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Q. Please state your name and position.

A. My name is Robert W. Petrilak. I am Vice President of the

Mt. Sinai Board of Education.

Q. What is the purpose of this testimony?

A. The purpose of this testimony is to supplement my testimony
dated November 18, 1983 regarding Contentions 25.C and 25.D, to
address changes made to the LILCO Plan in Revision 3 of the

Plan.



Q. Have you reviewed those portions of Revision 2 that relate

to protective actions for school children?

A. Yes. 1 have reviewed pages 11-10 to 10a, II-19 to 21, and
IV-169 to 171 of Appendix A. The LILCO Plan, as amended by PRe-
vision 3, now states that schools inside the FPZ will be
advised to implement an early dismissal only if no protective
action is recommended for the general public. This is a change
from the previous versions of the Plan which assumed schools
would institute an early dismissal under all circumstances.
Revision 3 now states, however, that if shelterina is recom-
mended for the aeneral public, schools are expected to shelter
their students in the school buildings; if evacuation, or a
combination of sheltering and evecuation is recommended for the
general public, schools are now expected to relocate their stu-

dents to unidentified reception centers outside the EP2.

Q. Do you believe that those changes in the LILCO Plan would
mitigate the adverse effects of role conflict that are likely
to be experienced by school personnel in the event of an
accident at Shoreham, as you stated .» your November 18 testi-

mony?

A. No. In the case of either an evacuation of students to re-

location centers or shelterina students in their schools, the
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emeraency ended, not just until buses arrived. That is, in
connection with the new proposed protective actions, school
personnel would have to remain away from their families for a
much greater length of time than they would in connection with

an early dismissal.

Serond, the new LILCO proposals would reaguire school per-
sonnel with families inside the EPZ in effect to abandon their
families during the most serious part of the emergency by

evacuating or sheltering while separated from their families.

The additional time during which school personnel would be
separated from their families under the new LILCO proposals,
and the necessity to evacuate or shelter without their
familiee, means that a higher percentace of the school staff
would resolve role conflict by attending to the safety of their
families or their own personal safety, than would be the case
in the event of an early dismissal. Therefore, the LILCO pro-
posals to shelter children in schools or to evacuate and
relocate children outside the EPZ would meet with even less
success, due to role conflict, than would an early dismissal
recommendation, which, as I already have testified, would not

adequately protect the health and safety of the students.



