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INTRODUCTION

Qe Please state your names ana positioas.

A. I am Dr. George Jetfers, Superintendent of the Midale

Country Central School District.

I am Anthony R. Rossi, Director of Transportaticn for tne

Midale Country Central School Cistricec.

we are submitting this testimony tO express tne concerns

of tne Middle Country Central Boara ot Education.l/

1/ See Actachment 1 to our previous tescimony (rt. 1c. 3U87)
for tne officCclial statement by tne Districc Board ot
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Q. What 1s tnhe purpose of tnlis testimony?

A. The purpose of this testimony is to adaress Contentions
24.E, 24.F, 61.C, 69, 70 and 71 ana state our conciusion tnatc
ctne LILCO Plan provides inadeguate protection tO SCnooi cull=-

dren.
Q. Are you familiar witii the LILCO Plan?

A. We have reviewed those portions of the LILCO Plan that
contain LILCO's proposals for protecting school cnilaren in tne

event of a radiological accident at Snorenam.
CONTENTION 24.E - AGREEMENTS WIiLH SCHOULS
Qe Are you familiar witn Contencion 24.E?

A. Yes, and we agree with the assertion in Concention 24.&
tnat LILCO's proposed protective actions for scnools arcre un=
likely to be implemented because LILCO has obtalneda no agree-
ments from schools or school districts to implement the LILCO

proposals in the event of a Shorenam emerjency.

(Footnote cont'd from previous page)

Education of 1ts opposition to the LILCC Plan ana its au-
thorization for us to present the Discrict's position 1in
this proceeding.



To our knowieage, LILCO has no such agreements. ‘ihe
Midale Country Cencral School District nas noct encarea 1nto an
agreement witn LILCO concerning ilmplementacion of tne LILCO
proposals for schools, nor does it intend to. Indeed, many
districts, inciuding ours, have stated tnat they 4O not believe
LILCO's proposals could be implemented in a way tnac would

provide adequate protection for cnilcdren.
CONTENTION 24.F - AGREEMENTS TO PKROVIDE SCHOUL BUSES
Q. Have you reviewed Contentiocn 24.F?

A. Yes, we have. The portions ot Contention 24.F that
concern schools are 24.F.2 ana 24.F.5. They assert tnat most
fuli-size buses in the vicinity or tne lU-mile EPZ woulc De
unavailable to LILCO in tne event of an emergency, aespite

LILCO's ajreements with various bus companies.

Q. Do you agree witn subparts 2 and 3 or Contencion z4.F7?

A. Yes, we do. LILCU proposes tO use buses to evacuace
persons witnhout access tO cars, nursery sScnooi cnilaren, many
special tacility patients and mosc of tne nandicapped resiaencs
or the EPZ. (See Appendix A at [V-74b, 1V-17i, 1IV=-il>; UPIP
3.6.5.) LILCO apparently has antered 1nto contracts with

several bus companies to obtain buses. 24.F.2 1s correct in



1ts assertion that LILCO would have access tO Oniy a smaii
fraction or the number oi buses nominaily proviuea by tnose
ayreements. It 1s our underscanaing tnat LILCU's agreewencs
with bus companies state that the bus comgany's provision ot
puses to LILCO is subject to the prior rignts Or tne Liocal
SChoOl districcs witn wnicn tne company nas contracts. One ot |
the bus companies with which LILCO has contraccea is Unitea Bus
Corp. ("United"). Tne Miadle Councry Central Scnool District
has a contract with United which obligates Unitea to proviae us
with 32 buses during the period September 1 to June 3u. Durinyg
school sessions 1t appears that most ot United's otner buses
are also in use because there have been occasions 1n our exge-
rience wnen we have been unabie to obtain extra buses tor spe-
cial purposes such as field trips. We nave tounda on sucn
occasions that the companies tnhat provide buses to scnoois ana
school districts 1n the vicinicy OL Ouf dl1Strict haa commictea

all their buses to various schools.

Furcther, as noted in Contention 24.F.3, tne provisions ot
LILCO's Plan exacerbace the problem. If schools ana scnooi
districts were to attempt to implement early aism:ssals or
evacuations, as proposed by LILCO, they would neea all tne
buses tney could get. It woula be especialiy bad in an evacua-

tion, because most schools ana scnool aistricts do not provide



bus transportation for all their school cnilaren., ‘1lhecetore,
they do not have enough buses to carry all their scnooi cnili-
dren, and in an evacuation they would have to obtain even more

than they normally use.
CONTENTION 61.C - SHELTERLNG
Qe Are you familiar wicn Contention ol.c.1?

A. Yes. Contention 6l.C.l1 asserts that LILCOU's proposails te
protect school children by keeping tnem in tneir Schools woula

not work. We agree with Concention el.C.l.

Because our district does not have any Scnools insiue tne
EPZ, accoraing to tne LILCO Plan, if sheitering is recommendea
for any portion of tne population in tne EPZ, tne Miadie
Counctry Central School District is expected to retain tnose
students who live in the EPZ at school beyona the ena ot tne
school day. We have approximactely ll0u scnooi cniiaren who

live inside the l0-miie EPZ.2/ Qur district Likely woulu noc

2/ In adaition, althougn none OL the SChools 1n our aiscrice
are witnin tne EPZ, some are very cliose co the EPZ bouna-
ary. Wwnen one looks at tne irregular patn folicwea by cne
EPZ boundary tnrough tne Middie Country Cencral SCnoou
Discricc, it lOoOKs as 1f the bouncary were drawn incen-
tionally to keep some of our scnooi builalngs outsioe tae
EPZ. »P~cordingly, it is not clear to us tnat a sheitering
order .ur persons "in the EPZ" snould not also apply to
tne chilaren 1n our scnools that are very close to tne EPZ
boundary.



be able to implement the LILCO proposals tor keeping children

in schools during a Shoreham emergency.

First, LILCO's apparent assumption that scnool otficials
nave performed "preplanning” of actions trat woula procecc
chilaren 1in tne event of a Snoreham emergency 1s 1ncorrect wita
respect to our district, and in our opinion, witn respecc to
most, if not all, otnher districts in the vicinity or tae LPZ.
Our district has expressly determinea that planning for tne
accions contemplated i1n the LILCO proposals woula be tutiie anu
misleading to parents, bacause such a "gplan" coula not bz
implemented in a manner tnat would assure aueguace proteccion

to our students.

Second, LILCO appears to ignore the fact tnat cniidaren
simply cou!d not be kept in schools and given adeguacte supervi-
slon and care, unless the schools had sutficient personnei,
food and other necessary supplies. Schools GO not have tne
supplies, facilities or personnel tc care for chiidren ror
nours beyond tne end Or the school day, to secure buiicings to
maintain accountapblility, or to Keep Oraer unuer sucn trighe~-
ening circumstances. Scnools do not teed thelr sScnool cniidaren
tnree meals per day; tney are not designea to accommodace peo-
ple overnight; and school personnei 40 nOot work around the

clock.



In aadition, assuming we were to begin an early dismissal
of our children prior to LILCO's recommendation Of sneicering
or evacuation for persons in the EPZ as the Plan appears to
contemplate, we would be sending at least 1100 chilidren inco
the EPZ. 1If the severity of the emergency increased ana a rec-
ommendation to shelter were made, we ccula do notning tor tnose
Children we had already sent into contaminAateq areas. As we
will discuss beliow in connection wi:tn Contention ¢2, tnose
chilaren, whether in buses or on foot, woula take a icng time
to reach home, and while en route woula have no access to ef-
fective shelter. Under tnese circumstcances, 1t 1S unlikely

tnat school children would receive adegquate protection.

CONTENTION 69 - EARLY DISMISSAL OF SCHOCL CHILDREN

Q. Are you familiar with Contention 697?

A, Yes, we are. It asserts that an early dismissal wouia not

protect school children as LILCO seems to assume.

Q. Do you agree with Contention 697

A, Yes. First, LILCO's apparent assumption tnat sScnoois ei-
ther nave developed early dismissai plans tor a Shorenam emer-
gency or have determined that tneir "normal" eariy dismissal

plans develioped for use in snow and other situations are



appropriate for use in a Shorsnam emergency, 1S unwarrantea.
The Middle Country Central School District nas no early dis-
missal plan designed for use in the evenc of a Snoreham emec-
gency, and our standard early dismissal plan would not work, as

discussed below.

Q. Why would early dismissai noc result in the timeiy arcivad

of children at their homes so they could be protectea by tneir

parents, as asserteda in Contention - 9.C?

A. Simply put, early dismissals take mucn longer to compiece

than LILCO's planners seem to have reallzed. in a normail

early dismissal, tne last student would noc lecave his oc¢ her
school until approximately 2 1/2 hours atter cne starc or tie
dismissal. And a dismissal could occur tnat quickiy oniy 1L
everything went smooctnly and no proolems arose. It is not un-
usual in early dismissals i1n our discricc for tne iasc canilaren
to leave scnool 4 to 5 hours afcer the start of the dismissai,
and or course, tney arrive home even later. in lijnt of the
serious difficulties likely to occur in the event ot an
accident at Shoreham (wnich we d1sCuss beiow), we bel.eve 1t 1S
very likely that eariy dismissals wouid take even ionger tnan 4

to 5 hours.



Thé take home process would ilkely be slowed stiil more by
bocth the heavy evacuation traffic expected by other witnesses
tor thne County and New Yock State, anda the stafring snorcages
which would probably result from role confiict among school
personnel. (See Direct Testimony and Suppiemental Direct les-
timony of DOr. George Jeffers and Anthony R. ROSsS1 on Behait ot
Middle Country Central School District and Sutrolk Councy

kegaraing Contentions 25.C ana 25.D, £ Tr. 3087).

Moreover, in more usual but nonetneiess serious
ciccumstances, such as severe storms, tne degree Of contusien
in and around schools during an early aismissal 1S aiways highn.
Many parents arrive to pick up their cnilidren. Cnilaren do not
find their buses or their parents. Trartic congestion arouna
the schools impedes the arrivali and departure ot buses. Tele-
phone calis from concerned parents, and locating and sing.iing
out chiidren, tie up large numbers ot scnool personnei. ALl
these factors slow an early dismissal unaer "normai"
conditions. In the event of an accident ac Snorenam, chese
problems are iikeiy to be substantially greater and more sig-

nificant.

Furtnermore, our district provides bus transgorctacion tor

approximately 125 private scnool chiidren wno elther rasidae Or



attend private schools in tne EPZ. In tne event of an early
diswissal ot those schools, Middle Country Cenctras Scnooli Dis-
trict bus dravers would nave to travel into, and 1n some cases,
through almost the antire EPZ, to reach the private schoois,
copa2 with the confusion likely to exist at those scnools, ana
then return to our aistricc through the traific congestion

before they could even begin the take home process.

wnen you add up all these factors, an eariy dismissal in

tne event of a Shoreham emergency woula take a very long time.

Q. Do you have any other concerns reiating to LILCU's propos-

al for an early dismissal in the event ot a Shorenam emeryencys

A, Yes. One ot our more serious problems 1n eariy dismissais
1s looking cut for thouse children who have no one to return to
auring the day, fo: example those children witn working
pareats. Many working parents make arrangements tor friends or
relatives to care for thelir children 1n case ot eariy dismiss-
als or other emergenci:¢s. At the start of the scnooi year,
these parencs inform the schoois of the telephone numbers ot
the persons who will care for the chilcren if they cannort pe
reacned. however, aiJ we can do 15 attempt to contact these
friends or relatives. Under State law, we cannot deliver che

Cchiidren to uany homes other than their own. Thecetore, 1t we



cannot reach the person designated to watch after a c¢nila, or
that person is unable to get to the cnila's home, the cniia
couid be lett unattended at his or ner home. These chilaren
would be without adults to care for them, and in the event oL
an emergency at Shoreham there would be no assurance tnac they

would be protectead.

Moreover, we believe that in the event of a Shorenam emer-
jJency, most parents would go to schoois to pick up their chil=-
dren. We base this belief on our own experience as school aa-
ministrators, and on our contacts witn tne parents orgyanization
in Oour daistrict. As a resulc, we would propably be unabie co

contact very many pacents or otner responsicle aqulcs.

e Do you agree witn Contention 69.E?

A. Yes, we do. That contention asserts that because cne
LILCO Plan does not proviae a means of dealing witn an
escaiation ot an emergency, it is likely that many chiiaren
would be stranded in schools or caught en route to :tneir nomes
witnout available means ot shelter or evacuation, even 1t snei-
tering or evacuacion were being recommended for persons in tne

EPZ.



Once an early dismissal has begun, some cniiaren woula be
1n buses or on foot, and would have no access to shelter or to
a means ct evacuating from the area untili they arrivea nome.

As we have discussed above, the trip home coulia take a very
long time. This 1s a serious problem tor our district, because
1f we started an early dismissai, and then LILCC recommencea
protective actions for the EPZ, many of tnose chi.dren in our
schools who live in the EPZ would be on their way out of a pre-
sumably safe area ana into potential danger, and we could do
nothiug at t"at point to helip them. Our school buses are not
equippea with radios and we have no means of contacting the
vast majority of our drivers once tney leave the scnool or Ja-

rage.

CONTENTIONS 70 AND 71 - EVACUATICN OF SCHUOL CHILUREN

Q. Are you familiiar with Contentions 70 and 747

A. Yes. They assert tinat LILCO's proposal to protect Scnoou.
children by evacuating them wo noOt work. We agree wicn Con=-
tentions 7C and 71. Even . :he LILCC Plan does not con-
template that our District wous. ¢va uate 1ts students, because
of the location of some of our schools and ou! evaluation ot
the dangers irvolved in a Shoceham accident, we have considered

the problems that would be involved iI an evazuarion were




attempted in our district or other districts. MorcOver, even
under the LILCO Plan, we would have to evacuate those or our

students who attend private schools in the EPZ.

First, as stated, in Contention 70, as far as we know
LILCO nas not arranged for relocation centers, or aevelioped
procedures necessary for an evacuation Of Schoo.s LO sSucceed.
To our knowledge there are no faciiities wnich have agreea to
accept the children who would have to be evacuatea. We could
not and would not transport scnool chilar=sn wichouct knowing
where to take them. And, we coula not agree to transport the
school chilaren we woula have to evacuate to any reliocacion
center, unless we were sure betorehand that the center was ade-
quately stafted and equippea to care fOor the cnildren, ana tnat
workable arrangements haa been maae to aliow children to be
quickly reunited with their parents. To our knowledye, thne as-
sertions of Contention 70 are correct in that neitner oL tnose
conditions has been met 1n tne LILCO Plan. Moreover, even 1if
these condicions haa been met, it would be unlikeiy tnat our
district could relocate students until parencal approval nad
been obtiined, and until responsibiiity for supervising tne
chiidren a: relocation centers haa been assigned. ‘the LILCU

Plan makes neither of these arrangements.
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Moreover, relocation centers for cni;oren would need ex-
tensive telephone equipment and staff to handle calls from
parents asking about their chilaren. Wwe beijeve that tne LILCU
proposal would result in confusion. Parents woula not Kknow
tneir chilaren's whereabouts. They woula call schoois, L.ILCO,
and anybody else who might know. Tnhen, if tney dia iedrn tneir
children's locations, they would have to fijht neavy trattic to
travel to the relocation centers. 1In tne meantime, tne chil-
dren might easily become extremely anxious. They ilkely woula
be frigntened to start witn, and the lengthy aeiay coula oniy

worsen their emotional states.

Q. Is LILCO's apparent assumption thac school discriCts nave

performed “"preplanning" for a Shoreham evacuation correct?

A. That LILCO assumption, in our opinion, is untounaed. GCur
distr ct has conducted no Shorenam-reiaced “preplanning," ei-
tner for evacuation or tne sate rauniting of schooi cnildcen
with their parents, ana based upon Our CoOnNnversSacions wilitn otner
aaministrators, we do noc believe that many otner alstricts

nave elitner.

Furthermore, we believe that such an evacuation woulda be
very difficult, if not impossible. First, as stated in Conten-

tion 71.A, tne LILCO Plan contains no provisions for



supervising school children during an evacuation. The chiliaren
would have to be cared for during an evacuation. They woulid
have to be supervised at scnools and on buses, and then act re-
location centers until thelir parents arrived ana found tnem.
And, staff would have to be avaliable to proviae 1ntormation to
parents. There are no provisions in the LILCO Plan reiating to
such necessary statfing, such statfing 1s bevona our aistricc's
present resources, and we do not believe sucn scatfing couid pe
obtained on an ad hoc basis during an emergency. Mosct als=-
tricts do not normally send teachers or other staff with chili-
aren on buses, nor are ceachers or other school staff normaiiy
expected, or reqguireéd, to remain with cnilcoren (or accompany
them to a new location) for extended periods beyond thne end of
the school day, which would be necessary if evacuation were to

take place.

Q. Do you agree witn Contention 71.B that evacuating scnool

children by bus could not be accompiished in a timely manners

A. Yes., Other witnesses nave testifiea about tne ilkelinood
ot heavy traffic in the event or an evacuacion. It 1S our ex-
perience that regular early dismissals take tne longest wnen

traffic conditions are bad, and there 1s no reason to belleve

that congestion would have any less an effuct on an evacuation.



Indeed, in our opinion, an evacuation would almost cer-

tainly take much longer than an early dismissai. Most school
districts would not have enough buses to accomplish a timely
evacuation. Normally, school districts do not transport aii
their school chilaren. Many walk, or are ariven to scnool oy
parents in carpools. If the schools were reguirea to conauctc
an evacuation, tnay presumably woula have to proviue transpor-
tation even for those children who normaily do not riae scnool
buses. Therefore, an evacuation would reguire even more bus
runs than would an early dismissal, which woula mean even more

delay.

Q. Does that conclude your testimony?

A. Yes.

J



