have in radio system

5 design?

6 Do you have an engineering degree in that-area?

7 A (Catapano) Well, as we discussed earlier during

8 my deposition, I have extensive experience'in designing and
,

9 (implementing of communication systems.

10 Q So is it fair to say that your primary expertise

11 is gained from on-the-job experience rather than educational

- 12 . background in the area?-

13 'A (Catapano) It's a combination of both, but

14 primarily it's actual. experience.

15 Q Okay.

's _ 16' .Now, directing your attention to the bottom of

' 17 . page 1 of the testimony. You say that: "Before beginning to

18 design a communication support system for the ORO an

19 assessment of ORO's functions was made and its operating

20 structure was analyzed."

21 Mr. Catapano, did you do that analysis?

22 A (Catapano) In cooperation with the Emergency
:.

23 Planning Department, yes.*

24 Q When did you do that analysis?.

25 A (Catapano) That analysis really was an ongoing

Heritage Reporting Corporation
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I process that began in probably around the June time frame of

2 1986.

3 Q Were you already under contract with New Hampshire

4 Yankee prior to June 19867 {
.

5 A (Catapano) Technically I'm not sure the contract

6 was with New Hampshire Yankee. But, yes, we were under
>

7 contract with the Seabrook Joint Owners at that point.

8 Q And what were you originally hired to do prior to
.

9 June 19867

10 A (Catapano) In 1985, mid-1985 when I began this

11 assignment my initial task was to perform a sanity check

12 relative to the condition of existing provisions for

13 communications that existed in the Massachusetts portion of

14 the EPZ as well as the New Hampshire portion of the EPZ as

15 they relate to offsite radiological emergency plans.

16 Q So is it fair to say, that you were not then

17 originally hired to design the ERN radio system?

18 A (Catapano) Yes.

19 Q In June of 1986 when you began designing the
i

20 system you say there at the bottom of page 1 that: "An

21 assessment was done of ORO's functions and its operating

22 structure was analyzed."
.

23 Did you do any other analyses at that time other'

24 than an analysis of that nature? .

25 A (Catapano) Well, there were other analysis that

!
,

|
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l' were.taking place-at that time.

\ 2 This particular analysis was in an effort to

3 define the operational aspects of the ORO as it was
'

|| '4 evolving, in an effort.to make sure that the necessary

5 communications ' links were put in place to support that.

6 JUDGE SMITH: All right.

#
'7 Let's cut off the questioning now, we have run out

8 of time. Return Monday.
,

9 We're going to allocate seven minutes a piece on

10- the issue of keeping the record open.

11 MR. TRAFICONTE: Don't start the clock yet.
,

12 JUDGE SMITH: What?'

13 (Laughter)

14

15
m

'[ 16
%

17

18

19

20

21

22
--

23.

24
.

25 i

I
<
1
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1 ORAL ARGUMENT ON BEHALF OF THE INTERVENOR
!

2 MR. TRAFICONTE: I am going to address a single

3 issue, and that is, does the motion to reopen standard apply |

4 in the event that the Board finds that the next onsite )
1

5 exercise is material and relevant to the issuance of a full- )
!

6 power license, and therefore, Interveners hearing rights

7 attach to it. Does the reopen the record standard apply.

8 And I'm going to start by directing the Board's
.

9 attention to ALAB-918 which was just issued -- it's amazing

10 the impact of a time pressure.

11 JUDGE SMITH: Well, we have it. It doesn't

12 matter. .

I

13 MR. TRAFICONTE: You do have it.

14 JUDGE SMITH: We know.

15 MR. TRAFICOhTE: All right.

16 JUDGE SMITH: Go on.

17 MR. TRAFICONTE: I'm going to direct the Board's

18 ettention to page 12 and 13 in the slip opinion of the

19 ALAS-918, and specifically Footnote 21.

20 The argument that's going to be made by the

21 Applicants and the Staff is very simp 10. They are going to

22 argue that in this footnote the Appeal Board indicated that,

.

22 UCS does not prohibit the application of the motion to

24 reopen standard, because that standard, the motion to reopen
,

25 standard, is not an exercise of unfettered discretion.
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1 There are standards, you will hear from the Staff,

| 2 'and the Applicants, there are standards that are actually.

"'
3 codified in the NRC's rule on reopening. And because there

4 are standards in the' motion to reopen, Applicants and Staff .)
l
"

5 'are going to point to the last sentence.on the bottom of

6 page 13 in the footnote where the Appea3, Board refers to.the
a

7. ' Agency's unfettered di~scretion to reopen the record, and

8 indicate that UCS only prohibited an unfettered discretion,
,_

9 .but otherwise did not prohibit the application of a

10 reopening the record standard when there were, as there is

11 in the NRC's rule, some objective criteria against which the

12 motion is'to be judged.
.

13 I would like to make two points.

14 First,.that you have to read exactly why.the

^

15 footnote is there. The argument that: we were making to the'

t 16 Appeal Board and that they were. addressing in the footnote

17 was that the logic of UCS, which quite clearly -- I'm going
'

18 to come to that in a minute, or probably 30 seconds -- the

19 logic of UCS, which prohibits the application of the reopen ;

20 the record standard, should be extended to include a

21 prohibition against applying the late-filed contention

22 standard.
* .

23 That was an argument we made to the Appeal Board.-

2'4 It was quite clear we were seeking an extension of the
..

25 holding of UCS. I think it was a sound argument. And in
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1

! 1 this footnote, the Appeal Board rejected the argument. j

2 And I would refer again to the same page. This

3 time at the end of the first paragraph there, and I'll just !

4 read this. "In reaching this decision," this is the Appeal
|

5 Board, "In reaching this decision, UCS, the court also )
|

6 rejected the Commission's argument that a party's hearing |
> ,

7 rights were protected because a party could always seek to
i

8 reopen the record if the exercise identified fundamental ,

1

9 defects in the emergency plans." l
!

10 There the Appeal Board unequivocally is stating |

11 that the UCS court rejected the Commission's argument that

12 the hearing rights were adequately protected by a reopen the

13 record standard.

14 So you have to understand the context of this
1
1

15 whole discussion is in extending UCS to the late-filed

16 contention standard, while the Appeal Board is quite clearly

17 indicating that UCS does prohibit the application of the j.

18 reopen the record standard.

19 Two quick points on UCS.

20 UCS, at pages 1443 and 1444, which are the precise

21 references the Appeal Board makes, in Footnote 11 on 1444,

22 UCS discusses the Commission's argument that the Commission S

*

23 was making in 1984 to the court.

24 And the Commission at that point said, "A party -

25 may seek to reopen a concluded hearing or file a petition
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.1 'for action pursuant to 2206." 'That's in Footnote 11.
./ m

jQ f( 2 That is to say, that.the Commission was arguing to'
' '

3: the'D.C.' Circuit Court that the hearing rights were not

4 'being violated because there were two' options: An

5- intervenor could move to reopen the record, or an intervenor

6 :could file a 2206 petition.
.

7 .The UCS court was discussing both of those options

a- 8 in these pages when it say "no go". Either one of those

9 impermissible burdens theLhearing right.

10 So the page reference the Appeal Board has chosen

11 specifically addresses both the 2206 and separately

12- discusses the motion to reopen, and rejects both of them-as

13 impermissible burdening the hearing right.

14 Last point, and I think I have about a minute and

. 15 a half on my watch.

16 This is'the case that I just distributed a portion-

17 of the case to the Board. It's the Mothers for Peace case.

18 it was decided by the D.C. Circuit in December of the same

19 year the UCS case was decided.

20 Interestingly enough, it is not a rulemaking. It

21 is a specific proceeding. It's a case that arises out of a

.

-c 22 specific proceeding in which interveners had a right to a

'23 hearing on a license extension for a low-power license.*

24 In that posture, they wanted to litigate in the-

25 hearing on the license extension, they wanted to litigate a j.

d
1

,
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\ 1 construction issue.

2 The Boards at that point said, if you want to

f 3 litigate a construction issue at this juncture, you are
!.

4 going to have to reopen the record. That was what the
.

5- Commission said, the Licensing Board said, the Appeal Board

6 said, the Commission said.
>

7 D.C. Circuit held that if they had a right to

8 litigate the extenaion of the license, and it held that they ,

9 did, that to subject them to the reopen the record standard,

10 not 2206, reopen the record standard with the criteria and

11 the objective criteria set forth in that standards violates

12 the hearing right in the Atomic Ene.gy Act.

13 And to conclude, I would rafer you to pages 1312

14 of this Mothers for Peace case, and I will read just one

15 sentence into the record, "Because the Commission's criteria

16 for reopening a closed record are higher than the criteria

17 for obtaining a hearing under Section 189(a), the mere fact

18 that a party can seek reopening is not a sufficient

19 substitute for the hearing rights guaranteed by Section

20 18 9 (a) . " That's from 1312.

21 And then on 1316 and onto 1317, there is an

22 unambiguous discussion by this court of the particular ,|

23 criteria contained in the motion to reopen standard. They'

24 discuss each of the criteria; they enumerate them. And they .

25 hold that subjecting a contention to those criteria, when

Beritage Reporting Corporation
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U[
"

1 LthereLis a' hearing right'at issue, violates the motion to.

'

'. 2 _ reopen 1 standard.,. ,

jf '- ' 3- So do not entertain for a moment the argument you
~

4 -are about1to hear,zbrief though it will be, the argument you-

n
. 5 -are about to hear that the issue here is. unfettered versus~ '

.

.
. .

!

6 fettered. That-is not what'the law is.
,a

. 7 JUDGE SMITH: You-had'20 seconds.
.

8- MR. DIGNAN: No, he had 20 seconds over.
,.

9' JUDGE SMITH: HOh, excuse me.

10' MR.'TRAFICONTE: .That's a. record.

'11 JUDGE SMITH: That's on time.

12 ORAL ARGUMENT ON BEHALF OF THE APPLICANT

13 MR. DIGNAN: I take . it that despite the eloquent

14 plea of my brother, the argument at least will be

15" : entertained.

( '16 Your Honor, the focus is ont the language of

17. ALAB-918 at the end of Note 21 on page:13 of the slip

'18 opinion where the Appeal Board says of the UCS case it,

19 "... holds that a party's statutory hearing rights on a

20: : material licensing issue cannot be made to hinge upon the

21 Agency's unfettered discretion to reopen the record. See

22 735 Fed.2d at 1433-44."
*

.

23 If you review those pages, it focuses on the 2206-

24 remedy then available. And what it did is say, and that-
,

25 section always had been interpreted and is now interpreted
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1 77as involving essentially unfettered discretion on the part

2 of the Agency.

3 Because it is important, I believe, I remind the

4 Board UCS was decided on May 25, 1984.

.5 The second case that is cited to you is the San

6 Luis Obispo case, 751-1316.

*
7 As my brother indicated, it has some language, and

8 I believe he quoted part of it. "In order to obtain
.

| 9 reopening, Petitioners were required to show that they
I

10 possess new evidence which was timely, material in the sense

11 that it would have resulted in a different outcome had it

12 been known earlier, and safety significant." And they cite

13 it to the case authority that then existed so holding that

14 to be the standard.

15 In particular, you will note that what the court

16 said is that the standard was that there must be e showing I

17 that would have .reasulted in a different result.

18 Now, both St. Louis Obispo and UCS were decided

19 before 2.734 was put on the books of this Agency's
,

1

20 regulations. That was put on on May 30, 1986, effective
'

21 June 30, 1986, and it appears at 51 Fed. Regs 19539.

22 I would like to read to the Board, in particular,
.

23 one part of the statement of considerations. This is in

24 addressing the "would have different result" portion of the
.

25 regulation.

1
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.1 "The actual inquiry to be performed falls between

7[''\p 2 the two standards." The Commission having indicated that

N' 3 two different standards had been recited it: the cases to

4 date. "The 'would' standard may be read to imply that an

5 . ultimate conclusion must be reached.before all evidence is

15 considered. .The 'might' standard implies that reopening

. < '
7 could be ordered even-where a board is uncertain whether or

8 not the new evidence is important. The inquiry should be
.

9 and has been the ' likelihood' that a different result will

10 be reached if the information is considered. See e.g.,

11 Union Electric Company (Callaway Plant, Unit 1), ALAB-750,

12 1B URC 3205, 1209 -(1983). Accordingly, the Commission is

33 modifying the standard of 2.734 (a) (3) to require that a
-|

14 materially different result would be or would have been j
'1

15 "likely" had the newly proffered evidence been considered
'

?^s
'ly) 16 initially."

17 Thus, 2.734, as finally promulgated by the

18 Commission to become the reopening standard, did not burden

19 the intervenor or the movant the way the old case. law did,

20 and was, I submit, in response directly to the St. Luis i

21 Obispo and UCS cases which had been decided prior to that

22 time.
\ .

23 Now what does this end us up with?.

24 Obviously, the Appeal Board decision, whatever any
.,

25 of us may think the case law is, binds this Board.
L

|

| J
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! I What the Appeal Board is saying in that fcotnote

2 is that reasonable procedural requirements are okay as long

2 as unfettered discretion is not the standard by whi h the

4 Agency will perform. j

5 Prior to the time 2.734 was codified, the majority

6 of the case law did put reopening in the unfettered
>

7 discretion and also burdened it with that you had to
|

8 demonstrate there would have been a different result. This
'

, ,

! 9 is not the case anymore. j
|

10 2.734 does provide a standard which, if met,
'

11 requires reopening. And under the Appeal Board language, {
l

12 and I think it's what the Appeal Board intended to say is ]

13 that the UCS case simply cannot be read as broadly as my

14 brother would like to be read. !

15 That's my argument and I hope I'm within the seven

16 minutes.

17 JUDGE COLE: Four and a half.
I

18 JUDGE SMITH: Mr. Turk? j
i

19 ORAL ARGUMENT ON BEHALF OF THE NRC STAFF

20 MR. TURK: I don't think I will use even as much

21 time as Mr. Dignan has used, Your Honor.

22 I have listened to Mr. Dignan's argument and I
.

.

23 agree with him. And I want to add just the following notes.'

24 The only request for relief before you now is that ,

25 you hold the record open. You don't have any contentions

Beritage Reporting Corporation
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(- 1 filed before you addressing either low-power testing or the

I | ['~'N 2 onsite exercise. You don't know if, in fact, contentions

f'( ..

3 will be filed that can meet late-filing requirements under'

4 2.714.. ' Ch with respect to the exercise,.whether they are

5 going to'have contentions that even on their face present a

6 fundamental flaw such that if an onsite exercise is
'a-

7 material. And I say that without conceding the point but

8 just assuming it; we don't know if they are going to have
.

9 contentions which will on their face present a fundamental

10 flaw such that you would have anything to go to hearing on.

11 So at this point the request to hold the record

12 open is premature.

13 I think the footnote in the Appeal Board's

14 decision on ALAB-918 does make a distinction between

15' unfettered discretion as was considered in the UCS case

..p) 16- where the UCS court said what we're looking at are the 2206

17 standards. And the Court of Appeals said those standards

18 are the same standards that apply to reopening.

19 That's not the case now under 2.734. The Appeal

20 Board did make a distinction between unfettered' discretion

21 and reopening a record under Commission rules.

22 As I read the footnote in ALAB-918, the Appeal
.

23 Board did two things..

24 Number one, it said, first, the licensing board
.

25 did not consider the record to be closed. They treated the
.
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1 record as if it was open. But further, what the licensing

2 board had done there was to say that the reopening criteria

L 3 had not been satisfied.

4 And I think that the clear intent of the footnote
.

5 in ALAB-918 is to hold that the reopening criteria are

6 properly applied, that they do not unduly burden a litigant
.

7 who seeks to litigate a material issue. And the only thing

8 ALAB-918 said would not be proper would be to allow .)
9 unfettered discretion to prevent a hearing.

10 And I would note one other thing. As I mentioned

11 yesterday, which I believe is not on the record, if this i

a

12 conclusion were otherwise, there would be no way you could

i
13 ever close a record any time an intervenor said, Your Honor, !

14 wait, I'm going to be bringing a new issue to you and la's a

15 material issue which affect licensing, and therefore don't

16 close the record.

17 If the Interveners' position is correct, you would
.

1

18 never be able to close a record, because they coald always - |
l

19 come up with one more issue which they contend would be j

20 material to a decision.

21 That's all I have, Your Honor.

22 JUDGE SMITH: All right., ,

'

23 I might note that these oral arguments

24 supplementing the pleadings on this issue and the time *

25 limitations were discussed off the record yesterday and
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' ll agreed.to'by the' parties.*

.

h 2 Okay,;if there isn't anything further,'we will=
N Jt

: N - , -.-..st
^

3 ' adjourn until'1:00 p.m., Monday.<

-

r;

4 'All right, we are adjourned.

5 (Whereupon, at 11:15 a.m., the hearing was

6 recessed,,to reconvene at 1:00 p.m., Monday, June 26,
. _

, .-

7 1989.)
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MASSACHUSETTS ATTORNEY GENERAL'S
jai <c CROSS EXAMINATION PLAN FOR .j
( }| ' : THOMAS URBANIK II- Lj

1 \./7 ON BOTH HIS'ETE AND. j
HIS RETURNING COMMUTER' TESTIMONY j

1

l
ETE TESTIMONY

1. As to A'.13, how does.he know it would'be no greater than 25 )
. minutes. Too many uncertainties here: . depends on.whether -]

~

.* drivers from the' closed beaches in New Hampshire move south
.

.to the Massachusetts beaches. j

,2. .As.to A'.14, what are the uncertainties and what steps have-

.been taken to mitigate them?

.3 . As to A.15,-would.it:be of any concern to.him if-an
important element in the total. number of evacuating
vehicles hadinot been extensively examined by the
applicants?

14 . As to A.16, did he carefully examine the EBS' message and
press releases from the Exercise? If'true experts in the
field had reason to believe that Massachusetts. evacuees
will be confused by1different emergency messages, would
that be of concern to you in evaluating ETEs? What would
your ETE concern be?

D(' 5. (A.18) As to,the TMP, do you still support the
'\- . recommendation in your TMP testimony that there should be a

more gradual phase-in of control measures (channelization)
and advance warnings at.two critical ACPs? ' Absent these
changes, " adverse" effects could be experienced.

6. (A.19). There'is guidance on special facility ETEs in
NUREG-0654 App. 4,. correct?

.

7. *(A.20) What ETE would Massachusetts officials reference
for in an emergency. occurring tonight at 10 P.M. (June 22,
:weekdayi good weather)? [Use other examples) There are
hardly " countless alternatives" here correct? Show him PAR;

* '
worksheet.

.

8. *(A.22) Would he agree that if ORO and Massachusetts
+- officials are not prov4ded any sensitivity runs, there are

| a large' number of situations for which ETEs are not
provided and for which they could only guess at an ETE.

9. (0.23) Should the NRC have you review that " organized
presentation" before-it awards an operating license to
ensure that the presentation is complete, clearly written,
and readily usable by decision-makers in an emergency?

O
t
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.
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COMMUTER TRAFFIC

1. (In point 4) What data have you seen?

2. (In point 6) What is meant by "the ETE". There are ETEs
for each region, correct? There ar.e a limited number of
critical intersections for each region, correct?

| Altogether, for 17 regions, there could be 20 or more?
;

,

3. (In point 8) What data regarding employment up and down
Route 1 has he examined? There are also many local
shoppers up and down Route 1, correct?

.

| 4. (In point 9) What data has he examined? What " directions" ,

; are you referring to? '

i,

O:
!
:

1

|

|. v

.

O

i .

O
,

l
___-- _ l



_ _ _ _ - _ _ . . _ ,

L .'|..

| 1,25=

i
,

CERTIFICATE

/O
d'

This is'to certify that the attached proceedings before the !

United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission in the matter

of:
'u.

Name: Public Service Company of New Hampshire, et al.
.

(Seabrook Station, Units 1 and 2)

Docket No: 50-443-OL
50-444-OL
(Off-site Emergency Planning)

Place: Boston, Massachusetts

Date: June 23, 1989
.

were held as herein appears, and that this is the original

transcript thereof for the file of the United States Nuclear
| .

,

iRegulatory Commission taken stenographically by me and,1

''

thereafter reduced to typewriting by me or under the

direction of the court reporting company, and that the

transcript is a true and accurate record of the foregoing

proceedings.
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