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charts in response to LILCO's supplemental testimony, but the
Board indicated that "the State might very well be able to
present this in the form of rebuttal testimony." (T. p. 3762,
lines 21-22). Therefore, the purpose of this rebuttal testimony,
including its appenilices, is to proffer relevant, important,
noncumulative information in three narrowly focused areas that
is responsive to LILCO's supplemental testimony.

On page 3 of LILCO's supplemental testimony, in response
to question 4, Messrs. Cordaro, Weismantle, Lieberman, and
Mileti state: "In general, the State's testimony expresses
only general, unquantified ccncerns about the eavacuation time
estimates. In many cases, the State witnesses' concerns are
presented in broad concepots of transportation planning and
traffic engineering, including such concepts as 'capacities
or levels of service,' 'side friction' and 'calibration/
validation.' They have further clouded the issues in this
proceeding by applying these concepts to the broad field of
transportation planning rather than the specific situation in
question -- an evacuation of the Shoreham EPZ. Had the State
witnesses focused on the issues raised by evacuation planning
for the Shoreham EPZ, most if not all of their concern: would
have disappeared." LILCO's statement is erroneous. Therefore,
this rebuttal testimony presents evidence which shows that the
State's concerns are indeed focused on "the specific situation in

gquestion -- an evacuatici of the Shoreham EPZ."
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the generally lower capacity estimates of the State indicate
that KLD's capacity figures are overestimated and KLD's evacua-
tion times are underestimated. The issue of evacuatiun times
certainly is an issue of relevance and decisional importance in
this proceeding.

The State's proposed rebuttal testimony next addresses the
effect that side friction has on capacities or levels of service of
highways. Contrary to the assertions of Mr. Lieberman in his answer
to the seventh question in the supplement testimony, side friction
can be expected to have an adverse effect on evacuation times in the
event of an evacuation from the Shoreham EP2Z. Many of the evacuation
routes are characterized by numerous side streets, driveways and
commercial roadside development and other interference., Accordingly,
the State compiled a nonexhaustive listing of State routes inside
the EPZ characterized by moderate to heavy side friction., Part of the
investigative work consisted of reviewing a 20-minute photolog
film of one of the major State routes: Route 25A. In addition,
the State prepared a map which graphically depicts the location
of these State routes. The listing is presented in Appendix B
of the rebuttal testimony. The map and photolog film have been
referred to above (Appendices D and E of the rebuttal testimony).

Appendix B of the rebuttal testimony shows that there are
many specifically identifiable routes within the EPZ which are
characterizea by side friction. The photolog film (Appendix E of
the rebuttal testimony) demonstrates this point. The State believes
that the effects of side friction will reduce the capacities of

roadway sections within the Shoreham EPZ. Consequently, KLD's












