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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

Before the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board

In the Matter of

LONG ISLAND LIGHTING COMPANY Docket. No. 50-322-0L-3
(Emergency Planning)
(Shoreham Nuclear Power Station,

N Nl Nl St Sl S N S St

Unit 1)
TESTIMONY OF ARTHUR H. PURCELL, DAVID J. OLSON,
MICHAEL LIPSKY AND SUSAN C. SAEGERT REGARDING
CONTENTIONS 11 AND 15
Q. Please state your names and positions.
A. My name is Arthur H. Purcell. I am Director of the

Resource Policy Institute in Washington, D.C. I served as a
senior staff member of the President's Commission on the
Accident at Three Mile Island. In that capacity I was the
fulltime coorainator of the Commission's Emergency Preparedness
and Response Task Force. The Resource Policy Institute is a
non-profit research and education group focusing on energy and
environmental policy issues. I have served as its Director
since founding it in 1975. The Institute maintains offices in

Washington, D.C., and Boulder, Colorado. I also serve as an



Associate Professional Lecturer, George Washington University,
School of Engineering and Applied Sciences. I hold doctorate,
master's and bachelor's degrees in engineering from Northwest-
ern University and Cornell University. My professional quali-
fications are set forth in more detail in my resume which is

Attachment 1 hereto.

My name is David J. Olson. I am Professor and
Chairman of the Department of Political Science, University of
Washington, Seattle, Washington. My primary area of spe-
cialization in the last four years has been the formal organi-
zation and behavioral patterns of public corporations owned and
operated by agencies of the state, with particular attention
devoted to seaport authorities. My professional work has also
centered on public responses to civil disorders and what can be
done to prevent recurrence of disorders, as well as the nature
of political corruption and conflict of interest, all of which
are subjects of continuing interest to me. These areas of
scholarship address questions of command and control, conflict
of interest, and credibility of authcrities, which are relevant
to Contentions 11 and 15. My professional qualifications are
set forth in more detail in my resume which is Attachment 2

hereto.



My name is Michael Lipsky. I am Professor of
Political Science at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology,
Cambridge, Massachusetts. Within the general field of
political science I specialize in American politics, urban
politics, and public policy. I have taught graduate and under-
graduate subjects related to tnese subspecialties in political
science since 1966, first at the University of Wisconsin at
Madison. and since 1969 at the Massachusetts Institute of Tech-
~nology. I have also taught for brief periods at the University
of Massachusetts, the University of Washington, and the Harvard
University Graduate School of Education. I have written exten-
sively on delivery of public services in a variety of policy

areas such as public safety, education and social welfare.

I am the author of three books and numerous articles ap-

pearing in such journals as the American Political Science

Review, the Journal of Politics, the Harvard Educational

Review, the Journal of Health Policy, Politics and Law, the

Tulane Law Review. and the Social Services Review. My book,

Street-Level Bureacracy} was awarded the C. Wright Mills Award

of the Society for the Study of Social Problems, and was named
co-winner of the Gladys Kammerer Award of the American
Political Science Association for the best bock on national

policy puplished in 1980. My professional gualifications are



set forth in more detail in my resume which is Attachment 3

hereto.

My name is Susan C. Saegert. I am an Associate
Professor of Psychology and Environmental Psychology at the
City University of New York Graduate School. My professional
qualifications are descrited in my curriculum vitae, which was
submitted and admitted into evidence as an attachment to my

cestimory on Contention 65. See Tr. 2259.
Q. What is the purpose of this testimony?

A. In this testimony we address the concerns raised in
Emergency Planning Contentions 11 and 15. Unless otherwise
noted, the testimony which follows is jointly sponsored by all

of us.

Contention 11

Q. Please state Contention 1l1l.
A. Contention 11 reads as follows:

Preamble to Contentions 11-14. 10 CFR

Part 50, Appendix E, Section 1V.A requires
emergency plans to describe the organiza-
tion for coping with radiological
emergencies, including definition of
authorities, responsibilities, and duties
of individuals assigned to the licensee's
emergency organization and identification




of the State and/or local officials
responsible for planning for, ordering, and
controlling appropriate protective actions,
including evacuations. In the LILCO Tran-
sition Plan, in place of "State and/or
local officials,” LILCO employees
(including in the case of the "Radiation
Health Coordinator," an unidentified LILCO
"Contractor" which, for purposes of these
contentions is included in the term "LILCO
employees") are identified as being respon-
sible for planning for, ordering, and con-
trolling the entire offsite emergency re-
sponse. Thus, all the command and control
functions, as well as all management and
coordination of the entire emergency re-
sponse, are to be performed by various
LILCO employees. (Plan, at 3.1-1; OPIPs
2.1.1, 3.1.) 3.6.1). Accordingly, the
"offsite authorities responsible for
coordinating and implementing offsite emer-
gency measures,"” with whom the LILCO onsite
emergency coordinator must exchange infor-
mation (see 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix E,
Section 1IV.A.2.c), are fellow LILCO employ=-
ees.

In Contentions 11-14 below, the Inter-
venors contend that there cannot and will
not be offsite emergency preparedness that
provides reasonable assurance that adequate
protective measures can and will be taken
in the event of a radiological emergency at
Shoreham because LILCO employees are not
able to exercise effectively the command
and control responsibilities necessary to
plan fcr, order, manage, coordinate 2and
control appropriate protective actions.
Each of the deficiencies identified in Con-
tentions 11-14 results in noncompliance
with 10 CFR Sections 50.47(a)(l),
50.47(b)(1), 50.47(b)(3), Part 50 Appendix
E, Section IV, and NUREG 0654 Section II.A.

Contention 11. The LILCO employees in
command and control positions urder the
« LILCO Plan may experience a corflict




Q.

between LILCO's financial and institutional
interests and the public's interest, which
may substantially hamper their ability to
perform the functions assigned to them in a
manner that will result in adequate
protection of the public. The Intervenors
contend that LILCO employees will have a
strong incentive to minimize the public's
perception of the potential or actual
danger involved in a radiologoical emer-
gency in order to avoid engendering public
or LILCO shareholder disapproval of LILCO,
or anti-Shoreham sentiment. Thus, for ex-
ample, they may not recommend an
appropriate protective action in a prompt
manner because to do so would be contrary
to LILCO's financial interest in
maintaining a public perception that
Shoreham is not a scurce of danger. LILCO
has failed to institute appropriate
measures to ensure the independence of LERO
personnel. Accordingly, there is no assur-
ance that correct and appropriate command
and control decisions will be made by LILCO
employees.

Do you agree with Contention 11, including its pream-

Yes we do.

What is meant by the term "command and control" in

the context of responding to an emergency which affects a com-

munity?

A.

In the context of responding to an emergency which

may affect an entire community, "command and control" refers to

authoritative direction of activities designed to mitigate the



emergency. It includes: (1) the existence of decision-makers
who can and will make authoritative decisions; (2) the exis-
tence of a group or groups of people who have been assigned the
duty of followinj and/or implementing the decisions; and (3) a
relationship of authority such that the decisicns will be ac-
cepted as binding by the individuals who are expected to carry
them out or obey them. The scope of "command and control”
extends to all those individuals who are expected to play some
part in implementing the emergency contingency plans, including
private agencies and private individuals, as well as the
general public which at times is expected to respond to command
and control directives. There are thus two aspects to the
command and control relationship: readiness and ability to

command; and readiness and ability to respond to commands.

Q. Who is responsible for command and control under the

LILCO Plan?

A. The command and control functions under the LILCO
Plan are to be exercised by LILCO employees or, in the case of
the Radiation Health Coordinator, a paid LILCO contractor. The
LILCO employees designated to £fill command and control posi-
tions have management positions in the LILCO corporate hier-

archy. For example, the three persons designated to £ill the



top position of Director of LERO under the LILCO Plan are the
Vice President in charge of Transmission and Distribution
(Joseph Acker), the Vice President of Purchasing and Stores
(Andrew Wofford), and the Vice President in charge of Employee
Relations (Mr. Procelli). The four employees designated to
£ill the position of the Manager of LERO (the position immedi-
ately below the Director) are the Manager of the Power Engi-
neering Department (John Weismantle), the Manager of the Coal
Project in the Power Engineering Department (Raymond Plaskon),
the Manager of the Customer Service Department (Arthur Seale,
Jr.), and the Manager of Engineering (Adam Madson). See OPIP
2.1.1 at 5.6; Deposition of John Weismantle, September 7, 1983
(hereinafter, "Weismantle Depo.") at 83-84, 116-17. These gen-
tlemen clearly hold senior management positions with LILCO and
will, for reasons discussed below, be subject to conflicts of

interest when performing their LERO functions.

Although Suffolk County has been unable to obtain detailed
information aﬁout each of these individuals, depositions
yielde< the following specific data: Mr. Wofford has been
employel by LILCO for approximately 15 years, Mr. Weismantle
for more than 18 year, and Mr. Seale for more than 37 years.

Mr. Wofford and Mr. Seale are LILCO stockholders.l/ We infer

A

1/ See Weismantle Depo. at 4; Deposition of Arthur Seale,
Jr., October 13, 1983 (hereinafter, "Seale Depo.") at 5,

(Footnote cont'd next page)



from their positions with LILCO that the other senior managers
are also likely to be long time company employees who own LILCO
stock. The various senior cnordinators who represent the
command and control level immediately below the Manager of LERO
in the LILCO Plan, are also LILCO management employees. See
OPIP 2.1.1 at 7 (Health Services Coordinator), 26 (Evacuation
Coordinator), 51 (Support Services Coordinator), and 69

(Coordinator of Public Information).

Q. Contention 11 refers to LILCO's failure to ensure the
independence of LERO personnel. How is independence related tc

command and control?

A. Independence from the source or cause of an emergency
-=- or objectivity -~ is essential to effective command and
control of an emergency response. One important element in the
exercise of effective command and control is the ability to
weigh and evaluate the appropriateness of all possible options
before making management decisions. Without objectivity, it is
quite possible, in the face of emergency management pressures,

that the optimal approach(es) will be discarded or ignored

(Footnote cont'd from previous page)

156; Deposition of Andrew Wofford, October 13, 1983, at 3,
20.



because of pre-existing biases or simple lack of desire to

consider all reasonable perspectives.

(Purcell, Saegert) The Three Mile Island accident, repre-
sentinc the single extensive historical experience of record of
a nuclear accident, provides some basic lessons in this regard.
A number of stziements by the utility in the early stages of
the TMI emergency clearly indicated that there was little ob-
jectivity in the utility's approach to .nforming the public
about the seriousness of the accident. For example, the utili-
ty designated its public relations director, instead of a
technical spokesperson, for public briefings, and this
individual displayed open anger at suggestions that coping with
the accident might be beyond the capability of the utility, al-
though this subsequently was shown to be the case. This
individuval's subjective approach to the emergency, combined
with his obvious lack of independence from the utility, led to
a serious loss of the utility's credibility with both the pub-
lic and govcrﬁment officials. For this reason, the Governor of
Pennsylvania asked an outside expert from the NRC, an
individual presumed to be objective and able to exercise inde-
pendent judgment, to serve as the manager of the TMI accident

response.2/

-

2/ Testimony of Governor Richard Thornburgh, Public Hearing,
President's Commission on the Accident at Three Mile Is-
land, August 21, 1979.
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After the TMI accident, the utility continued to display
behavior that suggests the utility was more concerned with its
image and organizational maintenance than with objectively
presenting information about the severity of the accident. 1In
a presentaticn made by the chairman of General Public Utilities
in Reading, Pennsylvania on May 30, 1979, two months after the
accident. Mr. Dieckamp concluded his "Report to the Met E4 Com-
munity" by stating: "As we look forward, we think the plant
will be out of service for approximately three years." This
was an irresponsible prediction; while tolerance should be
allowed for overoptimism, Dieckamp's prediction of a return to
service in three years indicates not only that he had little
idea of the seriousness of the accident {(the fact is that the
unit may never return to service), but also that he was so pre-
occupied with the idea that TMI could not fail totally that he

d4id not even hold forth the possibility that TMI-II was lost.3/

(All) The term "mind set" was used frequently by the
President's Commission on the Accident at Three Mile Island to
describe institutional biases that seemed to have developed in

the nuclear power industry and were evidenced during the TMI

3/ "A Report to the Met Ed Community," Metropolitan Edison
Co., Reading, Pa; May 30, 1979, Report No. 2.
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accident. Individuals employed by a utility are simply too
close to the source of the problem to maintain the objectivity
and open-mindedness necessary to manage and control the re-
sponse to an emergency involving a nuclear power plant. Utili-
ty employees could serve a valuable function as advisers in
emergencies, since they are familiar with the commercial nucle-
ar power systems. But this same familiarity leads to inevita-
ble biases and mind sets that can lead to ineffective or

unworkable emergency responses.

Q. Will the LILCO employees responsible for exercising
command and control under the LILCO Plan be independent and

objective in the event of a Shoreham accident?

A. The LILCO employees assigned to positions of command
and control lack necessary independence and objectivity for a
number of reasons. First, they are not independent, as the
term "independent" commonly is used. To be independent is to

be not dependent. This means that the individual is not

subject to control by others and not directly affiliated with
larger controlling units. The three LILCO employees designated
to be the LERO Director are clearly subjéct to control by
others; they are all officers (vice presidents) of LILCO and

they report to the President and indirectly to the Board of

‘
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Directors. Indeed, Mr. Acker, who is the primary LERO Director
(Plan at 3.1-2), was assigned to that position by the President
of LILCO (See Acker Depo. at 122), and he has been described by
Mr. Weismantle, himself a Manager of LERC, as "representing
[LILCO's] top corporate management."” (Weismantle Depo. at 35).
The four LILCO employees designated o be the Manager of LERO
are all managers of departments in LILCO. Clearly, the command
and control personnel under the LILCO Plan are in a dependent

corporate status to superior officers of the company.

Second, the LILCO employees in command and control posi-
tions also lack objectivity in the roles assigned to them as
LERO officials. By definition, objectivity requires that facts
and conditions are received and dealt with without distortion
by personal feelings, prejudices, or interpretations. Yet
facts and conditions surrounding a radiological emergency at
Shoreham necessarily impact the future existence, well being,
profit and public perc;ption of LILCO and LILCO's management.
LILCO managemént level employees cannot help but interpret,
judge and feel about those facts and conditions, at least in
part, according to their positions in the company. Their rela-
tionship with LILCO, their employer, fundamentally and
unavoidably compromises their ability *o act objectively in the
command agd control functions assigned to them in the LILCO

Plan.
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Third, this lack of objectivity is compounded by the ex-
traordinary length of time each has been in LILCO's employ.
Members of an organization increase their commitment and at-
tachment to an organization over time. Thus, the lengthy af-
filiation of these individuals with LILCO reduces their objec-
tivity even further. Equally important, it compromises public
and non-LILCO emergency personnel perceptions of their indepen-

dence and objectivity. See discussion of Contention 15, below.

Fourth, these individuals lack necessary ohjectivity and
independence because of their inadequate training in relevant
emergency response management and their institutional inability
to be involved in emergency preparedness efforts on a full time
or near full time basis. Because of this, they simply lack the
tools and perspectives necessary for objective and independent
decisionmaking in the event of an emergency at Shoreham. This
is discussed more fully in the Suffolk County Testimony

regarding Training.

Q. Does the LILCO Plan include measures to ensure the
independence of the LILCO employees designated to be in command

and control of a response to a Shoreham emergency?

A. From our review, we find no measures by LILCO

designed to attempt to ensure independence or objectivity. Let
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us add, however, that in our opinion, there are no measures
LILCO could take to ensure with any degree of effectiveness the
independence or objectivity of LILCO management employees act-
ing in the context of exercising command and control over a nu-
clear accident at the Shoreham plant which is owned and oper-
ated by their employer, LILCO. For the reasons we discuss
below, their positions with LILCO render them inherently non-

objective.

Q. Contention 11 states that LILCO employees in command
and control positions may experience a conflict of interest
between LILCO's financial and institutional interests and the

public’'s interest. What does the term "conflict of interest”

mean?

A. All organizations have interests embed?=d in the very
structures which define them as organizations and the ends they
seek to achieve -- that is, the purposes, objectives and goals
that are pursued. The guestion of conflict of interest is usu-
ally associated with behavior of individuals who occupy

official positions of public trust in the public sector.4/

4/ Generally, organizations are categorized as falling within
either the private sector or the public sector. Familiar
private sector organizations are trade unions, private
firms, and voluntary associations; familiar public sector
organizations are national, state and local governments

(Footnote cont'd next page)
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Where the pursuit of private gain or advantage accompanies or
interferes with the fulfillment of the mandated public trust
and responsibilities, a conflict of interest is said to exist.
Through history, standards of acceptable conduct for public
sector officials have evolved for the purpose of avoiding

conflicts of interest or even the appearance of such conflicts.

However, no comparable threshold standards exist for
private sector officials. The primary objectives, purposes and
goals of a private company (such as LILCO) are to reward stock-
holders and other investors by making profits. In the course
of pursuing these objectives in the private sector, there rare-
ly arises a conflict of interest, or even a question of such
conflict, because the firm's interests are narrowly defined and
internally consistent, and its goals are oriented toward earn-
ing a profit in order to reward investors. When conflicts of

interest do arise in the private sector, the conflicts usually

(Footnote cont'd from previous page)

and specialized limited purpose agencies created by
governments. Private sector organizations tend to have
more narrowly defined interests than public sector orgari-
zations. They also tend to experience "conflict of inter-
est" problems less frequently and less severely than pub-
lic sector organizations, mainly due to the narrow defini-
tion and limited purposes of private sector organizaticns
and the interests they pursue.

4
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involve employees pursuing their individual interests which are
at odds with the profit goals of the company, rather than with

any "public interest" goals.

LILCO represents a particular type of private firm, given
its status as a regulated utility. As a regulated utility it
does perform limited public functions (i.e., extending electric
service lines to customers within its service area, maintaining
and repairing such lines, etc.) as mandated and monitored by
" the utility regulatory agency of the State. These public func-
tions tend to be of a rnutine and repetitive sort, where
conflicts of interest rarely surface because the public func-
tions are consistent with LILCO's profitability goals. As
discussed and developed more fully below, however, the public
interest functions which LILCO employees are expected to per-
form under the LILCO Plan, including attempting to ensure the
public health and welfare of Suffolk County residents in a po-
tentially life-threatening nuclear plant accident, are not con-

sistent with the profit goals of LILCO as a private company.

Q. Are the LILCO employees in positions of command and
control under the LILCO Plan likely to experience conflicts of

interest in the event of a radiological emergency?
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A. Yes. The two roles LILCO employees are expected to
perform in command and control'positions under the LILCO Plan
-~ managing LILCC for profit making purposes on one hand, and
acting to ensure the public safety, health and welfare in case
of a radiological emergency on the other -- are potentially
conflicting. The latter role places them in a position of pub-
lic trust (responsibility for emergency planning and plan
execution), and conflicts with the former role, which clearly
is a position of preserving and furthering the private inter-
ests of LILCO as a for-profit entity. In such mutually incom=-
patible and conflicting roles, objectivity may be sacrificed

and the appearance of objectivity certainly is eroded.
Q. Please explain.

A. When a private firm such as LILCO attempts to assume
responsibilities for activities traditionally located in the
public sector =-- such as planning for and implementing emer-
gency measures during . radiological emergency -- its goals,
purposes and objectives, at least in theory, must expand beyond
its normal limited goal of profitmaking. The new goal of af-
firmatively protecting the public health, safety and welfare
must be added and, in theory, must become the primary objective

of the company and its employees.

.
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The addition of the goal of providing for the health, wel-
fare and safety of the public would result in a conflict of in-
terest for the LILCO employees in command and control posi-
tions, because the steps necessary to achieve that goal in the
most effective way are likely to produce results at odds with
the profitmaking goal of the company which they ordinarily
pursue. We agree with the statement in Contention 11 that
LILCO employees will have a strong incentive to minimize the
public's perception of the potential or actual danger involved
in a radiological emergency in order to avoid engendering the
disapproval of the public, LILCO shareholders, LILCO bondhold-
ers, or the financial community upon which LILCO relies for in-
vestment capital. The LILCO officers and other management em-
ployees who are axpected to exercise command and control will
know that such disapproval could result in financial harm to
the company, and possibly to them individually. Similarly,
such LILCO employees will have full knowledge of the enormous
costs, to the utility and to the society, that would be in-
volved in ordering an emergency response, and they would be
mindful of the great loss in public confidence, resulting from
the vastly heightened public awareness that people living near

the facility are at risk, that would follow such an order.
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Thus, the LILCO employees who are in command and control
positions under the LILCO Plan owe their allegiance to two in-
consistent mandates. On the one hand, as high level employees
of LILCO, they report to LILCO's President and Board of
Directors and their mandate is to enhance the utility's profits
and reputation; and, as long time management employees or offi-
cers of the company, their personal prestige, reputation, and
economic well-being is inextricably tied to the financial
~success and organizational stability of LILCO. On the other
hand, as the primary decision-makers in the LILCO-run offsite
emergency response organization, these same individuals (theo-
retically) owe their highest loyalty to the public: in that
role their mandate is to ignore completely ary consideration of
LILCO's interests and to protect the public health, safety and
welfare. There are inherent, irreconcilable conflicts of in-

terests between these two incompatible roles.

The fact that the individuals in command ard control are
long time emplofees of LILCO, with strong personal and aconomic
ties to the utility and its management, produces an additional
conflict. Their longstanding and, presumably, ingrained and
personal loyalty to the utility and individuals in the manage-
ment hierarchy, will likely result in a desire to please LILCO

management during an emergency. This could be manifested, for
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example, by their taking the advice of other LILCO executives,
or making statements during the emergency that present manage-
ment in the most favorable light.ﬁ/ However, the requirement
imposed by their positions in LERO -- that is, loyalty only to
the public interest -- presents the opposite demand. 1If truly
answering only to the public, a person in command and control

would make independent decisions after evaluating imput from

the utility and perhaps other sources, and would be objective
and forthcoming in portraying the emergency and its dangers
without consideration of the public reaction vis-a-vis LILCO or
the competence of its management. We are not saying that in
every instance LILCO employees necessarily would make decisions
that are incompatible with the2 public interest. We are saying,
however, that the LILCO Plan creates conflicts of interest such
that we are not confident that the key decision-makers are in-
dependent or capable of making necessary judgments in the

public interest.

5/ This desire to please management could be increased as a
result of LILCO's recent personnel reduction actions. As
part of an austerity program, LILCO has recently termi-
nated approximately 20% of its work force, including some
employees at management levels, including some with
decades of service to the company. The combination of in-
creased job insecurity brought about by LILCO's employee
terminations, and the employee resentment reportedly gen-
evated by the manner in which the terminations were han-
dled by LILCO, (see Attachment 4 hereto), may diminish
further the capacity for objectivity of the LILCO employ-
ees in command and control positions.
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Effective command and control during a radiological emer-
gency requires the exercise of authority traditionally exer-
cised by governments. Such power and authority have traditi-
onally been vested in public officials rather than in the
private sector to ensure that their deployment is in the public
interest and not used to the benefit of any private or partial
interest. This need for objectivity and avoidance of conflicts
of interest also explains why we have conflict of interest leg-
islation governing the behavior of public officials during
their tenure in office, and why we often require divestiture of
corporate holdings by politiral appcintees. No such protection
from the effects of conflicts likely to be experienced by those
in command and control under the LILCO Plan is provided in that

Plan.

Q. How can the lack of objectivity or independence, and
conflicts of interest experienced by LILCO employees affect
their ability to perform command and control functions in the

event of a Shoreham emergency?

A. The conflicts will likely be experienced by the LILCO
employees in command and control as they attempt to answer
questions such as when to announce the existence of a radio-

logical emergency:; how to describe or characterize the
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emergency conditions; what protective actions to recommend and

when they should be recommended; and when to declare the emer-
gency terminated. We will discuss a few specific examples:;
first, the decision to announce the existence of a radiological
emergency. Under the LILCO Plan, the responsibility for in-
forming or alerting the public of the occurrence of an emer-

gency is assigned to the Director of LERO. OPIP 2.1.1 at 5.

There are two respects in which the exercise of this
command and control function would likely be adversely affected
due to its performance by LILCO officers. The first of these

is the speed and timeliness with which the announcement is

made. There may b- questions, doubts, or uncertainties about
the actual nature of an event in the plant at the outset of an
accident. The persons in command and control must weigh the
need for beginning an emergency response against the
consequences of unnecessarily frightening or worrying the pub-
lic. A LILCO employee.would be more likely than a person not
affiliated with LILCO to delay the announcement that an emer-
gency had occurred because of his perception of the adverse
personal and corporate consequences of a premature oOr unneces-
sary announcement. This wculd be the case because those LILCO
employec=s designated to £ill command and control positions, by

training and experience, would be more sensitive to the danger
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of compromising LILCO's reputation, undermining public
perceptions of LILCO managemen£ competence, or eroding esteem
for LILCO in financial communities. As officers and management
level employees and in some instances stockholders of the com-
pany, they would also have a personal interest in avoiding what
they would hope would be an unnecessary Or premature announce-
ment of an emergency since, if the announcement turned out to
be an error, they would be subject to being personally blamed
by the company for both the error and the resulting effects on
LILCO's image. In addition, the effects on the company could

have a direct impact on their own jobs and financial security.

The employee need not be consciously aware of these
conflicts for them (1) to result in delayed perception of nega-
tive events, or (2) to produce a tendency to misinterpret facts
or data in conformity with expectations and desires. All these
contingencies could result in a delay in the Director of LERO's
decision to announce to the public that an emergency had

occurred at Shoreham.

The nature, scope and content of the notification is also
likely to be affected by the lack of objectivity and conflicts
experienced by the LILCO personnel in positions of command and

control. For many of the same reasons specified above with
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respect to the promptness question, the extent to which the

severity or seriousness of a particular radiological emergency

is conveyed to support personnel or to the public generally, as
well as the manner in which the emergency is characterized or
described, particularly when some uncertainty exists, is likely
to be influenced by the fact that the individuals responsible
for deciding on the content of public information are LILCO em-

ployees rather non-LILCO employees.

Second, the decision to recommend protective actions is
alsoc one that is likely to be adversely affected by the
conflicts of interest experienced by LILCO persconnel in command
and control positions. It is one thing to alert the public to
the occurrence of an accident; it is much more significant,
however, to tell the public (1) that the accident has resulted
in a release of radioactive materials, and (2) that the public
must take what may be perceived as drastic affirmative actions
with an undefined probability of success in order to avoid
physical harm. Thus, admitting the existence of an emergency
is contrary to LILCO's éorporate interests and admitting that
the emergency is so severe that it is health threatening and
requires disruption to the lives of large numbers of people, is
an even more difficult step. Again, the risk of delay in mak-

ing such an announcemnt must be weighed against the risk
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involved in unnecessarily or prematurely frightening members of
the public or causing them to begin to evacuate or take other
actions in an effort to protect themselves. For the same
reasons we discussed above, we believe that the conflicts of
interest experienced by the LILCO personnel in command and
control positions are likely to result in their weighting those
risks differently than would an independent authority not af-
filiated with LILCO. LILCO employees are more likely to delay

making protective action recommendations.

Third, conflicts generated by the affiliation of command
and control personnel with LILCO, similarly are likely to
affect their decisions as to what protective actions should be
recommended. In particular, the LILCO personnel in command and
control positions will believe that the disruption, confusion
and anxiety generated by an evacuation recommendation is likely
to be far greater than that generated by a sheltering recommen-
dation, assuming that persons will actually obey a sheltering
recommendation. Moreover, once an evacuation order is given,
complex procedures regarding traffic control, busing people
without access to cars, evacuating school children and patients
in health care facilities, and activating relocaticr centers,
all involving large numbers of workers and equipment, must be

put into effect and coordinated. And, an evacuation once
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begun, is difficult to call off or reverse. Sheltering, on the
other hand, is a much easier action for LILCO's offsite re-
sponse organization to implement, at least in the short term.
The recommendation is made, and it is assumed that most people
will stay in their homes (or schools or hospitals) until they
are told it is safe to come out. The majority of LERO's field
workers (as opposed to those with coordination or communication
roles) are not called upon to act, and, in cheory, the amount
of immediate disruption caused in the community is less since
the problems of assembling families and relocating them to dis-
tant areas are avoided. As a result of the conflicts of inter-
est discussed above, the LILCO employees in command and control
may be more likely than non-LILCO authoricties to recommend
sheltering as a protective action, even if evacuation were the
more appropriate protective action, because of the relative
"ease" with which a sheltering recommendation could be imple-

mented and the relative lack of short-term disruption.

Finally, the most obvious conflict of interest scenario in
the event of a Shoreham uccident is the one we have discussed
above in which the Director of LERO feels compelled to take an
action that does not harm the image of the utility, despite its
possible inappropriateness for the general population. But a

different scenario presents an equally difficult problem, and
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one which appeared to be significant in the Three Mile Island
situation. This is the case of the LERO Director feeling pres-
sure to rely on the counsel of other LILCO management employees
during an emergency in order to demonstrate loyalty to LILCO
management -~ regardless of the competence, objectivity, or
nature of such counsel.®/ 1Inde~d, since under the LILCO Plan
almost everyone with whom command and control personnel are to
consult is & LILCO employee or paid contractor, such pressure
is unavoidable. Thus, the LERO Director could make inappropri-
ate decisions not necessarily in an effort to minimize public
relations damage or potential harm to his own reputation or po-
sition, but rather based on advice from non-objective or biased
LILCO employees. Moreover, if officials with command authority
feel pressures to consult with others, they are likely to spend
precious time locating and consulting others when the situation
may require speedy, authoritative judgment. Thus, conflict of
interest may 1 id to delay and compromise the effectiveness of

emergency response procedures.

6/ For instance, the LERO directors will rely on LILCO per-
sonnel for data regarding the seriousness and conditions
at the plant. A LILCO employee who is the LERO Director
is less likely to critically challenge the wisdom of rec-
ommendations emanating from LILCO personnel at the plant
than would a person in command and control having no
direct ties to LILCO or LERO.
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The result of the conflicts of interest we have discussed
upon implementation of the LILCO Plan is two fold. First, the
conflicts would affect the LILCO employees' ability to perform
properly the roles assigned to them -- i.e., they would have
difficulty making necessary decisions and they would have a
tendency to make the wrong decisions. Second, given the
conflicts, the public at large and non-LILCO emergency person-
nel would have rational bases for withhclding their trust in
LILCO employees in command and control positions, and for
refusing or hesitating to comply with orders or recommendations
made by LILCO employee (we will discuss this further below).
This would result in the delay or complete failure of LILCO's
attempt to implement protective actions, and the delay or fail-

ure of the public to be protected adequately.
Q. What is your conclusion concerning Contention 11?2

A. We conclude that in light of the conflicts of inter-
est which will be experienced by the persons in command and
control of the emergency response under the LILCO Plan by vir-
tue of their being LILCO officers and management employees,
there can be no finding of reasonable assurance that correct or
appropriate command and control decisions will be made in a

timely manner. Thus, there can be no assurance that adequate
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protective measures could or would be taken in the event of a

Shoreham emergency.

Contention 15

Q. Do you agree with Contention 15?7

A. Yes we do. That contention and its preamble read as

Preamble to Contention 15. The LILCO
Plan is dependent upon LILCO/LERO personnel
providing essentially all necessary infor-
mation and recommendations which are
required during an emergency. Contention
15 addresses the question whether
LILCO/LERO recommendations for protective
actions (and other information provided by
LILCO/LERO) will be believed and followed
or whether LILCO will be distrusted as a
source of information with the result that
its protective action recommendations (and
other information provided) will not be
believed or followed by the public.

Contention 15. Intervenors contend
that LILCO is not considered by the public
to be a credible source of information.
More than 60 percent of the people in
Suffolk County would not trust LILCO
officials at all to tell the truth about an
accident. See Social Data Analysts Survey.
Persons are more likely to gquestion, refuse
to believe, disobey or ignore orders, rec-
ommendations, or information that come from
persons whom they do not believe than that
from authorities they trust and consider
credible.

Because the public does not perceive
* LILCO as a credible source of information,
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protective action recommendations and other
information disseminated by LILCO in an
emergency will not be followed or believed
by the public. Further, LILCO may be
viewed hostilely as the source of the
problem in the first place, or skeptically
because the public will perceive that it is
not in LILCO's financial interest to dis-
close all pertinent information. (Members
of the public will perceive that LILCO will
not disclose the seriousness of an accident
due to fears of lower ratings in the finan-
cial markets, NRC sanctions, or a lower
public image than already exists.) There-
fore, people will be likely to disregard or
disobey protective action recommendations
or other emergency instructions dissemi-
nated by LILCO during an emergency. Inter-
venors thus contend that the LILCO Plan
cannot and will not be implemented, and ac-
cordingly, there can be no finding of com-
pliance with 10 CFR Section 50.47. The
paragraphs which follow set forth the
particular aspects of, or operations con-
templated by, the LILCO Plan which cannot
be implemented as a result of LILCO's lack
of credibility, and the resulting lack cf
regulatory compliance.

Contention 15 alsoc has seven subparts, which we will

discuss separately below.

Q. What is meant by the term "credibility" and how does

it relate to the implementation of LILCO's emergency plan?

A. Credibility means the extent to which someone or
something is considered capable of being believed. The concept
relates to implementation of LILCO's emergency plan in several

important ways.
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(Saegert) First, for people to be willing to follow an

emergency plan, the plan itself and its contents must be credi-

ble.l/ That is, it should present information about the char-

acteristics of the emergency that are health threatening in a

way that addresses people's beliefs and concerns. It should

recommend courses of action that seem plausible, adequate and

capable of being carried out.8/ The recommended actions should

take into account people's priorities, needs and behavioral

intentions and should not include courses of action that

conflict with what people believe they and others would do in

an emergency.g/

7/

Drabek, T.E. & Boggs, K.S. "Families in Disaster:
Reactions and Relatives," Journal of Marriage and the Fam-
ily, 1968 30, 443-451; Perry, R.W., Lindell, M.K. & Green,
M.R, "The Implications of Natural Hazard Evacuation Warn-
ing Studies for Crisis Relocation Planning, Battelle Human
Affairs Research Center, Seattle, Washington: February,
1980. FEMA #B-HARC-411-035; Quarantelli, E.L. "Disaster
planning: Small and Large -- Past, Present and Future,
“Disaster Research Center, Ohio State University,
February, 1981, Article 141; Sims, J.H. & Baumann, D.B.
Educational Programs and Human Response to Natural
Hazards," Environment and Behavior, 1983, 15, 165-189.

Christensen, L. & Ruch, C.E., "Assessment of Brochures and
Radio and Television Presentations on Hurricane
Awzreness," Mass Emergencies, 1978, 3, 209-216; Janis,
I.L., "Psycliological Effects of Warnings," in G.W.Baker &
D.W. Chapman (Eds.). Man and Society in Disasters, New
York: Basic Books, 1962.

Davenport, S. & Waterstone T. Hazard Awareness Guidebook:
Planning for What Comes Naturally, Austin, Texas: Coast-
al ahd Marine Council, 1979; Drabek, T.E. & Steri'enson

(Footnote cont'd next page)
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(All) Second, for a plan to be credible people must
believe that the entity or individuals responsible for
directing implementation of the plan know what they are doing,
are committed to the plan, and are capable of carrying it out.
That organization must be seen as an honest and believable
source of information and a trustworthy advisor during a
crisis. Credibility takes on added significance during an
actual emergency. As LILCO's witnesses Dennis Mileti and John
Sorensen stated in testimony previously submitted: "Emergency
public information or warnings must seem credible and reliable
to the people receiving them." They also stated that "If peo-
ple learn or suspect that they are not receiving the 'whole
truth,' they are likely to ignore instructions about how to
respond, and respond instead in ways consistent with their sus-
picions-'lg/ The credibility and reliability of the organiza-

tion and personnel involved in assessing the existence of a

(Footnote cont'd from previous page)
III, J.S., "When Disaster Strikes," Journal of Applied
Social Psychology., 1971, 1, 187-203; Lewis, J., O'Keefe,
. & westgae, K.N., "A Philosophy of Precautionary
Planning,” Mass Emergencies, 1977, 2, 95-104.

10/ Testimony of Matthew C. Cordaro, et al. on Behalf of the
Long Island Lighting Company on Phase II Emergency
Planning Contentions 23 (Shadow Phenomenon) and 65.C.2 and
65.F (Panicked Drivers), ff. Tr. 1470, at 27, 28.
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threat, reporting on it, providing directives for action and
managing the actions to be takin must be high in order for the

public to accept guidance from these sources.

As discussed above, under the LILCO Plan, LILCO personnel

are assigned to fill all command and control positions. Be-
cause credibility has a direct effect on one's ability to exer-
cise effectively command and control of an emergency response,
LILCO's credibility will have a direct impact on the imple-
' mentation of the LILCO Plan. Specifically, the major gqualifi-
cations for an individual from one organization to be able to
exercise command and control over either the public or person-
nel in unrelated organizations (as is required of command and
control personnel under the LILCO Plan) center arcund the

credibility and the competence of the individual and of that

individual's organization. However, the first is a prerequi-
site to the second. 1If the organization with which the
individual is associated has low credibility in the mind of the
public, no amount of personal competence can surmount the
difficulties that individual will face in attempting to exer-
cise command and control during an emergency. Similarly, an
individual with minimal actual or perceived competence, even %
associated with a very credible organization, will face severe

obstacles, in attempting to exercise command and control.
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Q. Jontention 15 alleges that LILCO is not considered by
the public to be a credible source of information, and cites
the Social Data Analysts Survey whick is discussed in a sepa-
rate piece of testimony. Are you aware of any other data that
support the proposition that LILCO is not considered by the

public to be a credible source of information?

A. In his testimony on Contention 15, Stephen Cole cites
cther surveys and data which support the results of the Social
Data Analysts Survey. In addition, a variety of public
entities have made similar findings. For example, the findings
and conclusions of the New York State Fact Finding Panel on the
Shoreham Nuclear Power Facility ("Marburger Commission"), which
were reported to Governor Cuomo after six months of hearings
and data gathering, have been widely publicized in the local
press. A sample of such press reports is included in Attach-
ment 5 hereto. Among other things, according to press reports,
the Marburger Commission made the following findings:

The Shoreham plant's long construction time
and its staggering expense have contributed
to a loss of public confidence on Long Island
in traditional sources of judgment on utility
planning and regulation . . . .

LILCO did not prepare itself adequately for
its foray into the technology of nuclear

power, and still lacks credibility as an op-
,erator of a nuclear power plant.
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See second item in Attachment 5, titled "Excerpts from Shoreham
Report." These findings are lignificant for two reasons.
First, the Marburger Commission's apparent conclusion that
LILCO lacks credibility supports the survey results cited in
Contention 15. Second, the wide publicity received by the
findings is likely to cause public perception of LILCO and its

credibility to become even more negative.

Similarly, several Bocards of Education and other organiza-
tions affiliated with school districts in and near the EPZ have
adopted resolutions which set forth the belief that LILCO is
not credible or objective, and their unwillingness to rely upon
LILCO officials for information or advice during a Shoreham
emergency. Such resolutions comprise Attachment 6 hereto. For
example, the Mount Sinai Parents Teachers Organization states
the following in its resolution, which identifies nine specific

weaknesses in LILCO's Plan as it pertains to schools:

In the LILCO Plan, the only source of
public information during an emergency is
LILCO itself. As a result of LILCO's past
statements and actions with regard to
Shoreham, many of us in our community are
already skeptical of LILCO's words and
intentions. The fact that LILCO might also
be involved in a conflict of interest --
being both operator of the plant and
initiator of emergency actions =-- “would
tend to intensify doubts about the validity

_of LILCO's information during an emergency.
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A resolution affirmed on August 15, 1983 by the Middle Country

Central School District's Board of Education states:

[TIhe Long Island Lighting Company has not
been able to ensure that its proposed
Shoreham Power Plant can meet acceptable
safety standards. . . .

And a resolution adopted by that Board on November 7, 1983

states:

In the LILCO Plan, the only public
information upon which to base decisions
for protective actions will come from the
utility. LILCO, through its Public Schools
Coordinator and WALK-AM Radio will both de-
scribe the extent of the emergency and rec-
ommended actions. Because LILCO would be
both cperator of the plant and initiator of
emergency actions, potential for conflict
of interest exists. School Administrators,
receiving information only from LILCO and
not from any governmental agency, will be
forced to decide upcn actions with poten-
tially serious consequences without the
benefit of information from an objective
source.

As reflected in Attachment 6, resolutions containing similar
statements have been adopted by the Miller Place Union Free
School District Board of Education, the Mt. Sinai Teachers' As-
sociation, the Middle Island Central School District Board of
Education, St. Andrew's School Board, and the Board and Member-
ship of the Sound Beach Pre-School Co-Op. Each of the

above-referenced resolutions identifies several problems with
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LILCO's Plan as it pertains to schools, and concludes that the
LILCO Plan does not offer adequate protection for school chil-
dren or parents. In addition, the William Floyd Union Free
Schoel District School Board, the Mt. Sinai Board of Education
and the Board of Trustees of the New Interdisciplinary School
have passed resolutions which do nct list specific problems in
the LILCO Plan, but which state their belief that LILCO's Plan
is not realistic or workable, or does not provide adequate
protection. See Attachment 6. Again, these resolutions
further corroborate our view that LILCO is not considered a
credible source of information in the event of a Shoreham emer-

gency.

is not a credible source of information comes from a variety of
national studies which indicate public suspicion of the nuclear
power industry. For example, a study performed by LILCO
witness Steve Barnett for the U.S. Department of Energy, enti-
tled "Public Perceptions of Future Electric Supply, Utility Fi-
nancial Conditions, and Related Issues," November, 1982, which
utilized a nationally administered survey questionnaire, con-
cluded, among other things, that the nuclear utility industry
"has serious credibility problems concerning its competence and

honesty."1ll/ sixty four percent of the national sample stated

11/ Public Perceptions of Future Electric Supply, Utility Fi-
nancial Conditions, and Related Issues, November 1982, at
29.
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that the utility industry has not bheen honest about the safety
of nuclear power; only 26 percent believed that the industry

has been honest on that subject.l12/

Similarly, a majority of the people sahpled in the
counties surrounding the Indian Point nuclear power plant stat-
ed that they distrusted the utility (Con Ed) for advice and
information in a radiological emergency.li/ And, in a study of
1600 households in the State of Washington, utility companies
were iisted among those sources of information on nuclear power
that were distrusted more than they were trusted.li/ These
data and the Barnett data reveal a consistent distrust of
utilities operating nuclear power plants, and show that even
operating nuclear power facilities are not seen as credible
(i.e. believable and competent) sources of information. Thus
we would expect that LILCO's existing lack of credibility will

continue in the future.

1_./ -I_g-- at B°8-
13/ Altshuler, R.J., "Ready or Not: Public Preparedness for

an Accident at Indian Point," New York: New York Public
Interest Research Group, Inc., 1982.

li/ Nealy, S.M. & Rankin, W.L. "Nuclear Knowledge and Nuclear
Attitudes: Is Ignorance Bliss?" Battelle Memorial
Institute Human Affairs Research Center, B-HARC-411-002.
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Finally, LILCO's credibility, as evidenced in the surveys
and other materials cited above, has undoubtedly been reduced
even further in recent months, for at least two reasons.

Pirst, during the past few months, there has been substantial
publicity in Long Island newspapers about LILCO's alleged man-
agement incompetence. In addition to the Marburger Commission
findings noted above (see Attachment 5), some examples of these
articles are appended hereto and we discuss below their effect

on LILCO's credibility.l3/

For example, there has been extensiv? press coverage of
the failure of the emergency diesel generators at Shoreham dur-
ing both testing and retesting following attempts by LILCO to
repair the engines. See Attachment 7 hereto, which includes a
sampling of newspaper stories on this subject. Despite
reported statements by the NRC and others concerning the incom-
petence of the manufacturer of the faulty engines, their
unsuitability, and the.safety risk posed by LILCO's proposed
use of them, according to press reports LILCO has persisted in
defending both its choice of engines and the propriety and
adviseability of using them for at least 18 months of plant

operation.

15/ Many of the articles in Attachments 5 and 7-11 are from
Newsiay, the major Long Island newspaper, which has a
aily circulation of approximately 525,000.
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Similarly, there has been extensive press coverage of the
constantly increasing delay and increased costs involved in
completing the Shoreham plant and statements that both the
delay and the cost are attributable to LILCO management errors.
Indeed, an October 9, 1983 Newsday headline stated that a poll
“indicates majority blame LILCO ‘'mismanagement’' for N-plant's
rising costs," and the article discussed what was reported as a
"dramatic change of attitude" between February and October 1983

concerning LILCO's competence. See Attachment 8 hereto.

Further, the press has reported that the Staff of the New
York Public Service Commission has recommended that approxi-
mately $1.5 billion of the projected cost of Shoreham should be
borne by LILCO rather than its ratepayers, because those costs
are attributable to LILCO mismanagement. Attachment 9 hereto
includes a sampling of articles related to the Public Service
Commission Staff recommendations. In addition, other govern-
mental entities and authorities have also reportedly made
serious allegations about the competence or prudence of LILCO's
management with respect to Shoreham. See, e.9.., Attachment 10
hereto, for rewspaper articles concerning such allegations by
the NRC, the New York State Consumer Protection Board, Suffolk
County, and New York Governor Cuomo. These well publicized

suggestions of LILCO incompetence, inexperience and

- 41 -



mismanagement (regardless whether true or not) will combine
with the preexisting public perception that LILCO lacks the ob-
jectivity or capability to handle an emergency to decrease

further LILCO's credibility.

Second, LILCO's recently imposed policy of refusing to
respond to, or comment upon, reports in the press relating to
Shoreham, emergency planning, or any other matter will also
further decrease LILCO's credibility. See Attachment 1l
 hereto, which is an editorial in Newsday which states, among
other things:

LILCO's current uncommunicative policy
could undermine the credibility it needs to
convince the NRC and the public that it's
capabl: of managing its own emergency plan
for Shoreham. . .
[LILCO's President] Catacosinos isn't
helping LILCO by trying to keep the public
in the dark about the company and Shoreham.
Q. How does publicity about LILCO's mismanagement relate

to LILCO's credibility as a source of information during a

radiclogical emergency?

A. Perceptions about LILCO's management competence will
have a profound effect on perceptions of LILCO's credibility in

the event of a Shoreham emergency. Perceived management

.
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incompetence will lead the public and non-LILCO organizations

to doubt the adequacy of both LILCO's Plan and LILCO's ability
to implement it successfully or properly. Both planning and
implementation will be expected to suffer from the same per-
ceived incompetence marking LIT.CO's other planning and imple-
mentation efforts related to Shoreham which we have discussed

above.

In addition, perceptions of LILCO's organizational incom=-
- petence will lead the public and non-LILCO organizations to
doubt the individual competence, and therefore credibility, of
the LILCO employees assigned to implement the Plan for three
reasons. First, the lack of objectivity and conflicts of in-
terest discussed earlier, that can lead the LILCO personnel in
command and control to ignore, delay disseminating, or distort
information having negative consequences for the organization,
may well be assumed by the public to exist. Thus, any genuine
or legitimate hoaitatién. misunderstanding or lack of clarity
demonstrated by LILCO personnel during ;n emergency may well be
attributed by the public to efforts to protect LILCO's inter-
ests at the expense of the public. Second, perceptions of
LILCO's organizational incompetence will alsc lead the public
to doubt the adequacy and propriety of plans and operating pro-

cedures being implemented by LILCO, thus leading to
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non-compliance. Third, perceptions about LILCO's incompetence
will also lead to suspicions that LERO personnel have not been
trained to acceptable standards of competence. Thus any
mistakes made by individual LERO personnel will confirm the ex-
isting presupposition that LERO as a whole is incompetent to

manage an emergency.

Q. Are there any other reasons why LILCO will not be
perceived as a credible source of information and direction

" during a Shoreham emergency?

A. Yes. As we just discussed, when an organization or
an individual acts in an emergency, the nature of the actions
will be interpreted in light of previous opinions about the or-
ganization or person. However, as an actual emergency
develops, LILCO is likely to lose credibility even further.
Since while the plant is operating it will be LILCO's job to
assure safe operation of the plant, any accident that occurs
will be interpreted by the public as both a breach of faith and
evidence of LILCO's incompetence. Public perception of LILCO's
absence of credibility and competence will be extremely salient
from the onset of any emergency at Shoreham; that is, when news
of the accidant breaks, it will be uppermost in people’'s minds

that LILCO failed to ensure public safety. Previous statements




by LILCO about the plant's safety will be perceived to have

been proven untrue. Thus, at that moment more than at any

cther time, mistrust of LILCO and skepticism about LILCO's com=-
petence are likely to be high. As a result, LILCO's already
low credibility will spiral downward once an accident happens,
because much of the public will link the emergency to some

error committed by LILCO.

In the event of a Shoreham accident, under the LILCO Plan
the very company that is viewed to have cgulcd the emergency
will be seeking to be believed and obeyed, by holding itself
out as having the ability to lead the public out of the emer-
gency. We believe that LILCO's efforts to control information
will actually be perceived as further evidence of an effort by
LILCO to avoid or deflect blame for the emergency in the first

place.

In summary, the public distrusts information provided by
nuclear utilities. Beyond this, LILCO's credibility on Long
Island is low and is exacerbated by the public perception of
both potential conflicts of interest involved in the LILCO Plan
and LILCO management incompetence. For all these reasons, we
believe that the public will not view LILCO as a credible

source of information or direction during a Shoreham emergency.
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Q. How does LILCO's lack of credibility, as discussed

in Contention 15, relate to the issues you have discussed with

respect to Contention 117

A. For many of the reasons discussed in connection with
Contention 11, LILCO's preexisting lack of credibility will be
substantially increased if LILCO were to attempt to implement

its proposed emergency plan.

LILCO's lack of credibility will cause the public to
question the accuracy and adequacy of notice that an emergency
exists, to doubt that the full dimensions of the emergency are
being conveyed to them in a manner that accurately discloses
the true nature of the emergency, and to question the propri-
ety, accuracy and adequacy of the protective actions recom-
mended by LILCO. The public would have an understandable basis
for such distrust because, as discussed above, the LILCO em-
ployees who are in command and control and are the source of
information provided to the public, will lack objectivity and
will experience substantial conflicts of interest. This public
perception is evidenced in the school related resolutions

discussed above and included in Attachment 6.
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The public similarly is likely to disbelieve statements
made by officers and cmployooo.ot the company that is responsi-
ble for the emergency, and will not believe that those employ-
ees are acting in the best interests of the public's health and
safety rather than LILCO's own corporate welfare. Thus, infor-
mation provided by LILCO employees prior to or during an emer-
gency would be ignored by imany people, and in any event, is
likely to be interpreted in a variety of ways not anticipated
or intended by LILCO. Thus, reassurances that no real danger
exists, that danger is minimal, or that particular actions will
protect, would be viewed skeptically and could increase some
people's fears that the situation was serious and that LILCO

was covering it up.
Q. Please state subpart A of Contention 15.
A. That subpart reads as follows:

Contention 15.A. LILCO employees are
assigned the responsibility of command and
control over the personnel in the support
organizations.relied upon in the Plan for
emergency response services (ARC, DOE-RAP,
ambulance, fire, rescue organizations,
local law enforcement agencies, and the
U.S. Coast Guard). (OPIP 2.1.1: Plan at
2.2-1, 2.2-2, 2.2-4, 4.2-1). Intervenors
allege that such individuals will share the
public perception that LILCO is not a cred-
ible source of information. Therefore, it

,is likely that orders from the LILCO em-
ployees in command and control will not be
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Q.

A.

obeyed by the non-LILCO emergency workers
relied upon in the Plan. Accordingly,
there is no s&sulaeuvs ....- the portions of
the LILCO Plan inveolving participation of
non-LILCO personnel can or will be imple-
mented, and there can be no finding of com-
pliance with 10 CFR Section 50.47(a)(1).
The likelihood that non-LILCO workers will
not obey LILCO command and control orders
meana that the following aspects of the
LILCO Plan cannot and will not be imple-
mented:

(1) Offsite accident and dose assess-
ment and projection, and recommendations to
the LILCO Director of LERO as to what
particular protective actions should be
recommended to the public, resulting in
noncompliance with 10 CFR Sections
$0.47(b)(9), 50.47(b)(10), 50.47(c)(2) and
NUREG 0654 Sections II.I, J.9 and J.10.

(2) The protective action of evacua-
tion resulting in noncompliance with 10 CFR
Sections 50.47(b)(10) and NUREG 0654
Sections 1I1.J.9 and J.10.

(3) staffing of relocation centers,
and the provision of necessary services for
evacuees, resulting in noncompliance with
10 CFR Sections 50.47(b)(8), 50.47(b)(10),
and NUREG 0654 Sections II.J.10 and
IIOJ. 120

Do you agree with Contention 15.A?

Yes we do. The lack of objectivity and credibility

of the LILCO personnel in command and control positions is

likely to result in noncompliance or at least questioning of

directives from LILCO employees by those non-LILCO personnel

who are relied upon for actions necessary to implement the
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LILCO Plan. Assuming that such persons are in fact going to be
available to LILCO,18/ individuals affiliated with schools, am-
bulance companies, hospitals, nursing homes, bus companies, the
American Red Cross, the Department of Energy, the U.S. Coast
Guard, fire and rescue organizations, and other emergency per-
sonnel will in many cases question, doubt, and not believe
directives from LILCO employees in command and control for the
same reasons as the public. Indeed, most oz those non-LILCO

~ personnel will themselves have had more emergency response or
other experience pertinent to the actions required cf them by
LILCO than will the LILCO employees who will attempt to
"direct" them. Accordingly, the non-LILCO response personnel
are even more likely than the public to follow their own proce-
dures or beliefs as to the best course of action in an emer-

gency rather than to obey a LILCO command.

In addition, non-LILCO personnel are likely to search for
confirming information or directives from more credible sources
or from sources with whom they are accustomed to dealing before
they follow orders from LILCO employees. This will result, at

a1 minimum, in delay and loss of time in initiating or

16/ See Suffolk County Testimony on Contention 25 for some ex-
planations of why such individuals are unlikely to be
available to implement the LILCO Plan.
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implementing a response to the emergency. In any event, the
perception of LILCO by porsono'in non-LILCO organizations is
likely to result in such persons failing to follow orders given
to them by the LILCO personnel in command and control posi-

tions.
Q. Please explain.

A. The effective exercise of command and control =-- that
~is, for there to be compliance and obedience to commands --
requires that those being commanded view the source of their
orders as legitimate. The concept of "legitimacy" is closely
related to and indeed is part of credibility. Particularly in
the emergency context, authority must be viewed as legitimate
if compliance is to be secured swiftly and throughout the af-
fected area. The legitimacy of authority is a major component
of the credibility of those who make decisions and issue

orders.
Q. What do you mean by the "legitimacy" of authority?

A. Social scientists generslly agree that those who ex-
ercise authority possess legitimacy by virtue of either holding
public office, or because of their skill, knowledge and compe-

tence.l?/ The LILCO employees designated to command and

’

ll/ See Talcott Parsons, ed., Max Weber: The Thecry of Social
and Economic Organization, Trans. A.M. Henderson and
Talcott Parsons (New York Free Press, 1947), pages 56-57.
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control the offsite response to a Shoreham emergency meet nei-
ther of these standards. They have not been elected to their
positions by the public and themselves hold no public office.
And, based upon their LILCO job titles and information cbtained
by Suffolk Cocunty during discovery, they lack the technical
competence, knowledge and skill possessed by police, fire
fighters and other trained governmental emergency service per-
sonnel, whose regular course of employment routinely includes

' exercising command and control functions during community

emergencies. See Suffolk County Testimony oua Training.

In the event of a Shoreham accident, the community is un-
likely to accept LILCO as the entity in charge of the emergency
response. LILCO will be viewed as the perpetrator of the emer-
gency, with vested institutional interests, and will have lit-
tle community acceptance, and correspondingly low credibility
in the role of directing and controlling the response and
protecting the public safety. LILCO's legitimacy and credibil-
ity will be further reduced because it will be operating inde-
pendertly and without the cooperation or involvement of a gov-

ernmental entity which is viewed as a legitimate authority.

Responding to an emergency affecting a community, particu-

larly a radiological emergency, fundamentally requires the use

.
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of authority in the command and control of movements of
population segments to areas of safety. Government is the only
entity in our society that regularly exercises authority in
matters of public safety. Only government officials, typi-
cally, can get people out of their homes, order people about,
command priority service, and so on. The exercise of authority
means not only issuing sensible orders, but also being able to
have confidence that those orders will be accepted. They will
not be accepted unless the entity which issues them has been
granted the authority to do so and/or is perceived as legiti-
mate and credible by the public and members of organizations
which are erpected to follow orders. That will not be the case

for LILCO.

Q. Are there any other reasons that LILCO's lack of
credibility or legitimacy will lead non-LILCO organization

members not to obey LILCO command and control directives?

A. Yes. The LILCO employees designated to act as con-
tact points for non-LILCO organizations responsible for re-
laying command and control directives, recommendations, and
information, generally have no established relationships with
the organizations or individuals they are assigned to "coordi-

nate," nor do they appear to have prior experience or knowledge

'
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pertinent to the fields or concerns of such organizations and
individuals. As a result, the non-LILCO authorities, such as
school and health care facility administrators and law enforce-
ment agencies, are not likely to perceive the LILCO employees
as a credible source of directives or information relating to
the particular field of expertise or concern in which the
non-LILCO authority regularly coperates. Thus, the general lack
of credibility assigned to LILCO as an organization will be ex-
acerbated by the lack of particularized experience and
knowledge likely to be evidenced by individual LILCO

coordinators.
Q. Please explain.

A. Discussion of some specific examples will be helpful.
First, according to OPIP 2.1.1, the three LILCO employees des-
ignated to fill the position of "Health Facilities Coordinator”
are the LILCO Marketing Planning Program Coordinator, the LILCO
Commercial Industrial Service Representative, and a LILCO

Project Coordinator.18/ (OPIP 2.1.1 at 42) The Health

18/ According to the computer printout of LERO workers dated
October 27, 1983, which was provided by LILCO to Suffolk
County during discovery, all three of these individuals
are from the Marketing Department. To date, however,
LILCO has not yet been able to respond in detail to a
County inquiry as whether these previously identified
LILCO employees are still with the Company following its
termination of over 800 members of its work force.
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Facilities Coordinator is assigned the following

responsibilities in the LILCO Plan:

OPIP 2.1.1 at 42. Thus, these three LILCO employees are ex-

pected to

{cal facilities in connection with the implementation by those

facilities of a LILCO directive to evacuate their patients.

It does not appear from their LILCO job titles that any of

the three

Coordinator normally has anything to do with hospitals, nursing

homes, their administrators, or the needs, concerns or problems

likely to

contemplating an evacuation of all their patients.
County was able to depose the LILCO Marketing Planning Program

Coordinator who is one of the gentlemen designated to be the

(a) Acting as a point of contact with the
local hospital, nursing homes, and other

inpatient health care facilities providing
information/recommendations as appropriate.

(b) Coordinating the evacuation of the
health care facilities, resolving transpor-
tation difficulties through close
coordination with other LERO coordinators
and the health care operators.

(¢) Providing status reports *o the Spe-
cial Facilities Evacuation Coordinator.

deal with administrators and others in charge of med-

individuals assigned to be the Health Facilities

be on the minds of such administrators when

Health Facilities Coordinator.
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This deposition testimony confirms that he has virtually
no relevant experience likely to create in health care
professionals confidence or trust in his advice concerning
evacuation of ill patients.l2/ As of September 1982, Mr. Big-
gers had worked in the LILCO Marketing Departmen* for 19
months. Previously, he had been a sales manager for Gillette
Company, held various management positions with Hertz Corpora-
tion, and held the position of customer service supervisor for
Allstate. One of his major projects for LILCO involved the de-
velopment of a marketing strategy for bringing the heat pump
into use in Long Island. (Biggers Deposition, at 4-8.) At the
time of his deposition, Mr. Biggers had attended "six or seven"
of the six classroom training sessions assigned to his LERO po-
eition. (Id., at 23). Howaver, he did not know what health
facilities he was expected to "coordinate"” in his LERO job.
(Id., at 27). He had never had any contact with any hospitals,
nursing homes, or adult homes in the EPZ, or with ambulance
companies or rescue squads. (Id., at 51-53) He had never
received accredited firyt aid instruction other than a Red
Cross course in swimming in the 1970s. (Id., at 60). Clearly

he has no relationships or experience that would enable him to

19/ See Deposition of Jumes V. Biggers, September 22, 1983
(he reinafter, "Biggers Deposition").
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speak authoritatively or knowledgeably about the problems or

concerns likely to arise in connection with an evacuation of

medical facilities.

Similarly, the persons designated to fill the position of
Public Schools Coordinator are the LILCC Administrator -- Ad-
minisgration Services, the LILCO Administrator -- Economics Re-
search, a LILCO Department Manager =-- Transportation, a LILCO
Consumer Service Representative, a LILCO Engineer, and a LILCO
Commercial and Industrial Representative. OPIP 2.1.1 at 40.
The duties of the Public Schools Coordinator include:

(a) Acting as a point of contact with the
local public school district authorities,

providing information/relaying LERO recom-
mendations as appropriate.

(b) Coordinating the evacuation of public
schools, resolving transportation
difficulties through close coordination

with other LERO coordinators and school
district officials.

OPIP 2.1.1 at 40. Suffolk County deposed Ronald Brady, a Con-
sumer Service Representative, who is assigned the position of
Public Schools Coordinator.20/ He lives in Wantagh, Nassau

County and works in Mineola. (Brady Deposition at 8, 9). He

20/ See Deposition of Ronald Brady, September 22, 1983 (here=-
inafter, "Brady Deposition").
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stated in his deposition that he knew "nothing, really" about
the public schools in the EPZ, that he had had no contact with
the schools, and no contact with superintendents, school
boards, or bus companies. (Id., at 24, 44, 45). It does not
appear that Mr. Brady, or, based on their LILCO job titles, any
of the other individuals designated to be Public Schools
Coordinator, have developed relationships or experience that
would enable them to speak authoritatively or knowledgeably
about the problems or concerns likely to arise in connection

with the evacuation of public schools.

A LILCO Systems Designer in the Information Systems
Department, an Administrator Assistant to the Controller, and
the LILCO Corrosion Operations and Instrumentation Supervisor,
are similarly unlikely to have developed relationships or expe-
rience relevant to their acting as a credible or knowledgeable
point of contact for local law enforcement agencies, and fire
and rescue agencies, aQ they are expected to do in filling the

position of Public Services Liaison. See OPIP 2.1.1 at 10.

Generally, inter-agency relationships of the type required
under the LILCO Plan may be thought of as created, negotiated

and cemented by boundary personnel. In lay terms, boundary

personnel are individuals who have developed relationships of

.
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trust, understanding, and respect with each other and each

other's organizations. The employees designated in the LILCO

Plan to be liaison or coordinators with necessary non-LILCO

entities do not possess by virtue of previous experience the

necessary background of boundary personnel.

Q. How does LILCO's failure and inability to develop
boundary personnel relate to LILCO's lack of credibility and

its ability to implement its Plan?

A. LILCO's Plan depends upon cooperation of a wide range
of public institutions such as hospitals, schools and fire
departments. To achieve such cooperation, governments and spe-
cialized agencies normally draw upon ongoing relationships with
each other -- relationships negotiated by boundary personnel
through regular interaction on a variety of matters. They
depend upon the shared assumptions that each party in these re-
lationships has the right to call upon the other's
coorperation. A private utility has no such right except
perhape in its specialized functional areas, such as supplying
electric power. A private company such as LILCO cannot assume
the cooperation of public agencies or other private entities,
particularly when the company (here LILCO) seeks to assert

itself by exercising authority and providing necessary
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information and advice in areas that involve the relatively
exclusive territory and expertise of others. And, LILCO's pro-
posal to rely on employees who have no prior contact with, or
experience relevant to such specialized entities will merely
exacerbate the credibility gap. Thus one might expect discus-
sions of LILCO employees with hospitals and other health care
facilities on emergency health procedures, and with schools on

matters of childrens' safety, to be fractious and problematic.

This is not to say that it is impocs;ble to imagine the
LILCO employees successfully dealing with the pertinent
non-LILCO authorities. It is to say that the LILCO Plan fails
(1) to recognize the need for, and the difficulties involved in
establishing cooperative relations with ancillary institutions,
and (2) to provide for the resolution of such difficulties.
Without established relationships of trust and confidence,
there can be no assurance that the schools, health care
facilities and other non-LILCO organizations relied upon by

LILCO will follow LILCO's command and control directives.

Moreover, LILCO has already demonstrated boundary crgani-
zation relationship difficulties. For example, officials from
several school districts, health care facilities, and the

Suffolk County Police Department have stated that they believe

.
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the LILCO Plan is unrealistic and unworkable with respect to

their areas of concern and expertise.

Q. In your opinion, does LILCO's proposal to assign the
command and control role of Radiation Health Coordinator to a
LILCO contractor eliminate the problems you have identified and
discussed, in connection with Contentions 11 and 15, as arising
from LILCO's status as a private corporation with low credibil-

ity?

A. No. The use of such a contractor would not only not
avoid problems associat:d with authority, legitimacy, conflict
of interests and credibili*y, but such a contract relationship
would actually compound those problems. The “"Radiation Health
Coordinator" would be directly dependent upon LILCO for the
contract, and for its future renewal, and, thereby, would
possess a set of interests in appealing to and meeting LILCO
interests in conflict with the public's interest. Thus, to
that extent, the contractor would also lack legitimacy and
credibility in the eyes of the public. Attempts by the con-
tractor to exercise command and control would be as ineffective

as attempts Ly LILCO.

Q. Please state subpart B of Contention 15.
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A. That subpart reads as follows:

Contention 15.B. A protective action
recommendation of sheltering could not or
would not be implemented. Based or a
survey of Long Island residents, a
substantial number of the people advised to
shelter will choose to evacuate instead as
a result of their lack of trust in LILCO's
interest or ability to properly and objec~-
tively determine and recommend actions that
are in the best interests of the public.
Thus, the protective action of sheltering
could not and would not be implemented in
violation of 10 CFR Sections 50.47(a)(l),
50.47(b)(10) and NUREG 0654 Sections
I1I1.J.9. and J.10.

The views we have stated above support the foregoing
statement, but we have a few additional particular concerns.
We believe that people will not follow a LILCO recommendation

to shelter because people will not believe or trust LILCO.

(Saegert) In addition, people will not believe that their
homes provide adequate protection from radiation despite a
LILCO recommendation that they shelter in their homes. The
information that an emergency of any kind exists will activate
their fears, and suspicions of LILCO will prevent them from
accepting advice from LILCO that goes against their own judg-
ment of the best course of action to follow. The Social Data
Analyst and other surveys discussed in the County's and LILCO's

testimony on Contention 22 reveal that evacuation is the
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preferred pu“lic response in an emergency, even when it is not

recommended for a specific population. When a discrepancy

exists between the position of the public and the source of

information, people will lower their assessment of the source's
credibility rather than change their position.2l/ people will
reduce the conflict between their view and LILCO's view of
radiological hazards and emergency management by lowering their
assessment of LILCO's credibility. The behavior of TMI area
residents during the radiological emergency there, further
supports this pouition.ZZ/ See also discussion in Contention
23 regarding the evacuation shadow phenomenon for further data

as to why a sheltering recommendation would not be implemented.

21/ Aronson, E., Turner, J. & Carlsmith, J.M., "Communication
Credirility and Communication Discrepancy as Determinants
of Opinion Change," Journal of Abnormal and Social Psy-

chol , 1963, 67, 31-36.
chology L XA

22/ Goldhaber, M.K., Lehman, J.E., "Crisis Evacuation During
The Three Mile Island Nuclear Accident," The TMI Popula-
tion Registry, Paper for the Annual meeting of the
American Public Health Association, November 16, 1982:
Flynn, C.B., “"Three Mile Island Telephone Survey: Prelim-
inary Report on Procedures and Findings," prepared for the
Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Washington, D.C., 1979;
Houts, P.S., Health Related Behavioral Impact of the Three
Mile Island Nuclear Incident, Part II, Report submitted to
the TMI Advisory Panel on Health Related Studies of the
Pennsylvania Department of Health, November 21, 1980.

s 83 =



Q.

A.

Qc

Please state subpart C of Contention 15.

That subpart reads as follows:

Contention 15.C. The LILCO Plan
provides for early dismissal, sheltering or
evacuation/relocation of students in
schools within or near the EPZ, depending
on the nature and circumstances of an
accident at Shoreham. If protective
actions are recommended for the public in
the EPZ, schools outside the EPZ having
children who reside in the EPZ are expected
to retain such children at the schools
after the end of the school day. (See Ap~-
pendix A, at II-19 through 20). However,
under the LILCO Plan, the decision to
implement an early dismissal or to shelter,
evacuate, relocate or retain students rests
with the schools. (See Appendix A, at
1I-19). The recommendation to dismiss
early or to implement any other protective
actions will be made, by LILCO, over the
EBS radio (Plan at 3.3-4 through 3.6-6: Ap-
pendix A at II-19). The school
authorities, being members of the public,
are likely to share the perception that
LILCO is not a credible source of infor-
mation. Therefore, they may not believe,
or follow, the information or recommenda-
tions provided to them by LILCO. As a
result, there is no assurance that any pro-
tective actions for school children
(including sheltering, evacuation, reloca-
tion, retaining children after. school
hours, or early dismissal to permit shel-
tering or evacuation with parents) can or
will be implemented, and there can be no
finding of compliance with 10 CFR Sections
50.47(a)(1) or 50.47(b)(10) and NUREG 0654
Sections 1I1.J.9 and J.10.

Do you agree with subpart c?
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A. Yes we do. For the reasons we have discussed above

with respect to Contention 15 in general and subpart A, we
believe there is no assurance that LILCO's recommendations
regarding protective actions for schoocls will be followed by
school authorities. Our opinion is also based on the official
statements by many of the school districts having children in

or near the EPZ. See Attachment 7.
Q. Please state subpart D of Contention 15.
A. That subpart reads:

Contention 15.D. Assuming that the
traffic control measures specified in the
LILCO Plan are not prohibited by law (see
Contentions 1-4), LILCO's traffic guides
will be disobeyed by motorists, as a result
of LILCO's lack of credibility. Similarly,
LILCO personnel assigned to perform securi-
ty functions under the LILCO Plan (i.e.,
performing law enforcement functions at the
EOC, relocation centers, and at the EPZ
perimeter), again assuming they are not
prohibited from performing such functions,
are unlikely to be trusted or obeyed by the
public result of LILCO's lack of credibili-
ty. In addition, since the emergency will
emanate from an incident at LILCO's own fa-
cility, the public will be likely to hold
LILCO and its personnel responsible for the
emergency, which will cause LILCO's employ-
ees to be viewed with hostility and suspi-
cion, and will increase the likelihood that
orders from LILCO employees will be ignored
or disobeyed. As a result, there can be no
finding of compliance with 10 CFR Part 50,
Appendix E Section IV.A. and NUREG 0654

' Section II.J.8 and Appendix 4, because
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LILCO's evacuation time estimates are
unrealistically low (being based on the as-
sumption that all evacuees will follow the
evacuation routes and instructions pre-
scribed by LILCO). The Plan also fails to
comply with 10 CFR Sections 50.47(a)(l) and
50.47(b) (10) and NUREG 0654 Sections I1I.J.9
and J.10 because there is no assurance that
the protective action of evacuation can or
will be implemented or that there will be
adequate security during an emergency. In
addition, the lack of effective perimeter
control will result in persons' entering
the EPZ, and being exposed to radiation,
and impeding evacuation from the EPZ.

Q. Do you agree with subpart D?

A. Yes we do. The public will not obey the LILCO employ-
ees designated to act as traffic guides and security personnel
assigned to perform security functions at various locations
such as the EPZ perimeter and relocation centers, for several
reasons related to LILCO's lack of credibility. First, since
LILCO's credibility is low, LILCO traffic guides and security
personnel will not be respected or believed because perceptions

about LILCO will be transferred to LILCO employees.

Second, the public's distrust of, and refusal to obey,
LILCO employees will be increased and reinforced by the inabil-
ity of these LILCO employees to provide during an emergency
helpful or meaningful information about the status or danger

involved in the emergency. Although the individual field

‘
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workers will be affiliated with LILCO, %c which the public will
assign responsibility or blame for the occurrence of the emer-
gency, the LILCO field personnel will have no detailed
knowledge of what is happening at the plant or elsewhere.
Moreover, even if they had such knowledge, presumably they
would not provide it to members of the public, given the re-
quirement in the LILCO Plan that all information provided to
the public must be reviewed by several command and control per-

sonnel and issued only by the Public Information Coordinator.

See Plan at 3.8-4. The inability of LILCO's field workers to

respond to questions from motorists or other members of the
public will increase the distrust and uncooperativeness with

which those workers will be met.

Finally, LILCO': field workers assigned to perform the
traffic control and security functions that are normally
performed by public servants such as police officers, will not
be obeyed, and will be viewed with hostility and suspicion be-
cause LILCO employees assigned to emergency response work are
not subject to three fundamental background characteristics of
public safety organizations that normally contribute to public
confidence. We believe that the absence of these fundamental
characteristics will influence public perceptions of LILCO's

public safety personnel, and will contribute to significant
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distrust of LILCO personnel who are assigned to perform public

safety functions.

First, recruitment of such individuals normally takes
place in a competitive, merit-oriented system based as much as
possible on criteria appropriate to the roles recruits will
play in public life. In public safety work, effort is made to
recruit people who provide evidence of a commitment to public
service and the specific occupations for which they have ap-
plied. In addition, a period of probation, both during
training and on-the-job, allows for oboorQntion of the candi-
date in realistic circumstance and permits supervisors to weed

out those unfit for the specific service.

Because these aspects of recruitment are missing, and will
be known by the public to be missing with respect to the LILCO
employees assigned security and traffic control functions, the
normal public confidence that public service employees are com-
mitted to the work, that they perceive themselves and are per-
ceived by others to be entering a lifetime career, and that
they will perform difficult and gsometimes dangerous tasks be-
cause they fully appreciate the nature of the commitment, will
not exist with respect to the LILCO traffic guides and security
personnel. In our view, this will contribute to the distrust

.
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with which these LILCO workers will be viewed, and will
increase the likelihood that their directives will not be

followed by the public.

Second, a critical fact of public service work (indeed,
perhaps all work), is that there are considerable discrepancies
between what one learns in school or in the academy about the
work structure, and the job itself. The job itself is the real
teacher. On the job, new recruits learn the limits of theory
when confronted with real situations, and techniques to handle
responsibilities, routines to help them process the work expe-
ditiously, and emotional survival skills that allow them to re-
solve t*: psychological contradictions in their jobs.ZE/ The
requirements of apprenticeships and on-the-job training are di-
rectly related to public confidence that public service employ-
ees will be able to handle complex, stressful, difficult and
ambiguous situations skillfully and judiciously, and results in

their being afforded respect and obedience.

In the case of LILCO traffic guides and security person-
nel, however, the public will know that they are LILCO employ-

ees who have been trained to perform jobs relating to the

gg/ These matters will be discussed in detail in the Suffolk
County Testimony on Training.

.
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production and provision of electricity, rather than the public
service jobs they have been assigned in the Plan. The confi-
dence and resulting grant of credibility which can come from
the public's knowledge about extensive on-the-job training,
will thus be missing with respect to those LILCO workers and
will contribute to the likelihood that their directives will

not be followed by the public.

Third, LILCO's proposal to use LILCO employees as traffic
guides and security personnel lacks the potential for regular
feedback and self-correction that is intfinsic to governmental
bureaucracies, and that (a) helps to maintain workers' account-
ability, and (b) provides opportunities for citizens to re-
gister opinions and complaints and thereby insure that p?blic
service workers remain accountable to citizens' interests. The
public will know that LILCO personnel assigned to traffic and
public safety duties have not had the benefit of supervisory
guidance during trainihg and probationary employment in those
jobs, and have not been subject to regular criticism and ac-
countability mechanisms that help to insure reliability among
public safety personnel. And, since LILCO employees are with-
out experience in the field in their public safety roles, the
public will know that they have never been subject to citizen

interactions and feedback, nor have they ever been held
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accountable to supervisors through citizen comments and
complaints, concerning their performance in those roles.
Hence, LILCO traffic and public safety personnel will not be
credible sources of information and directives, particularly
where complex, split-second judgments may be required, and

where citizen compiiance is most essential.
Q. Please state Subpart E of Contention 15.
A. That subpart states:

Contention 15.E. The sample messages for
EBS broadcasting which are contained in the
Plan (OPIP 3.8.2) identify a LILCO employee
(Director of LERQO) as the source of the
information and the protective action rec-
ommendation. Since the public does not
consider LILCO to be a credible source of
information or advice, instructions from a
LILCO employee will not be obeyed. There-
fore, these messages will not accomplish
their intended purpose of providing clear
instruction to the public and there is no
compliance with 10 CFR Section 50.47(b)(5)
and NUREG 0654 Sections E.5, E.6 and E.7.

Q. Do you agree with Subpart E?

A. Yes we do. The sample EBS messages included in the
LILCO Plan contain the following statement preceding protective
action recommendations:

The Director of Local Response for

, emergencies for the Shoreham Nuclear Power
station, (name), has consulted with (names,
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titles) scientists, LILCC
officials, nuclear engineers, and

officials from ‘public agencies and
has recommended the following public
action.

OPIP 3.8.2 at 13-26. Assuming the public knows, based on
LILCO's public information program, that the "Director of Local
Response"” and Messrs. Acker, Wofford and Procelli are LILCO em-
ployees, the instructions or advice contained in the EBS mes-

sage will not be believed, trusted or obeyed for the reasons we

describe at length above.

As we have noted, LILCO's witnesses, in previously sub-
mitted testimony, have stated that to be effective, a warning
message, or one containing protective action recommendations,
must be from a credible source. We agree. LILCO's EBS mes-
sages do not meet that requirement, since the identified source

of recommendations is a LILCO officer.

Moreover, the inclusion in LILCO's proposed EBS messages
of the statement that the LERO Director "has consulted with"
other individuals including LILCO officials, nuclear engineers,
and scientists, does not increase the likelihood that they will
be believed or followed by the public. First, despite such
supposed "consultat*ion," the source of the recommendation

remains a LILCO official. Second, LILCO officials and nuclear



engineers will be perceived as being just as biased,
untrustworthy, and not credible on the subject of a nuclear

emergency at Shoreham as the LERO Director.

Q. Please state Subpart F of Contention 15.

A. Subpart F reads as follows:

Contention 15.¥. LILCO's proposed rumor
control point is to be manned by LILCO em-
ployees. (Plan, at 3.8-5). This rumor
control effort will be ineffective and will
fail to comply with NUREG 0654, Section
I1.G.4.c, because it relies on LILCO -- a
non-credible source of information -- as
the authoritative source for squelching,
explaining or otherwise controlling rumors.
Rumors cannot be effectively controlled if
the source of control is itself not credi-
ble. Thus, the LILCO Plan does not comply
with NUREG 0654, Section II.G.4.c and 10
CFR Sections 50.47(b)(5) and 50.47(b)(7).

Q. Do you agree with Subpart F?

A. Yes we do. The LILCO Plan provisions relating to

rumor control are the following:

Correcting Misinformation

The Emergency News Center (ENC) will be the
central location for rumor control. The
public will contact the LILCO Customer
Relations District Offices and the LILCO
Customer Call Boards for information con-
cerning the emergency response. LILCO per-
sonnel at these locations will be provided
with updated press releases. If they can-
not answer the ingquiry they will call the
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ENC where a coordinated rumor control point
will be manned by representatives from LERO
and the Utility. Public Information and
Rumor Control Procedures provide details of
the emergency function of the CPI (See Pro-
cedure 3.8.1-Public Information).

Plan at 3.8-5. OPIP 3.8.1 referenced in the Plan provides, in
pertinent part, that the LILCO Coordinator of Public Infor-

mation is expected to:

Ce Confer with the Director of Local Response
and the Public Information Staff at the ENC
on a regular basis to maintain consistent
information content.

4. Prepare and disseminate press releases as
appropriate. . . .

e. Assign personnel to monitor media and radio
broadcasts for incorrect informaticn.

£. Control misinformation by providing current
information for LILCO Rumcr Control person-
nel and answering any questions regarding
local response. ...,

and that the Public Information Support Staff is to:

b. [SJupply the Coordinator of Public Infor-

mation with information as the incident
develops.
£. Supply the Rumor Control Staff with the

most correct information available.

OPIP 3.8.1, Sections 5.1.2 and 5.2.2.
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The rumor control effort proposed by LILCO will be inef-
fective for several reasons related to LILCO's lack of credi-
bility. First, it is unreasonable to suggest that the public
will, as predicted by LILCO, "contact the LILCO Customer
Relations District Offices and the LILCO Customer Call Boards
for information concerning the emergency response," or that the
public or the media will utilize LILCO's "Rumor Control system"”
as an authoritative source of information. The perception of
LILCO as not credible, not objective, and not trustworthy in
discussing the extent, danger, or effect of a nuclear accident
at Shoreham will cause the public and the media to seek sources
of information other than LILCO. Thus, the basic premise upcn

which LILCO's rumor control proposal rests is erroneous.

(Purcell, Saegert) The events during the TMI accident
provide evidence of this fact. At TMI reporters turned to
sources other than Met Ed because they viewed the utility as
evasive, and not to be trusted.24/ Many journalists
interviewed after T™I expressed the opinion that utility
personnel generally cannot be trusted to report on

utility-related problems.Zé/

24/ Rogovin, M. & Frampton, Jr., G.T., “Three Mile Island: A
Report to the Commissioners and to the Public,” Vol. III,
part 3, Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Special Inguiry
Group, 1980; 1057-1070.

25/ Rubin, D., "The Public's Right to Know: The Accident at
Three Mile Island,” In D.L. Sills. C.P. Wolf & U.B.

(Footnote cont'd next page)
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(All) Second, even if the public or the media were to con-
tact the LILCO "Rumor Control" organization, the LILCO employ-
ees designated to fill the positions of Public Information
Coordinator and Public Information Staff will not be capable of
overcoming the serious LILCO credibility problem so as to en-
able them to squelch, explain, or otherwise control rumcrs.
Under the LILCO Plan, the primary "Coordinator of Public Infor-
mation" is the LILCO District Manager for Customer Relations.
The alternates are the LILCO Supervisor of Regulatory Require-
. ments from the Economic Research Department, and the LILCO
Resource Management Administrator from the Corporate Management
Department. OPIP 2.1.1 at 69, 6%9a. The Public Information
Support Staff is comprised of a Rate Analyst, a Regulatory Ana-
lyst, a Cost Analyst and 2 Marginal Cost Analyst Coordinator
from LILCO's Economic Research Department, an Employee
Relations Representative and an Employee Relations Assistant
from LILCO's Employee Relations Department. None of these
individuals is likely to have any experience or knowledge con-
cerning (1) the response to, or facts involving, a radiological

emergency, (2) dealing with frightened, panicked or confused

(Footnote cont'd from previous page)

Shelarski (Eds.), Accident at Three Mile Island: The
Human Dimensicns, Boulder, Colorado, 1982.
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members of the public, or (3) dealing with the media. There is
no reason to believe that they would have any particular compe-
tence or abilities that could enable them to overcome the
general perception that LILCO is not a credible or objective

source of accurate information during a Shcreham accident.

(Saegert) Third, under the LILCO Plan, the Rumor Control
personnel (who are never identified), the Public Information
Support Staff, and the LILCO personnel at the Customer Call
Boards and Customer Relations District Office are severely lim-
ited in what they are permitted to say in response to
inquiries. They =2re allowed only to repeat press statements
that have already been released to the press. Of course, those
very releases will presumably have given rise to the inquiries
in the first place, particularly those inquiries from the
media. Thus, LILCO's proposed rumor control will actually have
no content aside from information already in the public domain.
This fact will contribute to the perception that LILCO is being
secretive and'evasive. thus reducing even further LILCO's cred-

ibility.

Fourth, if any additional information is to be released to
the public or the media, under the LILCO Plan such a release

involves a complicated series of consultations and approvals,
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necessitated, at least in part, by the fact that the persons

who are to release the information will have no first hand
kxnowledge of events. See OPIP 3.8.1. Perceived hesitation in
responding to inquiries, or perceived ignorance about relevant
facts, will further reduce the likelihood that LILCO's rumor
control efforts will be viewed as credible or effective. At
TMI, delays in distributing information were interpreted as
withholding information by the utility, and detracted further

from the utility's credibility.26/

Finally, LILCO's proposals that it aione will control the
flow of information during an emergency and its expectaticn
that any contrary information can be identified or corrected by
LILCO personnel assigned to monitor media and radio broadcasts
£or "incorrect" information, are unrealistic. There is no in-
dication in the Plan nor is there any basis in actual experi-
ence for assuming that LILCO personnel could control the flow
or content of information to the media or to the public in th:
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