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Wells Eddleman's Objection to Power “ngineering article

The Licensing Board in this proceeding admitted an erticle by
Dr. M. Reada Bassiouni into evidence on Contention 57«C=3 (N'ghttime
Alterting/Notification), Tr. 10225, Becasuse I was not on the confarence
call where this ruling was made, the Board gave me the ovportunity to file
wmitten objections where mine differ from those of the North Carolina
Attorney General (made at Tr. 10216-10219). I now do so.
First, the article 1s objectionable because 1t does NOT, on 1ts

face, contradict Dr, Bassiouni's assertions, He stated that one should

not rely on informal alerting "heavily ... to validate the effectiveness
ienphasis edded)
of nighttime notification." Tr. 9878t4 He explained hie position thus:

In order to use !nformal communicet’on as an integral
part of the warning system, an intensive public education
program would be required. Also, the heavy use of the
telephone system brought on by encouraging people to alert
their nelghbors mey hinder other emergency procedures, Tr, 9878,

Nelither the need for an ‘ntensive public educat!on nrogram, nor
the point about heavy use of the phone system 1s addressed in the Power

Engineering article, which does not specifically mention nighttime alerting.
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Moreover, the article states, on its face, that:

"Neither the NIC's NURTG-0654 guldelines nor the Federal Tmergency
Management Agency's evaluation guide nrovide for cons!deralion

of these factors." (Article at 47, 1ts first vage, "These factors"
tnclude informal alerting and evacuation w!thout sirens, as well as
multiple activations of sirens and "exist!ing emergency cavebilities
for notifying the »nublic.,"

This cannot impeach Dr. Bassioun’t positicon on informal alerting,
Moreover, as tne Attorney General's objection lndlcates, lmpeaciment caunot
be established, nor anvarent contradictions resolved, without cross-
examination of Dr, 3assiouni, My nosition !s that the 3oard's fallure
to call Dr, Bassiouni as elther the Attorney Ceneral's witness or my witness
or its own witness, is simply wrong. 3ut two wrongs cannot make a right
and I object to admitting this article as eviderse to impeach a witness
not called and not glven the ovportunity to confront the evidence,

I further object to the admission of this article because it 1s
standard practice in NRC proceedings not to admit documents ‘nto evidence

‘.(ﬁhgt% ‘:!:gﬁxc'i‘r.u? tgrf:t‘:c;;{sgvgrr at)‘;g-ee‘g::?ments for cross-examination,
Thus, assuming for the sake of argument that the document helvs the
Aoplicants' case, they should not be able to place it in evidence without
oroducing 1ts author so that I (a narty adversely affected by evidence
that helns Avnlicants' case) can cross-examine him, To admit the document
without producing its autnor for cross-examination prejudices my case
in this proceeding.

For the above reasons I resvectfully reacuest the Board to reverse
its decision and unon reconsideration exclude ta's article from evidence.
However, since my nro~osed findings are due today I will include f!ndings
based on the record as i1t now stands, I believe this 1s necessary !n selfe.
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