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)
LONG ISLAND LIGHTING COMPANY ) Docket No. 50-322-0OL-3
) (Emergency Planning)
(Shoreham Nuclear Power Station, ) ("Best Efforts" Issue)
Unit 1) )

LILCO'S SECOND SET OF INTERROGATORIES AND REQUESTS FOR
PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS REGARDING CONTENTIONS 1-2, 4-8, AND 10
TO SUFFOLK COUNTY, NEW YORK STATE, AND THE TOWN OF SOUTHAMPTON

Long Island Lighting Company, by its counsel, propounds the following inter-
rogatories to Suffolk County, New York State, and the Town of Southampton (“Interve-
nor" or "the Intervenors"), pursuant to §§ 2.740, 2.740b, and 2.741 of the Nuclear Regu-
latory Commission's Rules of Practice. By propounding these interrogatories and
requests for production of documents LILCO makes no admission or representation
about the proper scope of the issues to be decided or the evidence that may he pres-

ented.

INSTRUCTIONS AND DEFINITIONS

Except as supplemented below, the "Instructions" and Definitions" for this
second set of interrogatories on the "best efforts" issue are the same ones set out in
LILCO's First Set of Interrogatories and Requests for Production of Documents Re-
garding Contentions 1-2, 4-8, and 10 to Suffolk County, New York State, and the Town

of Southampton, dated March 9, 1988.
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SUPPLEMENTAL INSTRUCTIONS

The primary documentary basis for these Interrogatories, other than the
Shoreham offsite emergency plan, is Intervenors' responses to LILCO's summary dispo-
sition motions on the realism issues. The bulk of the interrogatories are derived from,
and refer back to, specific allegations in those responses, with the goal o. eliciting ex-
actly what New York State and Suffolk County have in mind in spec.fic instances where
their pleadings appear to have denied that they would generally follow the LILCO
offsite emergency plan. The goal is to learn exactly what, if anything, the State and
County propose to do in such situations insteac of whit the Shoreham offsite plan pro-
poses, and how what the State and County propose compares with what is done at other
operating power plant sites in New York State, so that testimony for hearings can focus
specifically on points of difference, if any exist. These interrogatories should be an-
swered with this clarifying and illuminating purpose in mind.

The Interrogatories below that ask what New York State and/or Suffolk Coun-
ty would do under the circumstances postulated request information to the best of the
State's or County's current knowledge, belief, and intention (whatever knowledge, be-
lief, or intention underlie the answers in responses to summary disposition motions
refusing to agree to generally follow the LILCO plan on a given issue). The lack of ab-
solute certainty about the specifies of State/County response should thus not lead to an-
swers that decline to answer on the basis of lack of such certainty.

The following Requests are numbered beginning where the first set, dated

March 9, 1988, left off.




INTERROGATORIES AND REQUESTS FOR PRODUCTION OF DOCUMFENTS

Alleged inadequacies in a "Best Efforts"
Response Generally Following the LILCO Plan

With respect to each of the following functions,

a.

activating the early warning sirens and directing the broadcast and
contents of emergency broadcast system (EBS) messages in the event of
a radiological emergency at Shoreham (hereinafter the "Contenticn 5
functions"),

making decisions and official recommendations to the public as to the
appropriate actions necessary to protect the public health and safety,
including deciding upon protective actions which will be communicated
to the publie, in the event of a radiological emergency at Shoreham
(hereinafter the "Contention 6 functions"),

directing traffic, blocking roadways, setting up barriers in roadways,
and channeling traffic in the event of a radiological emergency at
Shoreham (hereinafter the "Contentions 1 and 2 functions"),

performing access control functions at the EPZ perimeter in the event
of a radiological emergency at Shoreharm: (hereinafter the "Contention
10 functions™),

removing obstructions from public roadways, including the tow.ng of
private vehicles, in the event of a radiological emergency at Shoreham
(hereinafter the "Contention 4 functions"),

making and implementing decisions and official recommendations to
the public econcerning protective actions for the ingestion exposure
pathway in the event of a radiological emergency at Shoreham (herein-
after the "Contention 7 functions"), and

making and implementing decisions and official recommendations to
the public concerning recovery and reentry in the event of a ra-
diological emergency at Shoreham (hereinafter the "Contention 8 func-
tions"),

please list each and every factor that Intervenors claim would prevent a "best

efforts" response by New York State and Suffolk County, generally following

the LILCO Plan, irom satisfying the applicable NRC requirements.



Identification of Information and Documents
Conce a "Best Efforts" Response

Contention 5
9. With respect to the Contention 5 functions, please state whether New York
State and Suffolk County, as part of a "best efforts" response to a radiological
emergency at Shoreham, would do anything other than generally follow the
LILCO Plan.
Notification
10. Unless the answer to Interrogatory No. 9 is a simple no, please identify and

describe the processes, methods, and means by which New York State and
Suffolk County emergency response personnel would be notified of a ra-
diological emergency at Shoreham. Specifically, in Intervenors' Answer to
LILCO's Motion for Summary Disposition of Contentions 5 and 6 (Feb. 10,
1988) (hereinaiter "Answer to 5 and 6 Motion") on page 22 Intervenors state
that "the issues presented by LILCO's realism defense to Contentions 5 and 6,
CLI-86-13, and the new rule require this Board to determine how the Govern-
ments would respond in an emergency" and that "the Board's inquiry must
focus" on certain matters, which you then list. With respect to these matters,
in your response to this interrogatory please include answers to the following
questions which Intervenors raised:

a. How wou'd the State learn of . Shoreham accident? (Answer to 5 and 6
Motion at 22.)

b. How long would it take New York State and Suffolk County to "react to
a call from LILCO reporting that there had been an accident at
Shoreham?" (Id.)



whom would the person or persons receiving the call in turn have to
! r o

contact? How would those contacte be made and how long would such

contacts take? (Id, at 22-23.

[0 the ex’ not already provided in your response to Interrogatory No. 10,
lsase answer the following questions with respect to the RECS lines to State
ICes:

What is required tc make the existing Shoreham RECS lines to the
State "operational" and "capable of functioning?" (see Affidavit of
James D, Papile, May 11, 1987, at 39 4.)

If Shoreham were to operate at 100% power, would the State permit
the RECS lines to be made operational?
Precisely how far is the nearest Shoreham RECS line drop from each of

tne following offices:

REPG in Albany

the State Police Coinmunicaticrs Center in AlD

the State EOC in Albany

the SEMO district office in Poughkee;
Wwill the State permit LILCO, at LILCO's expense, to relocate the
lines to each of the above four locations®

would the State permit LILCO, at LILCO's expense, to relocate (he
RECS lines to each of the above four locations 1f Shoreham were li-
cersed to operate at 100 percent power:

the extent
please answer the fcllowing:
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14.

at Shoreham, who would be responsible for performing the Suffolk
County Executive's duties in the County Executive's absence? How
would that person be contacted and informed of a radiological emer-
gency at Shoreham?

Unless the answer to Interrogatory No. 9 is a simple no, please iden*ify and

deseribe the processes, methods, and means which New York State and Suffolk

County would use, undertake, or employ in activating the early warning siren

system in the event of a radiological emergencey at Shoreham. Specifically, in

your response to this interrogatory please include answers to the following

questions which Intervenors raised in their Answer to 5 and 6 Motion at 23:

a.

Who from New York State and Suffolk County would need to be con-
sulted in connection with a decis.on concerning when or how to acti-
vate the sirens? (Answer to 5 aad 6 !lotion at 23.)

How would such consultations take place and how long would they
take? (1d.)

Who would make the decisions as to when and how to activate the si-
rens? (Id.)

Wha: "data, information, and criteria" would be "needed, desired, con-
sulted or relied upon" by the person or persons responsible for de-
termining when to activate the sirens and how to do so? (id.)

who would "imp'ement” the decision to activate the sirens? 1.4.)

How long would it take to "implement” the decision to activate the si-
rens? (Id.)

To the extent not already provided in your response to Interrogatory No. 13,

please answer the following:

a.

Assuming that the public in the Shoreham 10-mile EPZ needed to be
alerted quickly to the existence of a Shoreham radioiogical emergency,
would the State and County allow the existing sirens to be sounded?

Is your answer the same if the State and County also assume that a pub-
lic education brochure has been distributed annually throughout the
EPZ telling people that they should tune their radios to the EBS when
they hear the sirens?



16.

Unless the answer to Interrogatory No. 9 is a simple no, please identify and
describe the processes, methods, and means which *ew York State and Suffolk
County would use, undertake, or employ in activating an Emergency Broadcas*
System (EBS) in the event of a radiological emergency at Shoreham. Specifi-
cally, in your response to this interrogatory please include answers to the fol-
lowing questions which Intervenors raised in their Answer to 5 and 6 Motion
at 23:

a. who would have to be "contacted" in connection with making a decision
whether to activate an EBS? (Answer to 5 and 6 Motion at 23.)

b. How would thuse "contacts" be made and how long would it take to
make such "contacts?" (Id.)

- Who would need to be "consulted in connection with a decision con-
cerning when or how to activate an EBS"? How would those "consulta-
tions" take place and how long would they take? (Id.)

d. Who would make the decisions as to when or how to activate an EBS?
(1d.)
e. What "data, information, and criteria" wou'd be "neel2d, desired, con-

sulted, or relied upon' by the persca or persons responsible for deciding
when or how to activate an EBS? (Id.)

L Who v.uuld "imnlement" the decision (o activate an EBS? (Id.)

g How long would it take to "implement” the decision to activate an EBS?
(1d.)

h. What EBS would be chosen for use by New York State and Suffolk Coun-
ty? (Id.)

Unless the answer to Interrogatory No. 9 is a simple no, please ident [y and

describe the processes, methods, and means which New York State and Suffolk

County would use, undertake, or employ in preparing and broadcasting EBS

messages in the vvent of a radiological emergency 1t Shoreham. Specifically,



17.

18.

19.

in your response to this interrogatory please include answers to the following

quesiions which Intervenors raised in their Answer to 5 and 6 Motion at 24:

a. Who would be responsiole for determining the contents of EBS mes-
sages? (Answer to 5 and 6 Motion at 24.)

b. What "eriteria" would be used in determining the contents of EBS mes-
sages? (I1d.)

c. Who would be responsible for drafting EBS messages and how long
would this drafting process take? (Id.)

d. Who would be responsible for approving EBS messages and how long
would this approval process take? (1d.)

e. Who would broadcast EBS messages? ([d.)

i, How would the broadcasts of EBS messages be made and how often

would they be made? (Id.)

To the extent not provided in your response to Interrogatory No 16, please an-

swer the following:

a. Would the State and County use prewritten messages as much as possi-
ble, rather than writing new ones from scratch at the time of the
emergency? If so, where are the prewritten messages to be found?

b. If it were necessary to get a message i0 the public immediately advis-
ing them to sheiter or evacuate, would the State and County consider
broadcasting one of the messages in LILCO's emergency plan?

identify any and all plans and procedures that Naw York State and Suffolk

County would use, follow, or otherwise rely upon in performing the Conten-

tion 5 functions. Please provide copies of all such plans and procedures.

Please state each and every reason why Intervenors believe that their imple-
mentation of the Contention 5 functions as described in their responses to In-
terrogtories Nos. 10, 13, 15, 16, and 17 would be their "best efforts,” whereas
.ollowing tne LILCO Plan would not, Please list each and every factor that

'ntervenors claim would prevent their "best efforts" response from satisfying

the appiicable NRC requirements.




20,

Contention 6

With respect to the Contention 6 functions, please state whether New York
State and Suffoik County, as part of a "best efforts" response to a radiological
emergen2y at Shoreham, would do anything other than generally follow the

LILCO Plan.

rrotective Action Recommendations

21,

Unless the answer to Interrogatory No. 20 is a simple no, please identify and
describe the processes, methods, and means which New York State and Suffolk
County would use, undertake, or employ in determining, deriving, or deciding
upon protective action recommendations in the event of a radiological emer-
gency at Shoreham. Specifically, in your response to this interrogatory please
include answers to the following questions which Intervenors raised in their
Answer to 5 and 6 Motion at 24:

a. Who would be responsible for determining, deriving, or deciding upon
protective action recommendations? (Answer to 5 and 6 Motion at 24.)

b. How long would it take to locate the person or persons responsible for
determining protective action recommendations and to provide those
persons with "information" they believed "necessary and appropriate"?
(1d.)

c. What "information” would the person or persons responsible for de-
termining protective action recommendations require in order to de-
termine protective action recommendaticns, and how would they ob-
tain that "information"? (Id.)

d. What "criteria" would be used in determining protective action recom-
mendations, and "how would those criteria “e applied to information
actually available in an emergency”? How long would this "process"
take, and who would "perform" it? (Id.)
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22,

ntrol

Unless the answer to Interrogatory No. 20 is a simple no, please icantify and
describe the processes, methods, or means which New York State and Suffolk
County would use, undertake, or employ in order to assume and exercise com-
mand and control of an emergency response to a radiological emergency at
Shoreham. Specifically, in your response to this interrogatory please include
answers to the following questions which Intervenors raised in their Answer
to 5 and 6 Motion at 24:

a. Who would be responsible for assuming and exercising commard and
control of the emergency response? (Answer to 5 and 6 Motion at 24.)

b. How long would it take to locate the person or persons responsible for
assuming and exercising command and control of the emergency re-
sponse and to provide those persons with "information" they believed
"necessary and appropriate"? (Id.)

e. What "information" would the person or persons responsible for assum-
ing and exercising command and coatrol of the emergency response re-
quire in order to assume and exercise command and control, and how
would they obtain that "information"? (Id.)

Mcnagement, Implementation, and Coordination

23.

Unless your answer to Interrogatory No. 20 is a simple no, please identify and
describe the processes, methods, o means which New York State and Suffolk
County would use, undertake, or employ in order to manage, implement, and
coordinate an emergency response to a radiological emergency at Shoreham.
Specifically, in your response to this interrogatory please include answers to
the following questions which Intervenors raised in their Answer to 5 and 6

Motion at 24-25:



24.

25.

Who would be responsible for managing, implementing, and
coordinating the emergency response? (Answer to 5 and 6 Motion at
2‘!)

How long would it take to locate the person or persons responsiblie for
managing, implementing, and coordinating the emergency response and
to provide those persons with "information" they believe "necessary
and appropriate"? (Id.)

What "information" would the person or persons responsible for manag-
ing, implementing, and coordinating the emergency response require in
order to perform those functions, and how would they obtain that in-
formation? (Id.)

What "functions" would need to be managed, implemented, and coordi-
nated during the emergency response? What "personnel” would need to
be managed and coordinated during the emergency response? (Id, at
24-25.)

How would those persons responsible for managing, implementing, and
coordinating the emergency response contact and communicate with
all "necessary personnel" during the emergency response? How long
would it take to establish that contact and perform those communica-
tions? (Id. at 25.)

Suffolk County and the State of New York have admitted that they would at-

tempt to stay in contact with LILCO or LERO or both during a Shoreham

emergency (LILCO's Statement of Materi.i Facts, Mar. 20, 1987, 1 46). To the

extent not already provided in you responses to Interrogatories No. 21-23

above, please answer the followira,

a.

bl

How would the County attempt to stay in contact?

How would the State attempt to stay in contact?

To the extent not already provided in your responses to [nterrogatories Nos.

21-23 above, pleas® answer the following questions with respect to the

criteria the State and County would use to make protective action determina-

tions for the plume exposure pathway (10-mile) EPZ:



26.

27.

28.

29.

What criteria would be used to decide whether the public should evacu-
ate?

b. #hat criteria would be used to decide whether the public should shel-
ter?

c. Would the State and County use EPA's Protective Action Guidelines to
make protective action recommendations?

d. Would the State use different criteria from the ones it would use for ra-
diological emergencies at other nuclear plants? If so, please specify
how the Shoreham criteria would differ,

To the extent not already provided in your responses to other of these Inter-

rogatories, please identify what criteria and standards the State and County

would use to make protective action recommendations for the ingestion expo-

sure pathway (50-mile) EPZ.

Identify any and all plans and procedures that New York State and Suffolk
County would use, follow, or otherwise rely upon in performing the Conten-

tion 6 functions. Please provide copies of all such plans and procedures.

Please state e.ch and every reason why Intervenors believe that their impie-
mentation of the Contention 6 functions as described in their responses to In-
terrogatory Nos. 21-25 above would be their "best efforts," whereas following
the LILCO Plan would not. Please list each and every factor that Intervenors
claim would prevent their "best ef{orts" response from satisfying the applica-

ble NRC requirements.

Contentions 1 and 2

With respect to the Contentions 1 and 2 functions, please state whether New

York State and Suffolk County, as part of a "best efforts" response to a




30.

radiological emergency at Shoreham, would do anything other than generally

follow the LILCO Plan.

Unless the answer to Interrogatory No. 29 is a simple no, please identify and
describe the traffic cont ol plans, strategies or techniques which the Suff. 1k
County Police Department (SCPD) would implement during the evacuation of
all or a portion of the EPZ in the event of a radiological emergency at
Shoreham. Specifically, in Intervenors' Response in Opposition to LILCO's
Motion for Summary Disposition of Contentions 1 and 2 (Feb. 10, 1988) (here-
inafter "Response to 1 and 2 Motion") at 46-47 Intervenors state that "there
are issues of fact regarding the nature and adequacy of a governmental 'best
efforts' attempt at traffic control" and that "[a)mong the questions which
must be addressed" are certain matters, which Intervenors then list. In your
response to this interrogatory please include answers to the following ques-
tions which Intervenors raised in their Response to 1 and 2 Motion at 46-47:

a. What would be the "level of preparedness” of the SCPD and "relevant"
County officials in attempting to implement traffic control? (Re-
sponse to 1 and 2 Motion at 46.)

b. What specific traffic control strategies would the SCPD implement and
how would they be implemented? How long would it take to implement
those strategies? (Id. at 47.)

8. How many SCPD personnel would be required to implement the
strategies identified in sub-part b abuve? How long would it take to
mobilize sufficient SCPD personnel to implement the strategies identi-
fied in sub-part b above? (1d.)

d. Could Suffolk County "coordinate" with "other response organizations"?
Would Suffolk County "coordinate" with "other response organizations"?
If so, what "ot"ier response organizations <would it "coordinate" with?

How vrould the County and these "other response organizations" "coor-
dinate"? (Id.)



31.

32.

-14-

The traffic posts and traffic movements to be encouraged and discouraged

under the LILCO emergency plan are found in OPIP 3.6.3, Attachment 4. To

the extent not already answered in your response to Interrogatory No. 30,

please answer the following:

a.

Would Suffolk County and the State of New York send personne! to the
posts listed in OPIP 3.6.3 if an evacuation of the Shoreham 10-mile EPZ
were necessary?

If not, which of the listed posts would not be manned, and which addi-
tional posts (not listed in OPIP 3.6.3) would be manned?

Who would the State and County use to man the traffic posts identified
in response to a and b above?

In what order would the State and County dispatch police (or other per-
sonnel) to the traffic posts? For example, would the State and County
try to man the posts in the order listed in Attachment 7 to OPIP 3.6.3,
or randomly, or according to which police units were nearest which
posts, or some other way? If "some other way," please describe it.

How long would it take for the traffic posts to be fully manned by the
State and County?

Would the people manning the raffic posts for the State and County
use the traffic control strategies (that is, the movements to be encour-
aged and discouraged and the channelization and traffic barrier place-
ment) called for in the LILCO Plan? Which would the State and County
use and which would the State and County not use?

What traffic control measurcs would the State and County perform that
are not called for in the LILCO Plan?

If traffic were directed in accordance with your answers to b, f, and g
anove, would the evacuation times be greater than, less than. or the
same as the evacuation times if the LILCO Plan were followed?

Assuming LILCO Traffic Guides were stationed at traffic posts listed in
OPIP 3.6.3, would Suffolk County traffic personnel (i) ignore them, (ii)
send them away, (iil) use them as a source of inforu.ation or help as
needed, or (iv) something else? I[f the answer is something else, please
specify what,

To the extent not already provided in your response to Interrogatory No. 30

above, please answer the following. If the answer differs for different times

of the day or week, please answer for each time:




-15-

a. How many uniformed police officers does Suffolk County employ? How
many are on duty at any given time?

b. How many police vehicles driven by uniformed officers are on duty at
any given time?

e. How ..any New York State Police vehicles driven by uniformed officers
are on duty in Suffolk County at any given time?

33. To the extent not already provided in your response to Interrogatory No. 30
abo\ ¢, piease indicate how many police vehicles driven by uniformed officers
are on duty at any given time for each of the following police departments:

a. Suffolk County Sheriff's Office

b. Riverhead Police Department

e Southampton Police Department

d. Southold Police Department

e. Belie Terre Village Police Department
Old Field Village Police Department

g. Head of the Harbor Police Department

h. Nissequogue Police Departmer.t

3 Quogue Police Department
" Westhampton Police Denartment
K. Parkway Police
34. Identify any and all plans and procedures that New York State and Suffolk

County would use, follow, or othe: wise rely upon in performing the Conten-

tions 1 and 2 functions. Please provide copies of all such plans and proce-

dures.
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Wwould Suffolk County "intzract” with other "response organizations"?
If so, what other "response organizations" would it coordinate with?
How would the County and these other "response organizations" coordi
nate? (Id.)

How many SCPD personnel would be required to implement access con-
trol? How long would it take to mobilize SCPD personnel to implement
access control? (Id,

Would the SCPD's response be affected by the absen~e radiologica
protection training or equipment? If so, how would it be affected?
(14
Id.)

o the extent not already provided in your response to Interrogatory No. 37

please answer the following:
Would Suffolk County and the State of New York try to provide control
of access to the Shoreham 10-mile EPZ if it had to be evacuated in a
radiological emergency?

Would the State and County provide access control during the evacua-
' |d the State and County forbid people to eater the EPZ?

uld the "access control" consist of ?

Would the State and County provide access control after the EPZ had
been evacuaied? If so, why?

Where would police (or other personnel) be stationed to provide access

control? List all locations.
How man

HOow

’

place




40.

41,

42.

-18..

Please state each and every reason why Intervenors believe that their imple-
mentation of the Contention 10 functions as described in their responses to
Interrogatcries Nos. 37-38 would be their "best efforts," whereas following the
LILCO Plan would not. Please list each and every factor that Intervenors
claim would prevent their "best efforts" response from satisfying the applica-

ble NRC requirements.

ontention 4

With respect to the Contention 4 functions, please state whether New York
State and Suffolk County, as part of a "best efforts" response to a radiological
emergency at Shoreham, would do anything other than generally follow the

LILCO Plan.

Unless the answer to Interrogatory No. 41 is a simple no, please identify the
processes, methods, or means which New York State and Suffolk County
(SCPD) would use, undertake, or r.mnploy to remove obstructions from public
roadways in the event of a radiological emergency at Shoreham. Specificaliy,
in an attachment to Intervenors' Response in Opposition to LILCO's Motion
for Summary Disposition of Contentions 4 and 9 (Feb, 10, 1988), Intervenors
list several "material facts as to which there exists a genuine issue to be heard
on matters raised by LILCO's Motion for Summary Disposition of Contentions
4 and 9." With respect to these "material facts," in your response to this in-
terrogatory please include answers to the following questions which Interve-

nors raised:




43.

-19-

Who from New York State and Suffolk County would be in "overall
charge" of an effort to remove road obstructions? Who would actually
remove road obstructions and how would they remove them? (State-
ment of Material Facts.)

How would the removal of road obstructions be "coordinated with such
other functions as guiding traffic and selecting aiternate evacuation
routes?" (1d.)

How would a decision to develop and implement a plan to remove road
obstructions be implemented? How long would it take to implement
such a plan? (Id.)

How long would it take to mobilize and dispatch personnel into the
field to remove road obstructions? Would a "sufficient" number of
qualified personnel be "available, willing, and able to implement a plan
to remove road obstructions"? (Id.)

To the extent not already provided in your response to Interrogatory No. 42,

please state how the State and County would remove road obstructions in a

Shoreham emergency by answering the following:

Would Suffolk County and New York State direct or permit LERO road
crews to remove obstructions?

Other than LERO vehicles, what vehicles would the State and Ccunty
use to remove obstructions?

How many such vehicles are available?

Where are these vehicles garaged? Provide addresses and the number
of vehicles at each address.

Are these vehicles available to the State or County at all times? If not,
when are they unavailable?

What personnel would the State and County use to remove obstruc-
tions?

Where are the drivers and other nersonnel needed to remove obstrue-
tions during ordinary business hours?

Wnere would the State and County station vehicles and personnel for
the purpose of removing road impediments once a Shoreham emergency
had begun?

If during a Shoreham emergency a LERO road crew were in a position
to remove a road impediment materially faster than the State or




44,

45.

47.

County could do it, would the State and County permit the LERO road
crew to remove the impediment? If not, why not?

3 How does Suffolk County remove road impediments ordinarily (that is,
when there is no Shoreham emergency)? Does the County use county
vehicles, privately owned tow trucks, or something else? Who owns
these vehicles? (List owners and number of vehicles for each owner.)
How many such vehicles are availabie to the County?

Identify any and all plans and procedures that New York State and Sufiolk

County would use, follow, or otherwise rely upon in performing the Conten-

tion 10 funetions. Please provide copies of all such plans and procedures.

Please state each and every reason why Intervenors believe that their imple-
mentation of the Contention 4 functions as described in their responses to In-
terrogatories Nos. 42-43 would be their "best efforts,” whereas following the
LILCO Plan would not., Please list each and every factor that Intervenors
claim would prevent their "best efforts" response trom satisfying applicable

NRC requirements.

Contentions 7 and 8

State whether New York State and Suffolk County, as part of a "best efforts"
response to a radiological emerency at Shoreham, will use LILCO's ingestion
pathway and recovery and reeniry procedures as set forth in the LILCO Plan.
If the answer is no, state why New York State and Suffolk County would not

use LILCO's procedures.

If the answer to Interrogatory No. 46 is no, state whether New York State and
Su..olk County will use the New York State Radiological Emergency Pre-

paredness Plan's (hereinafter "State Plan") procedures for an ingestion
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Identify all plans and procedures that New York State has and would use, fol-
low, or otherwise rely upon to make an ingestion pathway and recovery and
reentry response to a radiological emergency at (a) the Yankee Rowe nuclear
power plant (Massachusetts), (b) the Millstone nuclear power plant (Con-
necticut), (e¢) the Haddam Neck nuclear power plant (Connecticut), (d) the
Vermont Yankee nuclear power plant (Vermont), and (e) the Oyster Creek nu-
clear power plant (New Jersey). Indicaie which of the plans and procedures

are site-specific rather than generic. Provide vopies nf all dJocuments.

Identify, on a plant-by-plant basis, all counties in New York State that are lo-
cited in the ingestion pathway EPZs of the nuclear power plants listed in In-

ter:ogatory No. 50.

Identify, on a county-by-county Dbas.c, all plans and procedures that the
counties listed in response to 'nterrogatory No. 51 have or would use, follow,
or otherwise rely upon for an ingestion pathway and recovery and reentry re-
sponse to a radiological emergency at the nuclear pover plants identified in
Interrogatory Nn. 50. Indicate which of the plans and procedures are site-

specifie. Proavide copies of a.l documents.

State, for the counties listed in response to Interrogatory No. 51 that do not
have plans and procedures for an ingestion pathway and recovery and reentry
response, how each such county would provide for an ingestion pathway and

recovery and reentry response to a radiological emergency.
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Identify all training sessions, drills, and exercises that have been or will be
conducted by a county or by New York State to prepare for an ingestion path-
way and recovery and reentry response to a radiological emergency at the nu-
clear power plants listed in Interrogatory No. 50. Identify which counties

were or will be involved in each training session, drill, and exercise.

State whether New York State will participate in the FEMA-graded ingestion
pathway exercise for the Yankee Rowe nuclear power piant ("Yankee Rowe
Exercise"), that will be held in April 1988. Is New York State required by
FEMA to participate in this exercise?

Identify the nature of New York State's participation in the Yankee Rowe Ex-
ercise. Include (a) the extent of the State's participation, (b) a list of the ac-
tivities the State will be responsible for and the State personnel who will be
responsible for each activity, and (¢) a list of the State personnel who will
participate in the exercise and the function each will serve in preparing for

or participating in the exercise.

Identify. all plans, procedures, training materials, drill schedules, drill scenar-
ios, and any other documents that the State has used or will use to prepare for
and participate in the Yankee Rowe Exercise. Provide copies of all docu-

ments.

Identify each and every county in New York State that will be involved in
preparing for and participating in the Yank2e Rowe Exercise. For each coun-
ty identify what activities that county will be responsible for and who at each

county will be responsible for that activity.
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Identify, on a county-by-county basis, all plans, procedures, training materi-
als, dri'l schedules and scenarios, and any other documents that the counties
identified in Interrogatory No. 58 will use to prepare for and participate in the
Yankee Rowe Exercise. Identify which of these documents are site-specific.

Provide copies of all documents,

Identify all training and arills that have been or will be conducted by the State
and the counties identified in Interrogatory No. 58 in preparation for the Yan-
kee Rowe Exercise. Identify and provide any documents concerning the

training and drills.

State whether New York State and the counties and other pertinent jurisdic-
tions in New York State within the 50-mile EPZ of Shoreham are capable of
responding to a radiological emergency that requires ingestion pathway and
recovery and reentry activities within the ingestion pathway EPZs of (a) the
Millstone Nuclear Power Plant, (b) the Oyster Creek Nuclear Power Plant, (¢)
the Indian Point Nuclear Power Plant, and (d) the Haddam Neck Nuclear
Power Plant and whether they have sufficient resources to undertake such a
response. If the answer is yes, explain how New York State and the counties
and other pertinent jurisdictions would respond and what resources they would
use. Identify all plans and procedures that would be used and all documents
showing that there are sufficient resources. State whether any of these plans,

procedures, or other documents are site-specific to their locations.

Identify who of the Intervenors would be responsible for the emergency func-
tions and activities identified in Interrogatory No. 49 during the recovery

phase of a Millstone, Haddam Neck, Oyster Creek, or Indian Point radiological
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emergency. To the extent not already identified, identify all plans and proce-
dures that would be used, followed, or otherwise relied upon. Provide copies

of all documents,

Identify what emergency response functions and activities the following agen-
cies would be responsible for during a Millstone, Haddam Neck, Oyster Creek,
or Indian Point radiological emergency affecting the areas of New York State
within the Shoreham 50-mile EPZ and state how those functions and activities
would differ from the functions and activities which those a, -ncies would
have to perform to make an ingestion pathway and recovery and reentry re-
sponse for Shoreham: (a) State Department of Health, (b) Department of Ag-
riculture and Markets, (¢) Departments of Environmental Conservation, (d)
State Police, (e) Department of Transportation, (f) State Emergency Manage-
ment Office (SEMO), and (g) the Radiological Emergency Preparedness Group
(REPG).

Identify, on an item-by-item basis, what is different about Shoreham that pre-
vents the State and the other counties and other pertinent jurisdictions in
New York State within the 50-mile EPZ of Shoreham from using the same
plans, procedures, and resources that are used for an ingestion pathway and
recovery and reentry response to a Millstone, Haddam Neck, Oyster Creek, or

Indian Point radiological emergency.

If it is true that New York State has sufficier.t resources to respond to an
emergency at the Millstone, Haddam Neck, Oyster C.eek, and Indian Point nu-
clear power plants that affects the areas of the State located within the

Shoreham 50-mile EPZ, state why, at page 7 of the "Affidavit of James D.
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Papile, James C. Baranski and Lawrence B. Czech" ("REPG Affidavit") sup-
porting Intervenors' Response to LILCO's Motion for Summary Disposition of
Contentions 7 and 8 (Feb. 10, 1988), REPG says "[t]he State has no sufficient

resources to respond to a Shoreham emergency."

State whether the State and the counties and other pertinent jurisdictions
within the 50-mile EPZ for Shoreham would respond in the same manner to a
Shoreham emergency as they would to a radiological emergency at Millstone,
Oyster Creek, Haddam Neck, or Indian Point. If the answer is no, explain why
the State's and the counties' responses to a Shoreham emergency would not be

the same and describe how they would be different.

Identify whether ingestion pathway and recovery and reentry activities have
ever been coordinated between the State and Suffolk County and the utilities
and offsite response organizations for Millstone, Oyster Creek, Haddam Neck,
and Indian Point nuclear power plants. Identify any and all such activities.
Identif; all documenis documenting these activities. Provide copies of all

such documents.

Identify all county plans and procedures, and the specific sections and pages
of those plans and procedures, that would be used by the following counties
for an ingestion pathway and reccvery and reentry response: Orange,
Putnam, Wayne, Monroe, Westchester, Oswego, and Rockland. State whether

the plans are used for each county only or for other counties. Identify any

other counties for which such plars would be used.




Identify, on a plant-by-plant basis, each county in the ingestion pathway
EPZs, but not in the plume exposure EPZs, of each operating nuclear power
plant in New York. For each county, identify all county plans and procedures
that would be used, followed, or otherwise relied upon by that county for an
ingestion pathway and a recovery and reentry response to a radiological emer-
gency. If the county does not have plans and procedures, state how they

would respond.

Identify, on a county-by-county basis for each county in New York State in
the ingestion pathway EPZ of a nuclear power plant, who in the New York
State government is most knowledgeable about emergency preparedness of

each county to make an ingestion pathway and recovery and reentry response.

For the areas of New York State within the 50-mile EPZ of Shoreham, 1dentify
who (a) in New York State government and (b) in the counties and other perti-
nent jurisdictions in those areas is most knowledgeable about the emergency
preparedness of the counties and other pertinent jurisdictions in those areas
to make an ingestion pathway and recovery and reentry response to a Mill-

stone, Haddam Neck, Oyster Creek, and Indian Point radiological emergency.

For each county listed in Interrogatory No. 688 and identified in your response
to No. 69, identify, for each of the following sub-parts, each county that has
participated in (a) an ingestion pathway exercise, (b) any drills of ingestion

pathway plans and procedures, (¢) any training of ingestion pathway plans or

procedures, (d) an exercise dealing with recovery and reentry activities, (e) in

any drills of recovery and reentry plans and procedures, and (f) in any training

of recovery and reentry plans and procedures. For each subpart, identify the
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dates that that activiiy occurred, what plans and procedures were used, and

who participated.

For each sub-part in Interrcjatory No. 72, identify all documents containing
documentation of the activities listed in Interrogatory No. 72. Provide copies

of all such documents.

Identify, on a county-by-county basis for each county in New York State in an
ingestion pathway EPZ of a nuclear power plant, the local offices of the State
that are involved in responding to a radiological emergency. State what func-

tion they serve and the activities they are responsible for.

Is it the Intervenors' position that preparation, in the form of training, drills,
and exercises, for 2 plume exposure response to a radiological emergency is
adequate preparation for an ingestion pathway and recovery and reentry re-

sponse?

Identify which counties in the ingestion pathway LPZ of the Ginna Nuclear
Power Station were involved in preparing for the Ginna ingestion pathway ex-
ercise ("Ginna Exercise") held in October 1987. For each county describe the
roles they played in preparing for and participating in the Ginna Exercise.
Identify all documents used by these counties to prepare for and participate in

the Ginna Exercise.

On a county-by-county basis for all counties except Wayne and Monroe, iden-
tify by date when the State and the counties identified in response to Inter-
rogatory No. 76 (a) met to prepare for the Ginna Exercise, (b) trained for the
Exercise, and (¢) drilled in preparation for the exercise. Identify and provide

all documents containing documentation of these events.
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State for each county in the Ginna ingestion pathway EPZ whether each coun-
ty's EOC was activated and whether it remained operational throughout the
Ginna Exercise. For each county whose EOC was not activated or which did
not remain operational throughout the exercise, explain who directed the

county's operations and from where.

Do the Intervenors be .ve (see 10 C.F.R Part 50, App. E (F)3)e)) that it is
sufficient to demonstrata at least once every five years the State's capabili-
ties to make an ingestion pathway response through an exercise held at only
one nuclear power plant site in the State? If the answer is no, state (a) for
which sites in the State that the State's capabilities must be teste~ in a sepa-
rate exercise and (b) whether the counties within the 50-mile "'PZs of these
sites must also participate in a FEMA-graded exercise to demonstrate their

ability to make an ingestion pathway response.

If the answer to the first part of Interrogatory No. 79 is yes, state how a sin-
gle ingestion pathway exercise, like the Ginna Exercise, demonstrates the
ability of New York State and the counties in the ingestion pathway EPZs of
the other nuclear power plants in the State to make an ingestion pathway re-

sponse at any other nuclear power plant in the State.

If the Intervenors believe that the Ginna Exercise demonstrates the capabili-
ties of the State and other counties to respond to an emergency at other nu-
clear power plants, state whether the Ginna Exercise demonstrates the capa-
bilities of New York State and the counties and other pertinent jurisdictions in
the Shoreham 50-mile EPZ to make an ingestion pathway response to a

Shoreham emergency. If the answer is no, explain why not.
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82. Do the Intervenors believe that for each nuclear power plant in New York
State an ingestion pathway exercise must be conducted (a) to satisfy NRC re-
quirements and (b) to demonstrate that the counties are adequately prepared

for an ingestion pathway response? If no, explain why not.

83. Identify all documents critiquing the Ginna Exercise, including any informal
reports, articles, or summaries prepared by the State, counties or utility; and
draft FEMA post-exercise reports and the final FEMA post-exercise report.

Provide copies of all such documents.

84. The REPG Affidavit at page 8 states: "From experience at other sites in New
York State, we have learned that the only way the State and local government
personnel have been able to develop adequate site specific response capabili-
ties is through detailed planning, interfacing with personnel, dril’ing, . nd ex~
ercising."” Identify the "other sites" and the "experience" referred to in the

REPG Affidavit.

85. Identify, on a county-by-county basis fo: each county in New York State in a
50-mile EFZ of a nuclear power plant, the "routines" referred to on page 4 of
the REPG Affidavit in the sentence "there are also many additional routines
developed at the State and county level via close interaction of personnel
which are not reflected in the generic State Plan or the county addenda."
Identify any documents that contain these "routines.” If the "routines" are
site-specific to particular counties, identify the counties to which the rou-
tines apply. State whether these routines apply to all counties in New York
State located in an ingestion pathway EPZ of a nuclear power plant, Provide

copies of all identified documents.

L T LY R
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State all the "general assumptions" referred to at page 5 of the REPG Affida-
vit that LILCO makes "about the New York State Plan and emergency plan-
ning which are unwarranted." For each assumption, state why it is

unwarranted.

On a county-by-county basis for all counties in New York State located in an
ingestion pathway EPZ of a nuclear power plant, identify the "detailed State
and local government drills and exercises" referenced at the bottom of page 5

of the REPG Affidavit.

Identify the bases and actual experiences and activities that support the
statement at page 6 of the REPG Affidavit "that the various counties respond
very differently to ingestion pathway and recovery and reentry matters."
Provide specific examples of (a) how the counties respond differently and (b)

the implication of these differences.

Identify, on a county-by-county basis for all counties in New York State lceat-
ed within an ingestion pathway EPZ of a nuclear power plant, the "detailed,
aibeit somewhat informal procedures and techniques" reference at page 6 of
the REPG Affidavit which "enhances the real framework for an integrated re-
sponse." Identify and provide copies of all documents that contain these "pro-

cedures and techniques"” for each county.

In discussing the proper protective response options available for making de-
cisions about agricultural land on page 8 of the REPG Affidavit, REPG states
that "substantial information is needed on soil conditions, crop rotations

(and], water flow patterns . . . ." State (a) whether all of this information



was made available during the Ginna Exercise, (b) whether it was actually
used during the Ginna Exercise, and (¢) whether this information is hept up-
dated for each county in New York State that is located in an ingestion path-
way EPZ of a nuclear power plant. Identify, on a county-by-county basis, who
is responsible for gathering and updating this information. If it is collected by
State personnel, identify what local offices are responsible for this task and
where this information is kept. Provide copies of all documents containing

this information.

91. In reference to page 8 of the REPG Affidavit, identify ior each county in New
York State located in an ingestion pathway EPZ of a nuclear power plant (a)
what county personnel "are needed to provide these data" (b) who according to
"pre-planning"” "will perform particular tasks,” (¢) what these "particular
tasks" are, and (d) the training and evaluation of these personnel necessary to
do these "particular tasks." Identify all documents containing this "pre-

planning,” training, and evaluation. Provide copies of all such documents.

92. Identify, on a county-by-county basis for all counties in New York State locat-
ed in an ingestion pathway EPZ of a nuclear power plant, "the procedures,
dedicated resources [and] trained personnel" that New York State has identi-
fied "for ingestion pathway data collection and analysis" referred to on page 9

of the REPG Affidavit. Provide copies of all such documents.

93. If the Intervenors believe that "[t]he level of training required for a proper
ingestion pathway response is illustrated by preparation for the Ginna exer-
cise" which "involved close to nine months," REPG Affidavit at 9-10, state

whether the same type and amount of training and preparation has already

R
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been conducted for all other counties in New York State in an ingestion path-
way EPZ of a nuclear power plant. Identify which counties have been pre-
pared to the (same or greater) extent, If the same type and amount of prepa-
ration has not been conducted with respect to any counties in New York State
in an ingestion pathway EPZ of a nuclear power plant, state why such prepa-

ration has not been conducted and whether there are plans to do so.

State whether the counties in the Ginna ingestion pathway EPZ were capable
of making an ingestion pathway response to a Ginna radiological emergency
prior to this "close to nine months" of preparation identified on page 10 of the
REPG Affidavit. If the answer is yes, explain why nine months of preparation

was needed.

State whether the State will change its approach to planning for an ingestion
pathway response in light of the two "important lessons learned as a result of
the Ginna exercise" idertified on page 10 of the REPG Affidavit. If yes, state
what changes the State will make. If nc, explain why changes will not be

made.

Identify, on a county-by-county basis for each county in New York that is lo-
cated in an ingestion pathway EPZ of a nuclear power plant, the location of
the local cooperative extension offices that would participate in an ingestion

pathway response.

Page 10 of the REPG Affidavit cites two "examples" of site-specific imple-
menting procedures that concern an "adequate local communciation network

for use by the ingestion sampling teams," and "an adequate operations base for
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the ingestion sampling teams." For each county in New York State that is lc-
cated in an ingestion pathway EPZ of a nuclear power plant, identify (a) the
"site-specific implementation procedures” for these two "examples,” (b) who
is responsible for implementing these procedures, and (¢; any training or drills
that have taken place concerning these procedures. Provide copies of all doe-
uments relating to these procedures and the training involving these proce-

dures.

The REPG Affidavit at 10 says there are "detailed procedures" which go "be-
yond the generic Plan and county-snecific addenda . . . which implement the
tasks identified in the Plan." Identify, on a county-by-county basis for each
county in New York State that is located in an ingestion pathway EPZ of a nu-
clear power plant, these detailed procedures, and state which tasks in the

State Plan they are used to implement. Provide copies of all such documents.

State whether it would take nine months to a yvear for the counties in New
York State in an ingestion pathway EPZ of a nuclear power plant to be pre-
pared to make an ingestion pathway and recovery and reentry response that
would be adequate to satisfy the applicable NRC requirements. If the answer

is no, state how long it would take the counties to become prepared.

Identify when the State and County EOCs on Long Island have been activated
in the past, why they were activated, what activities took place, and who was

responsible for those activities.
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Has New York State or Suffolk or Nassau County ever implemented their re-
covery procedures on Long Island in response to a man-made or natural disas-
ter or emergency? If so, identify each occurrence. For each occurrence,
identify (a) who in the State and County was involved in this response, (b)

what roles they were responsible for, and (¢) what activities took place.

If the "counties near Shoreham have not dedicated the resources or trained
the personnel to support a state ingestion pathway response," REPG Affidavit
at 12, state how they will support an ingestion pathway response to a Mill-

stone, Haddam Neck, Oyster Creek, or Indian Point radiological emergency.

At page 11 of the REPG Affidavit it states that the State Plan does not define
responsibilities "since the precise details of how a county can respond are only
worked out in discussions” about how the counties can assist the State in an
ingestion pathway response. For each county in New York State in an inges-
tion pathway EPZ of a nuclear power plant, state when the State has had
these "discuscions,"” who attended these "discussions,” and, for each county,
the "precise details" of the "assistance" that each county will provide the
State in an ingestion pathway response. Identify when these "discussions"
have been "refined" during "drills, table top exercises, and similar training

sessions. . . ."

If the State and all the counties have not had these "discussions,"” state (a) why
they have not occurred, (b) when they will oceur, and (¢) how the counties can
be prepared at this time to assist the State in an ingestion pathway response if

these "discussions™ have not occurred.
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In denying LILCO Material Fact No. 2 REPG states "the State and local gov-
ernment personnel who will ce responsible for carrying out particular recov-
ery and reentry and ingestion pathway functions are not primarily identified
in the Plan." REPG Affidavit at 17. Identify these "unidentified" State and
loca! government personnel who will be responsible for recovery and reentry
activities for each county in New York State located within a 50-mile EPZ of

a nuclear power plant.

In denyirg LILCO Material Fact No. 4 REPG states that "the State has not de-
veloped procedures that are applied generically to other plants. Rather, all
procedures of the State are tailored to site-specific situations . . . ." If this
statement is true, explain why the Intervenors admitted that the State has a
"g. 2ric State plan" that is applied to all nuclear power plants. Identify "all
procedures of the State that are tailored to site-specific situations" and iden-

tify those "site-specific situations.”

State what additional ingestion pathway and recovery and reentry activities
must be taken in response to a radiological emergency that require "detailed
interfacing and practice sessions" that the LILCO Plan does not address. See

REPG Affidavit at 18-19.

In response to LILCO Material Fact No. 8 REPG stated that even though the
Monroe County Plan says the State Plan has complete instructions on recov-
ery, the State Plan does not have complete instructions. REPG Affidavit at
19. Explain how the Monroe County Plan statement can be true, If it is only

true "in context,"” please identify the context that makes it true.
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In reference to LILCO Material Fact No. 26, state what other factors would be
considered before information about recovery actions would be disseminated
to the public. See REPG Affidavit at 23.

In response to LILCO Material Fact No. 41, REPG states that "particular
counties provide more or less support, depending o:: a [various] factors. .. ."
REPG Affidavit at 26. On a county-by-county basis for each county in New
York State located in a 50-mile EPZ of a nuclear power plant what "more or
less support” is provided in comparison to that listed in LILCO Material Fact

ND. 41.

In response to LILCO Material Fact No. 54, REPG states that the Ginna Exer-
cise tested "the State ingestion pathway procedure for local governments in
the vicinity of Ginna only." Statc what parts of the State Plan were not iest-
ed during the Ginna Exercise and if the State plans to test these parts at an-

other exercise.

Contentions 1-2, 4-8, 10

Identify and describe any and all portions of Suffolk County that are within

the plume exposure EPZ of the Millstone Nuclear Power Plant in Connecticut,

Identify any and all plans and procedures that Suffolk County would use, fol-
low, or otherwise rely upon to respond to a radiological emergency at the
Millstone plant which required the implementation of protective measures,
including, but not limited to, evacuation of the portions of Suffolk County

identified in Interrogatory No. 117. Provide a copy of all such documents.
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119. Who in the New York State government and who in the Suffolk County gov- |
ernment are most knowledgeable about how the State and County would re-
spond to a Shoreham emergency with respect to each of the foilowing fune-
tions:

a. guiding traffic

b. blocking roadways, erecting barriers in roadways, and channeling traf-
fie

c. removing obstructions from public roadways, including towing private
vahicles

d. activating sirens and directing the broadcasting of emergency broad-
cast system messages

e. making decisions and ecommendations to the public concerning pro-
tective actions

f. making and implementing decisions and recommendations to the public
concerning protective actions for the ingestion exposure pathways

g making and implementing decisions and recommendations to the public
concerning recovery and reentry

h. performing access control at the EPZ perimeter?

120. Please provide a copy of any and all existing plans and procedures for re-

sponding to emergencies, whether radiological or nonradiological, affecting
Suffolk County, including, but not limiied to, chemical spills, fires, hurri-
canes, explosions, and earthquakes. Please include any and all plans for deal-
ing with accidents involving shipments of radiological materials to

Brookhaven National Lab, the Shoreham Nuclear Power Station, hospitals and

other medical facilities, and industrial facilities,




121. If Shoreham were in fact operating at 100 percent power, would (a) the State

of New York and (b) Suffolk County do anything to improve their present state
of preparedness to respond to a radiological emergency? If so, precisely what

would (a) the State and (b) the County do?

122, With respect to New York State, how do the answers to Interrogatories Nos.
10, 13, 15, 16, 21, 22, 23, 30, 37, and 42 differ from what the State would do in
a radiological emergency at other operating nuclear power plants in New York

State?

123. To the extent not already requested, please provide all copies of all docu-

ments identified in response to the above interrogatories.

h,m *

mes N, Christmgn

Mary Jo Leugers

David S. Harlow

Counsel for Long Island Lighting Company

Hunton & Williams

707 East Main Street

P.O. Box 1535

Richmond, Virginia 23212

DATED: March 24, 1988
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