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I.

introduction and Background

Q. Please state your names.

A. My

My

My

My

My

My

My

My

name

name

name

name

name

name

name

name

is

is

is

is

is

is

is

is

Bruce G. Brocdsky.

Edward J. Doherty.

Howard M. Keoe~nig.

Nick F. Muto.

Robert W. Petrilak.

Anthony R. Rossi.

J. Thomas Smith.

Richard N. Suprina.

Q. Please describe your involvement

Island.

A, (Brodsky)

with schools on Long

I have been a member of the Middle Country

Central Schoecl District Board of Education for the past ten and

one-half years.

I

have served on the

legislative, policy,



finance and public relations subcommittees of the Board. In ad-
dition, I am a member of the Nassau-Suffolk School Boards Assoc-
iation, the New York State Schooi Boards Association, the
Brookhaven School Boar2 Association, and the National School

Boards Association. A copy of my resume is Attachment 1 hereto.

(Rossi) I have been the Director of Transportation for
the Middle Country Central School District sirce January, 1973.
I am also a certif.ed instructor for the New York State Basic and
Advanced 8chool Bus Driver Training Programs and serve as a
qualified inspector for the New York State Motor Vehicle Depart-
ment. As an inspector, 1 test school bus driver candidates to
determine whether they may continue to be certified school bus
drivers in compliance with Article 1°-A of the New York Vehicle
and Traffic Law. I am on active member of the New York Ass..lia-
tion for Pupil Transportation and I serve as President of the
Suffolk County Chapter of the New Ycrk Association for Pupil
Transportation, a position which requires me to remain abreast of
school transp..cation related matters within New York State. A

copy of my resume is A Lachment 2 hereto.

(Suprina) I have been the Superintendent of Schools
for the Riverhead Cernt:al School District for the past five
years. Prior to becoming Superintendent, I held a variety of
other school-related positions in other school districts, in-

cluding assistant superintendent, principal, and teacher. I have



been involved in the education profession for over 30 years. I

am an active member of the BOCES I Council of Superintendents,
the New York State Council of School Superintendents, and the
Suffolk County Council of School Superintendents. I also serve
on the executive committee of the Suffolk County Organization for
the Promotion of Education, an organization which devises educa-
tional in-services for teachers. A copy of my resume is

Attachment 3 hereto.

(Doherty) I have been eanployed by the Riverhead
Central School District since 1953, 8etween 1953 and 1963, I was
at various times a school bus driver, school bus mechanic, and
the District's Assistant Supervisor of Transportation. Since
1963, 1 ha’e been the District's Supervisor of Transportation. I
am a certif.>d school bus driver instructor and examiner. Over
the years, I have served as President, Vice President, Treasurer,
and ecretary for the Suffolk County Chapter of the New York
Association for Pupil Transportation. I am currently the
Secre ary of the New York State Association for Pupil Transpor-

tation., A copy of my resume is Attachment 4 hereto.

(Muto) I have been the Superintendent of Schools for
the Longwood Central ¢fchool District for the past six years.
Prior to beccming Longwood's Superintendent, I served as Superin-
teudent of Schools for Nauset Public Schools in South Wellfleet,

Massachusetts. I have been involved in the education profession
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tional auministration from New York University and teach courses
which deal with the subject of role conflict at both New York
University and Long Island University. I also am a member of the
Nassau-Suffolk School Boards Association. This association meets
regularly to discuss issues of common interest to school adminis-
trators on Long Island, including issues regarding pupil trans-

portation. A copy of my resume is Attachment 7 hereto.

(Petrilak) I have been a member of the Mt. Sinai Board
of Education since 1383 and have previously served as Vice
President of the Board. As a Board member, I am involved in all
aspects of education policy formulation for Mt. Sinai, including
transportation policy. A copy of my resume is Attachment 8

hereto.

(All) These school-related activities have provided us
the opportunity to participate in a wide varie.y of school
matters, including those related to the safe transportation of
our children. These activities have also given us a broad per-
spective regarding school transportation issues and how they are

handled, both by our respective school districts and by other

districts.

Q. Please describe your school districts and your school

related responsibilities that pertain to your testimony in this

proceeding.




Middle Country Central School District

A, (Brodsky) As a member of the Board of Education of the
Middle Country Central School District, I work with the other
Board members to establish policy for the District. We appoint
the Superintendent and other officials who are responsible for
implementing the Board's policies. Among other things, we estab-
lish and monitor the Middle Country District's policy regarding
the transportation of schoolchildren, which policy is then imple-
mented by the District's Superintendent and by the District's
Director of Trunsportation, Mr. Rossi, and his staff. Our policy
derives from State regulation requirements and District-level
adainistrative directives. That policy is that only drivers
approved by Mr., Rossi and the Superintendent are permitted to
transport our children, and that Middle Country children are per-
mitted to be transported to and from school only in buses which
have passed the bi-annual State certification inspections and
meet with the approval of Mr. Rossi and his staff. This policy
is based upon our strongly held view that we can protect our
children's safety in travel to and from school only if we main-

tain strict controls over who transports our children and how.

(Brodsky, Rossi) The Middle Country Central School
District is located partly inside and mostly just outside and to
the west of the 10-mile EPZ. Our total public school enrollment

is approximately 12,000, We have 13 public schools for which we




provide daily transportation to and from school; for these 13
schools, we also provide transportation for extracurricular
activities such as field trips, sportirg events, and the like.
Further, our District provides transportation to and from school
for District children (approximately 900 children) who attend
private and parochial schools. Some of these schools (St. John
the Evangelist, Infant Jesus, North Shore Christian, and Yaphank
Christian) are within or very close to the 10-mile EPZ; some are
to the east of the l0-mile EPZ, necessitating travel within the
EPZ in order to carry out daily bus runs; and others are located

elsewhere on Long Island.

(Rossi) As Director of Transportation for Middle
Country Central School District, I oversee the transportation of
approximately 10,000 students to and from school daily; we trans-
port approximately 9,000 students to the public schools and
approximately 900 to the private and parochial schools. nt
2,500 of our students (mostly attending public schools) regularly

walk to and from school.

I am responsible for the hiring and training of school bus
drivers, and the maintenance of school buses. I personally
interview and approve each driver who transports District

children, including those persons who drive buses for our con-~

tracting bus companies. This interview/approval process is
necessarily somewhat subjective. In my experience, however, I
-8-




have come to recognize that driving a school bus requires persons
with not only the requisite training in driving a large vehicle,
but also the composure and capability to gain the confidence and
respect of children and parents. I feel that personal interviews

are an important part of the overall selection process of bus

drivers.

Each schcol bus driver applicant must undergo a physical
examination, submit three letters of reference, perform satis-
factorily on a written and behind-the-wheel examination and
undergo fingerprinting to verify that he or she does not have a
criminal record. In addition, I obtain from the Department of
Motor Vehicles a copy of each applicant's driving record for the
past three years. Our bus driver training entails 40-50 hours of
instruction., In addition to teaching ou- driver candidates how
to operate a bus, we offer instruction on echool bus safety
practices, handling children and the importance of discipline,
special laws and regulations that our drivers must comply with,
repair procedures and what to do should their bus become involved
in an accident. Our drivers are taught to conduct a pre-trip
safety inspection each and every time the bus is placed in
service, and to fill out and submit to me the pre-trip inspection
forms. Our driver candidates must ride for three days with a

regular driver to observe student discipline and proper handling

of students, to learn the locations of streets and schools, and




to get any questions they might have answered by a trained

driver.

I ensure that each bus which carries Middle Country children
is operated in compliance with the rules, regulations, and laws
of the State. For example, I, or persons working under my direc-
tion, inspect all District-owned and contract buses. The
District-owned buses undergo complete maintenance at our garage
every 3,900 miles, in addition to regularly scheduled quarterly
maintenarce2. All school buses undergo a rigorous inspection by
the State Department of Transportation every five to six months.
Should a bus fail the inspection, that bus would not be used to
transport children until the problem was corrected and the bus
passed inspection. I also conduct all required and supplemental

safety seminars.

(Rossi, Brodsky) Middle Country relies upon a combina~
tion of District-employed (40) and contract (33 from United Bus
Company and 29 from Medibus) drivers to transport its 10,000
students. The large majority of our drivers are women, often of
child-bearing age and with children attending our schools. Most
of the drivers reside in the District or close to it. Some

reside within the 10-mile EPZ.

For the most part, the 40 District-employed drivers are not

full-time employees. Rather, they work only the hours that they

- 10 =



drive and can be reached during times when they are not driving
only if they happen to be at home or if they are in buses which
are equipped with radios. The same is true for the District's
contract drivers. The contract drivers typically keep their
buses with them during the day; the Medibus drivers keep their
buses overnight. Many District-employed drivers also keep their
buses during the day; as a result, very few buses are at the

Middle Country bus yard during the day.

We use 101 buses each day. Most of these buses engage in
both public and private and parochial school runs each day. At
any given time during the school day, 24 buses are being used
solely for the transportation of the private and parochial school
students. We also use three mini-buses to transport those

children with special needs.

The buses in our fleet are not of the same size. Of the
District-owned buses we have 32, 20-seat school buses; five,
l10-seat buses; and two, 15 passenger vans and one, 16 passenger
van., Of the contract buses, 33 are 20-seat buses, and 29 are 16
passenger mini-vans. For trips under 10 miles, the buses can
carry three elementary students per seat, meaning the capacities
are 30, or 60 elementary students, depending on bus size. For
trips over 10 miles, I would not load a bus three per seat even

with elementary students. I would lcad high school students only




two per seat, meaning the bus would be carrying 20 or 40

students, depending upon the size of the bus.

Middle Country does not have sufficient buses or drivers to
transport all its children -~ or even those who regularly require
transport -- at a single time. Rather, as described in greater
detail below, each driver must perform multiple runs both in the
morning and afternoon in order to transport our children. We
have staggered school openings and closings as a result. To
accommodate our transportation needs, we have buses arriving and
leaving our schools at 24 separate scheduled times. We also have
unscheduled runs each day. At least half of our drivers are on
the road with their buses at any given time during the day.
Those drivers responsible for the kindergarten runs are on the

road virtually all day.

Riverhead Central School District

A, (Suprina) As Superintendent of the Riverhead Central
School District, I am in charge of implementing all School Dis-
trict policies which are established by the Board of Education.
One area of my responsibility is to supervise School District
operations =~ such as Mr. Doherty's transportation activities.
The Riverhead School District Board of Eduvcation has instituted a
transportation policy under which our children will be trans-

ported only by drivers who have received District approval and
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only in District-owned buses, which are maintained and inspected
by District personnel. This policy is based on safety concerns:
our parents demand assurance that their children are well cared
for and adequately protected. To satisfy this demand and provide
such assurance, the Riverhead School District has determined that
it must maintain complete control over who transports the

District's schoolchildren and how.

(Suprina, Doherty) The Riverhead Central School Dis-
trict is located to the east and south of the Shoreham plant.
The District begins within approximately two miles of the Shore-
ham plant and then contirues to the south and east of the l0-mile
EPZ. The District has approximately 3,700 public school students
enrolled in seven public schools. Four of our public schools
(Riley Avenue and Pulaski Street Elementary Schools, Riverhead
Junior High, and Riverhead High) are located within 10 miles of
Shoreham and have approximately 2,705 students. Our remaining
cthree public schools are all located close to the 10~ mile EP2Z
boundary line. We feel it is unrealistic to assume that those
schools falling just outside the 1l0-mile line are somehow "safe."
Thus, we consider all the Riverhead schools to fall within the

zone of potential danger.

In addition, we also provide transportation to 369 parochial
and private schoolchildren who reside in our District. These

children attend schools both inside and outside the l0-mile EPZ.
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We transport students to the follewin; private and parochial
schools located inside or very close to the EPZ: St, Isidore,
St. David, St. John the Evangelist, Living Water and Mercy EBigh
School.

(Doherty) As Transportation Supervisor for the River-
head Central School District, I administer the operation of the
bus fleet owned by the District for the purpose of safely trans-
porting schoolchildren to and from school on a daily basis. I
also am responsible for all transportation necessary for extra-

curricular activities.

The District owns 54 buses of which 39 are full passenger
capacity buses (21 have 20 seats and 18 have 22 seats) and 15 are
5 to 28 passenger buses used for handicapp2d children and other
uses. The District employs 47 regular drivers, and six substi-
tute drivers. Thirteen of our 54 buses are used solely for the
transportation of the private and parochial school students; 32
of our buses are used for public school transportation. We use
15 buses to transport 36 handicapped students to eight schools.
Eight of our 54 buses are spare buses and we contract for the use
of two buses. Our capacity policy is the same as that described
above by Mr. Rossi: the only circumstance where three children
per seat are permitted is on elementary school trips under 10

miles. In all other situations, two children per seat is the

maximum permitted.




Most of our drivers are women who often are young with
school age children, For the most part, our drivers reside with=-
in the District; many reside very close to or within the 10-mile
Shoreham EPZ. Our drivers are not full-time District employees.
Rather, they work only during peak driving times =-- morning and
afternoon, plus those needed for midday kindergarten transporta-
tion and extracurricular activities. At other times of the day,
our drivers can be reached only if they happen to be at home or

in buses which are equipped with radios.

Each driver receives a rigorous training program which I
directly supervise. The program includes 40-60 hours of on-the-
job training, involving actually driving school buses with a
.supervisor (usually me) present. In addition, I personally
interview each driver applicant (including substitutes) to ensure
to my satisfaction -- based on my years of experience =-- that the
applicant possesses the necessary personal qualities to make
him/her a satisfac:ory driver. The Riverhead School District
adheres to these requirements, because we have determined that
anything less would not ensure the safe transportation of our
children. No person is permitted to drive who has not received
my personal approval. Dr. Suprina ultimately gives his approval
of each driver as well, based upon my recommendation. These re-
Qquirements have never been subject to waiver. Thus, we have for-

bidden the use of substitute drivers who have not received our

full training and approval. As a result, during times when we




have been short of drivers, the transportation of some children

has been delayed.

(Suprina, Doherty) We do not have sufficient resources
to transport all our students at the same time. Indeed, as dis~-
cussed below, we do not have sufficient resources even to trans-

port the pupils attending the four EPZ schools at one time.

Longwood Central School District

A. (Muto) As Superintendent of Schools for Longwood
Central School District, I am responsible for all areas of the
administration of the school district. The Longwood District is
located within the 10-mile Shoreham EPZ. Our six public schools
are roughly southwest of the plant, ranging in distance from
about four to nine miles from Shoreham. My responsibilities in-
clude the implementation of the transportation policies of my
District. These include the policy that our schoolchildren may
be transported only by persons who have received the personal
approval of the District, and only in buses which have received
the approval of Mr., Smith, The reason for this policy is the
same as that testified to above by other witnesses: we have
determined that we can provide for the safe transportation of our
children only by the maintenance of strict controls over how and

by whom our children are transported.

- 16 -
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such as to Nassau County, we would load the buses two students
per seat, leaving room for two adult supervisors in accordance

with District practice.

Notwithstanding the use of contract drivers and buses, I
maintain close control over the training of all drivers who
transport our children., Thus, I personally oversee all employ-
ment and training of these school bus drivers in order to ensure
the safe and competent transportation of our schoolchildren. The
training includes 48 hours of instruction, divided between myself
and driver training instructors employed by the bus company. A
significant portion of the training =-- 20 hours -~ is route simu-
lation prior to actual assignment involving the transportation of
children., That portion of the training carried out by the bus
company instructors is subject to my overall approval. Further,
I persconally interview and approve every school bus driver who

drives District children.

Suburbia Middle Island Bus Company has the primary resnonsi-
bility to ensure that the bus equipment contracted to the Dis-
trict meets all requirements. I review Suburbia's standards and
periodically inspect all buses and inspection records to ensure
that proper maintenance is being carried out. Should I receive a
complaint about the condition of one of our contract buses, I
personally inspect that bus from top to bottom. Moreover, all

the school buses used to transport our schoolchildren must under~-




go rigorous inspection by the State Department of Transportation
every five or six months. Only State-certified buses are allowed

to transport our school- children.

(Muto, Smith) The total student enrollment in our Dis-
trict is over 10,000 students. Our District transports approxi-
mately 9,465 schoolchildren daily. Our student enrollment breaks
down as follows: we transport daily 8,574 public school-
children (4,018 elementary students, 1,354 middle school
etudents, 1,287 junior high school students and 1,796 high school
students) and 891 private and parochial school students. Many of
our private and parochial school students are transported to
schools located within or very close to the Shoreham EPZ, in-
cluding North Shore Christian, Infant Jesus, St. Isidore, Mercy
High School, &t. David, St. John the Evangelist and Yaphank
Christian, To transport all our children requires three bus runs
by each dr.ver, both in the morning and the afternoon, in addi-
tion to the midday kindergarten and split session bus routes
which must be driven. Our drivers cover 638 different bus
routes, over which more than 11,740 stops are made. We do not

have enough drivers or buses to transport all our children at the

same time.
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East Meadow Union Free School District

A. (Koenig) As Superintendent of East Meadow Union Free
School District, I am responsible for the overall operation of
the school system. I implement the educationral and administra-
tive policies for the District, which are established by the East
Meadow School Board. The East Meadow District has approximately
7,000 students enrolled in its eight schools. The District is
located in Nassau County, New York, several miles from the Nassau
Coliseum and Nassau Community College, which LILCO has designated

as school reception centers.

I am charged with implementing the District's policies with
respect to the transportation of schoolchildren. Our policy is
consistent with the policies described above: our children are
permitted to be transported only by drivers who have been per-
sonally approved by me. I base my approval on the recommen-

dations of our Transportation Direcior.

Mt. Sinai School Distri

A. (Petrilak) As a member of the Mt, Sinai Board of
Education, I participate in the development of policies to be
implemented by schools within the District. Part of my job as a
School Board member necessarily concerns devising &nd imple-

menting policies that ensure the safe transportation of school-
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children to and from the two schools located within the Mt. Sinai
District, as well as the transportation of our high school
students to and from the school they attend in Port Jefferson.
We also transport pupils to 21 private and parochial schools both
inside and outside the l0-mile Shoreham EPZ.

Our cransportation policy requires that all drivers be
approved by the District's Superintendent before they are per-
mitted to drive our children. Further, our bus contractor is not
authorized to allow unapproved personnel to operate buses under

contract to our District.

All Mt. Sinai schoolchildren are transported by bus to and
from school each day; in other words, none of our children walk
to school. Mt. Sinai relies on contract buses in order to trans-
port its children. A total of 2,350 students are transported,
including 976 elementary students, 684 junior high students, 572
senior high students and 118 private and parochial school
students., We have a total of 27 full capacity buses (19 have 22
seat 'nd eight have 20 seats) and 27 drivers, plus five substi~-
tute drivers, under contract with the Harborview Coram Bus
Company. Most of our drivers are women who live within or rela-
tively close to Mt. Sinai. Twenty-six buses are used to trans-
port the public schoolchildren and 11 eight seat mini-vans are

used in the transportation of the private and parochial school

- 2] -



students. The District uses one mini-van to transport children

with special needs.

For our 27 full capacity buses, we use the same capacity
numbers mentioned by Mr., Rossi, Mr. Doherty and Mr. Sm.th: never
more than two students per seat except for elementary students on
trips under 10 miles. We do not have enough buses and drivers to
transport all our children at the same time. Each driver must
make two bus runs, in addition to the kindergarten runs, every
morning and again in the afternoon in order to accomplish the

transportation of our pupils to 24 different schools.

The primary responsibility for training the bus drivers who
transport our children and for maintaining our buses rests with
our bus contractor,. The Mt., Sinai Transportation Director,
Ms. Gail Litsch, however, personally interviews every driver,
conducts safety seminars, and ensures that the buses are properly
maintained and that 2ll drivers undergo extensive training prior
to ever transporting children. She also ensures that all drivers

attend regular bi-annual refresher training courses.

Q. You have discussed bus driver training. What is the

most important aspect of such a training program?

A, (Rossi, Doherty, Smith, Petrilak) Without gquestion,

the most essential component of effective bus driver training is




on-the-jcb training during which the drivers actually transport
children. Classroom training and instruction regarding bus
driving, without children present, are important, but clearly
insufficient. It is only when you have been trained and are
experienced in transporting 40 or more children day after day
that you learn the practical aepects of safe school bus opera-

tion.

Accordingly, we include extensive supervised on-the-job
training for all our drivers. We permit no drivers to transport
children on their own until they have been trained and observed
in real world, on-the-job driving on multiple occasions, in-
cluding observation of defensive driving practices. It is our
understanding that LILCO's drivers will have had no such

training.

It should also be emphasized that, in addition to the basic
training, testing, interviews, criminal record checks, and
physical examinations described in this testimony (which mus:t be
carried out for a person to qualify initially to become a bus
driver), each of our Districts =-- and we believe all other school
districts as well =-- carry out regular training of bus drivers

throughout the year.

(Smith) For example, the Longwood Central School Dis-

trict provides refresher courses twice a year for both its
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regular and substitute driver ;. Refresher I must be completed by
all drivers before the openiig of schocl in September. Tris in-
service program provides a review of bus drivar responsibiiities,
and pertinent rules, regulationc, laws, and local policies and
practices. Topics for discussion include, but are not limited
to, safety measures, accident prevention, pre~trip inspection and
current developments in pupil transportation. Refresher II also
must be completed by all drivers cn an annua&l basis, and in no
event later than January 31 of each year. Refresher II includes
review of safe winter driving practices, as well as changes in

laws, rules and regulations, and local policies and practices.

In addition to the bi-annual refresher courses, I (ypicelly
hold additional meetings during the course of the schcol year to
emphasize safety. This year, for instance, I have already held
two such meetings to discuss driver training and student
discipline. Our drivers also sit down each year with the con-

tractor to review their driving record from the previous year.

(Rossi) All our drivers, contract and District, are
&lso required to cowmplete a refresher course twice each year;
Refresher I is provided before the schools open and Refresher II
is provided before February 1 of each year. The same topics
covered by Longwood are also covered ir Middle Country. In

addition, we provide instruction on railroad crcssings and field

trip yprocedures, student discipline, accidents and accident




liability. I also hold a third meeting each year to discuss
various safety related topics and policy concerns and to conduct
the testing necessary for our drivers to remain certified to
drive our  buses. I frequently show £films to emphasize
particularly important topics. At the beginning of each school
year, I sit down with each driver to discuss their driving record
from the previous year and any job related concerns those drivers
may wish to discuss with me. I do all this to ensure the safe

transportation of our schoolchildren.

(Doherty) My drivers also must attend two refresher
courses, one before schools open and the other in the winter, I
empharize all the same topics covered in the Longwood and Middle
Country refreshe: courses. In addition, I hold periodiec mini-
meetings throughout the year and typically review ssfety related
procedures and policy concerns., We have a safe driving awards
program to enhance our drivers' safety awareness and to recognize

safe driving.

(Petrilak) Mt. Sinai drivers also must undergo com-
pulsory refresher courses twice each year. Similarly, the Mt,
Sinai Transportation Coordinator sits down with our contract
drivers at the beginning of each school year to review their

driving record “rom the preceding year.
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(Rossi, Smith, Doherty, Petrilak) To ensu:e the safe
transportation of our schoolchildren, we must make certain that
our arivers maintain the high standards expected by our Dis*ricts
and the parents of our children. Thus, in addition to the re~-
fresher courses we hold twice a year, we require our drivers to
do other things as well., Our drivers must undergo a physical
examination and perform satisfactorily on a behind-the-wheel,
oral and/or written examination every year. 1In addition, a motor
vehicle license inspector must observe annually che defensive

driving performance of each and every one of our drivers.

Q. You have each Jiscussed your involvement in the trans-
portation policies of your School District. How importan: is

transportation policy?

A. (All). Very important. School bus-related accidents
often lead to injuries and deaths of schoolchildren in this
country each year. We are aware that accidents may result from
the following avoidable causes: lack of attention to training cf
drivers, over-crowded buses, lack of student control when getting
on or off buses, crowded bus parking areas, delective eguipment,
and similar problems. In an effort to avoid these problems, our
Schoel Districts have made the safe transportation of our
children high priority matters. We have adopted stringent
standards because transporting children is nct easy and cannot be

performed by Jjust anyone. Because we have stringent require-



ments, which in some respects may even exceed the particular

requirements specified by New York State law for the transporta-
tion of schoolchildren, we have fine safety records. We have,
over the years, rejected many persons who have sought to become
drivers. For many reasons, including driving ability and
temperament, we have concluded that some prospective drivers are
not acceptable., We insist upon the proper training of drivers

and proper maintenance of school buses.

The parents of our schoolchildren have insisted that we
maintain these high standards. When there is a transportation
problem, such as a bus driver unable to find a home or a driver
who cannot maintain order on the bus, we hear about it from our

parents. They become concerned for the safety of their children.

Q. Have your Districts taken a position regarding the
Shoreham plant and/or LILCO's plans for protective actions for

schoolchildren?

A. (Brodsky, Rossi) Yes. The Middle Country Central
School District first established its position in 1983. At that
time, Middle Country, after Board of Education public meetings
and neetings with the Middle Country Parents Teachers Associa-
tion; determined that the District could not adequately evacuate

or otherwise protect its children in the ¢ ent of a serious
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Shoreham emergency. LILCO assumed that schools could utilize
existing resources and snow emergency early dismissal plans in
order to get children home or to relocation centers during a
Shoreham emergency. We concluded, however, that the limited road
network on Long Island, combined with our limited resources, the
likelihcod that school personnel, inc.uding bus drivers, would
experie e role conflict, the lack of parental or adult super-
vi:ion of children in the event of an early dismissal or any
supervision in the event of evacuation, the lack of adequate
school buildings to provide safe sheltering for our children, as
well as parents' desires to reunite with their children at the
schools, made effective planning impossible. For these reasons,
the District decided in 1983 that LILCC's planning for schools
was unworkable and failed to adequately protect tre safety of the
District's schoolchildren. Middla Country set forth thes2
reasons for its opposition to LILCC's Plan in a Middle Country
School District Board of Education Resolution dated November 7,
1883, which is Attachment 9 to this testimony, and was included
in testimcny previously submitted in this Shoreham proceeding.
See Jeffers and Rossi, ff. Tr. 3087, Att. 1 (January 25, 1984).

That resolution continues to represent our District's policy.

(Nuto, Smith) We are alsc familiar with the pcsition
taken by our School District in opposition te the LILCO Plan as
it relatss to schools, as evidenced by a resolution passed by the

Middle 1Island Central School Board (now the Longwood Central
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School District) on September 29, 1983. See Attachment 10 hereto
and the testimony previously submitted in this Shoreham pro-
ceeding (Mutc xnd Smith, ff. Tr. 3087, Att. 1 (January 25,
1984)). After a review of the schools-related provisions of
LILCO's Plan, the District concluded at that time that it could
not safely or successfully implement early dismissal, evacuation,
or sheltering for a variety of reasons, including the role con-
flict which would be experienced by school personnel. That
September 29, 1983 resolution continues to represent our Dis-

trict's position regarding LILCO's Plan.

(Petrilak) The Mt. Sinai School District has also been
concerned with matters related to emergency planning for Shoreham
since 1983. 1In 1983, ;fter public meetings and hearings, the Mt.
Sinai Board of Education determined that it could not safely
evacuate or otherwise protect its childrea during a Shoreham
emergency. A copy of our resolution, dated October 18, 1983, and
a copy of an undated resolution are Attachment 11 hereto. These
resolutions were also included in testimony previously submitted
in this proceeding. See Petrilak, ff. Tr. 3087, Att. 1 (January
25, 1984. The Mt. Sinai Parents Teachers Organization and the
Mt. Sinai Teachers Association concurred with the conclusion
reached by the Board of Education, and those resolutions are

included in Attachment 11.



More recently, the Mt. Sinai Poard of Education reviewed
LILCO's single-wave school evacuation plan, as set forth in
Revision 9 of LILCO's Plan. The'Board also found this new LILCO
plan to be inadequate, and determined that Mt. Sinai would not
allow LILCO employees to transport its schoolchildren in the
event of a Shoreham emergency. The Board also determined that it
would not authorize Mt. Sinai's b.s contractor to allow LILCO
employees to use the buses under contract to the District in the
event of a Shoreham emergency. A copy of this resolution, and
another resolution authorizing me to represent the Board of
Education in this proceeding, both dated March 15, 1988, are

included in Attacrtaent 11 to this testimony.

(Suprina) The Riverhead Central School District has
passed no formal resolution taking a positic.a on Shoreham. The
District's Board of Education, however, has been advised by me of

my testimony herein, and has approved my participation.

(Koenig) The East Meadow District has taken no formal
position on Shoreham, except to advise the Red Cross and LILCO
that our schools cannot be used as congregate care centers in a

Shoreham emergency.



Il. Rurpose of Testimony and Summary of Conclusions

Q. What is the purpose of your testimony?

A. (All) We are prnviding testimony regarding whether EP2Z
school districts have sufficient school hus drivers and buses to
carry out protective actions for schoolchildren in the event of a
Shoreham accident. Specifically, our testimony addresses the
single-wave evacuation of EPZ schools proposed by LILCO in
Revision 9 of its emergency plan, as well as the early dismissal
of schools prcposed by LILCO. The issue concerning the avail-
ability of school bus drivers arises in the context of potential

"role conflict" among such drivers.

Q. What contenticn is addressed in this testimony?

A. (All) Contention 25.C which states:

Intervenors contend that the LILCO Plan fails
to comply with 10 CFR §§ 50.47(a)(1l),
50.47(b)(1), and 50.47(b)(3), because the Plan
fails to address the problem of emergency
worker role conflict. Intervenors contend
that a substantial number of the emergency
workers relied upon under the LILCO Plan will
resolve such conflicts by attending to their
other obligations prior to, or in lieu of per-
forming the emergency functions assigned to
them by LILCO. In the absence of such
workers, the LILCO Plan cannot and will not be
implemented, and thnore can be no finding of
compliance with i0 CFR §§ 50.47(a)(1),
50.47(b), and NUREC-0654 § II. The emergency
workers likely to experience role conflict,
the type of conflict, and the effect of such
conflict wupon the implementability of the
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LILCO Plén are set forth in Sections A-F
below.

A * *

Contention 25.C. The LILCO Plan fails to take
into account the role conflict that will be
experienced by school bus drivers. 1In fact, a
substantial number of school bus drivers are
likely to attend to the safety of their own
families before they report (if they report at
all) to perform the bus driving duties which
LILCO assumes will be performed. Role con-
flict of school bus drivers will mean that
neither school buses nor school bus drivers
will be available to implement the LILCO Pian.
Without an adequate number of buses or bus
drivers, LILCO will be incapable of imple-
menting the following protective actions:

) early dismissal of schools
(necessary under the LILCO Plan to
permit schoolchildren to be
sheltered or to evacuate with their
parents);

- P evacuation of schools.

Q. What do you mean by "role conflict" in the context of

this contention?

A. (All) Role conflict describes the situation whereby an
individual is confronted with contradictory demands on his or her
sense of loyalty as a recult of membership in different groups.
In the context of this proceeding, an emergency at Shoreham would
present the following conflict: whether a bus driver, on being
alerted to the fact of a Shoreham emergency, would first drive
his or her bus in order to covacuate or early dismiss school~-
children; or whether the driver would attend first to the safety

of his or her own family members or his or her own safety.
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ITI. LILCO's Plan for School Evacuation

Q. What do you understand is proposed by Revision 9 of
LILCO's Plan, with respect to school evacuation and the potential
role conflict problem among school bus drivers under contract to

and employed by the school districts?

A. (All) 1In a serious emergency at Shoreham, LILCO pro-
poses to carry out a single-wave evacuation of all EPZ schools.
By single-wave evacuation, we mean that LILCO proposes to
evacuate all the schools within the 10-mile EPZ at about the same
time (assuming an evacuation of the entire EPZ were recommended),
by utilizing enough buses and drivers so that each bus and driver

would be used only once.

Q. How many buses and drivers wculd be required for such a

single-wave evacuation?

A. (All) It is our understanding that one of LILCO's
school witnesses, Mr. Crocker, stated during his deposition that
477 drivers and buses would be required. See Depcsition of
Douglas Crocker (February 2, 1988) (hereafter, "Crocker deposi-
tion") at 85. According to Mr. Crocker, LILCO assumes 60
students per bus for elementary and junior high students and 40
students per bus for high school students. Id. at 160-62.

Apparently, Mr. Crocker was referring to the number of buses that



would be needed to evacuate all public schools, nursery schools,
and private and parochial schools within the EPZ, Id. at 85. At
least, LILCO's Plan also indicates that the number of buses that
would be required for evacuation would be 477, broken down as
follows: 448 for public schools; 15 for nursery schools; and 14
for private and parochial schools. Thus, according to the LILCO
Plan, a total of 477 buses would be needed to evacuate all
schools within the E?Z in a single wave. See LI'CO Plan, OPIP
3.6.5, Attachment 3a. For purposes of this testimony, we will
use the 477, 60- and 40-passenger bus figure set forth in LILCO's
Plan as a basis for our evaluation of LILCO's proposed single-

wave evacuation.

Q. Do the schools in the EPZ have sufficient regular
school bus drivers to carry out the single-wave evacuation pro-

posed by LILCO?

A, (All) No, but the exact extent of the shortfall is
unclear. According to Mr. Crocker, LILCO believes that the EPZ
school districts have available to them 356 regular school bus
drivers and buses, ji.e., those drivers regularly employed by or
unde~ contract to the school districts. Crocker deposition at
86. According to LILCO's Plan, however, the EPZ schools only
have 324 buses available to them. See LILCO Plan, OPIP 3.6.5,

Attachment 3a. Thus, depending upon whether LILCO's witness or
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its Plan is relied upon, the shortfall of buses and drivers is

between 121 and 153.

Q. How does LILCO intend to compensate for this shortfall

of drivers and buses?

A. (All) LILCO proposes to use its employees to make up
for the shortfall. Under LILCO's Plan, it is assumed that the
schools' 324 or 336 regular drivers would use their regular buses
to pick up schoolchildren at the schools and transport them to
either the Nassau Community College or the Nassau Coliseum, or to
some other location if the schools should so direct., At the same
time, LILCO proposes to provide a sufficient number of its own
employees (either 121 or 153 LILCO drivers) to pick up additiona.l
buses at bus yards, proceed to schools, pick up the school-
children, and proceed to the Nassau Community College or the
Coliseum. In this way, LILCO assumes that all schoolchildren

could be evacuated in one wave.

Q. What does LILCO propose to do if some or all of ‘he

schools' regular drivers are not available to drive?

A, (All) Should some or all of the regular school bus
drivers fail to drive their buses, LILCO proposes to provide
additional LILCO personnel to drive the buses norma'ly driven by

the regular drivers. The LILCO drivers would pick up each school
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district's regular buses at the district's regular bus yard(s) =--
sich as at the Riverhead bus yard in Riverhead or, for Longwood,
at the contractors' bus yards in Middle Island and Yaphank. The
LILCO drivers, driving either the school districts' "regular"
buses (or one of LILCO's "supplementary" buses), would consult a
"packet of instructions" provided by LILCO to determine the
directions to the designated schools, and then would drive to the
schools ordinarily serviced by the non-available regular drivers
to pick up the schoolchildren and drive them to the Coliseum or
the Nassa. Community College. In this way, with a combination of
regular and LILCO drivers - - or solely with LILCO drivers, if no
regular school bus drivers reported to the bus yards =-- LILCO
suggests that a single-wave evacuation of all EPZ schools could

be carried out.

Q. Do you agree with LILCO that thaere are insufficient
regular buses and drivers for the schools themselves to carry out

a single-wave evacuation?

A, (All) Yes, we agree that there are insufficient regu-
lar buses and drivers for the schools themselves to carry out a
single-wave evacuation of their schoolchildren. This point has
previously been addressed in Section I above. Several additional

points need to be emphasized, however,




First, we do not have enough regular buses and drivers to
transport all schoolchildren who regularly ride buses at a single
time. That is why multiple school bus runs are used in both the
morning and the afternoon in transpc.ting schoolchildren to and
from our public, parochial and private schools. Even then, it
must Le recognized that some students in most districts walk to
school. In a Shoreham evacuation, the normal bus resources
(assuming they are available) would presumably be used to trans-
port all students, not just the regular riders. Thus, it is
clear that we do not have an adequate number of buses or bus
drivers to implement a single-wave evacuation of our schools.
Indeed, based upon our knowledge of the schools on Long Island,
it is our opinion that no school district has sufficient re-

sources to transport all its students at the same time.

Second, we disagree with the figures set forth in LILCO's
Plan regarding the number of children who attend the EPZ schools
and would need to be transported. For example, for the Ridge
Elementary School in the Longwood Central School District,
LILCO's Plan indicates that 1,275 students are enrolled, and
that, of these, 1,21: would require evacuation transportation,
See LILCO Plan, OFTP 3,6.5, Attachment 3a. By using the lower
figure of 1,212 students, LILCO assumes that 21 buses, carrying
an iverage of 58 children, would be sufficient to evacuate the
Ridge Elementary School. It would have been more appropriate,

however, for LIICO o have used the larger 1,275 enrollment
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figure as the basis for determining transportation needs, since
this is the total school enrollment figure. Using the total
enrollment figure, each bus would have to carry 61 elementary
children on the long trip to Nassau County (which would not be
acceptable, as discussed elsewhere in this testimony). There are
several reasons. Enrollment at our schools constantly increases.
Further, it is simply not possible to predict on any particular
day how many children will be absent from school. To be prudent,
therefore, the higher enrollment figure should have been used by
LILCO in calculating the number of buses potentially needed to

evacuate the Ridge Elementary or any other school.

Moreover, LILCO's use of enrollment figures that are lower
than that of total enrollment is all the more in error because
LILCO has generally understated the actual schnol enrollment

figures for the EPZ schools.

(Muto, Smith) LILTO states in OPIP 3.6.5, Attachment
3a, that 8,673 students attend our six public schools. In

actuality, 9,465 students attend these schools.l/

(suprina, Doherty) - LILCO states (also in OPIP 3.6.5,
Attachment 3a) that 2,669 students attend our four schools
located within the EPZ. We have 2,705 students attending those

schools.

L/ This figure does not include those students that walk to and
from school and would be higher were these students included.
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(Petrilak) LILCO's Attachment 3a to OPIP 3.6.5
neglects to include our high school students attending school in
Port Jefferson. The total Mt. Sinai student enrollment in-

cluding these students is 2,332, not 1,830 as stated by LILCO.

(All) In fact, LILCO has used estimated enrollment
numbers with respect to every EPZ school listed in LILCO Plan,
OPIP 3.6.5, Attachment 3a. If actual enrollment numbers were used
for the EPZ schools, many schools would not meet the 40/high
school and 60/other school capacity figures used by LILCO to
calculate the number of buses and drivers needed to implement
LILCO's proposed single-wave evacuation, Indeed, even if the
estimated enrolluent figures set forth in LILCO's Plan are used,
it is clear that LILCO has underestimated the number of buses
needed to evacuate the EPZ schools. As a result, LILCO's bus
numbers would require more children per bus than LILCO claims
would be the case. Using LILCO's estimated enrollment figures,

the over-capacities are as follows:

Additional # of
Buses Needed to

Shoreham-Wading River 52.53/bus 5 more buses

Rocky Point Jr./Sr. High 52.17/bus 7 more buses

Longwood 52.19/bus 1l more buses

Miller Place 50.44/bus 4 more buses

Vandermeulen High 52.27/bus 7 more buses
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Comsewogue High 52.11/bus 7 more buses

Riverhead 50.95/bus 5 more buses
Additional # of
Elementary and Jr. Highs Buses Needed to
—Exceeding 60/bus Get Back to 60/Bus
Shoreham-Wading River Middle 62.25/bus 1l more bus
Joseph A. Edgar 61.11/bus 1l more bus
Ridge Elementary 60.71/bus 1l mere bus
West Middle Island Elementarv 62.00/bus 1 more bus
Coram Elementary 61.93/bus 1l more bus
Longwood Middle/Jr. High 60.90/bus 1l more bus
Charles E. Walters Elementary 61.29/bus 1l more bus
North Country Road 60.71/bus 1 more bus
Andrew Muller Primary 60.46/bus 1l more bus
Mt. Sinai Jr. 61.71/bus 1 more bus
Mt. Sinai Elementary 60.37,/bus 1l more bus
Port Jefferson Elementary 62.55/bus 1l more bus
Clinton Avenue Elementary 61.50/bus 1l more bus
Eagle Elementary 62.61/bus 1 more bus
South Street 62.50/bus 1l more bus
Dayton Avenue 60.71/bus 1l more bus
Pulaski Street Elementarv 60.44/bus 1l more bus
Riverhead Jr. High 62.91/bus 1l more bus
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The foregoing figures indicate that LILCO has significantly
underestimated the number of buses needed tu effect a single-wave
evacuation of our schools. In fact, LILCO has underestimated by
at least 64 buses. This means that the single-wave evacuation

proposed by LILCO is unimplementable on its face.

Third, the degree of underestimation is, in fact, greater
than 64 buses. LILCO's assumption of 40 high school students per
bus on a trip to Nassau County appears appropriate for 20-seat
buses. The estimate of 60 junior high and elementary students per
bus is pot appropriate. For elementary students, 60 students per
2h-seat bus (i.e.,, three per seat) would be very crowded and,
inappropriate for a 1long trip. For junior high students, 60
students per 20-seat bus (ji.e., three per seat) would be too many
even for a short trip. Sixty students per 20-seat bus means that
each student has only 13 inches of rump space. Junior high
students are not small and would not be able to fit three per
seat. Moreover, during the winter months students wculd be

wearing bulky coats, which always take up considerable space.

(Petrilak, Doherty, Smith) 1In our experience, one must
be careful about crowding buses even under the best of cir-
cumstances. A crowded bus leads to extra noise and confusion,
which is very distracting to the driver and poses a potential
safety hazard., We are very careful to monitor crowding and would

permit it, if at all, only on ghort trips involving the trans-
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portation of elementary students (10 miles or 20 minutes or less)

and only when there are several adults, besides the driver, to
monitor the situation. For any trip over 10 miles, we would never
load the bus three per seat, but would always place only two
students per seat, regardless of the age or size of the students.
We would never allow a crowded bus on a long trip, such as to the
Nassau Coliseum, no matter how many adults were along. For such a
long trip -- especially in the possibly congested conditions of a
Shoreham evacuation -- we would not permit more than two children
per seat of any age or a maximum of 40 children per bus. LILCO's
plan to have 60 children per 20-seat bus is not acceptable and is

not safe.

(All) Finally, LILCO's bus figures are inaccurate in
that they overstate the number of regular 20-seat buses available
to the schools. According to the LILCO Plan, Mt. Sinai School
District currently has contracts for the use of 30 buses,
Riverhead School District owns 47, and Longwood (entral School
District contracts for the use of 100 buses. LILCO Plan, OPIP
3.6.5, Attachment 3a. Leaving asicde our strong disagreement with
LILCO regarding the number of students that can be put safely on

any of these buses, these figures are still not accurate.

(Petrilak) Mt., Sinai has contracts with Harborview Bus

Company for only 27 buses, not 30 buses. All 27 buses have either

- 42 -




20 or 22 seats. Of these 27 buses, 26 are available for the

transportation of public schoolchildren.

(Doherty) Riverhead owns 56 buses of which only 39 are
20 or 22 seat, full-size buses, not 47 as LILCO states in its
Plan. Of these 39 reqular school buses, only 28 are readily
available for the transportation of public schoolchildren. The
remaining 13 full passenger capacity buses are devoted to the

transportation of private and parochial schoolchildren.

(Smith) Longwood has contracts with Suburbia Bus
Company for 89 20-seat buses, not 100 buses. Of those 89 buses,
only 70 are available for the transportation of public

schoolchildren.

(All) In sum, therefore, not only do the schools not
have enough buses to transport students in a single wave
themselves, but LILCO has underestimated the number of buses that
would be required and has overestimated the number of buses and
drivers that would be available. As a result, we find LILCO's

Plan seriously deficient.

IV. Availability of Regular Bus Drivers

Q. LILCO's Plan begins with the premise that the EPZ school

districts' regular bus drivers -~ 324 to 356 in number =-- or at
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least many of them, would be available and willing to drive in the
event of a Shoreham emergency requiring evacuation. Do you agree

with that premise?

A. (All) No. For a variety of reasons, it is unlikely
that we wouid be able to get many of our regular drivers to the
schools promptly were an emergency at Shoreham to occur. PFirst,
unlike an early dismissal due to inclement weather, when drivers
are aware that the weather is bad and that an early dismissal may
be considered, our drivers might have no forewarning of a Shoreham
emergency that necessitates evacuation. In that circumstance, it
is unlikely that we would be able to contact many of our drivers.
School bus drivers are not at schools or at their bus companies on
a full-time basis. Once they finish their morning runs, the
drivers normally are free until their afternoon runs, unless they
have noon kindergarten runs or special activities runs. We might
be able to reach them if they were in a bus equipped with a radio.
We also might be able to reach them if they were at home and if
the telephone circuitry were not overloaded, as might well be the
case in the event of a Shoreham emergency. Otherwise, however,
they could not be reached. You have to expect under these cir-
cumstances that many of our regular bus drivers would not be at

home and could not be reached if needed.

Second, assuming that we would be able to contact ou: bus

drivers either at home, at bus yards, or while they were in their



buses, it is our strong belief that many drivers would refuse to
drive their buses -- at least until they assured themselves that
their families were not in danger. Virtually all of the EP2Z
drivers reside in or near the area of risk surrounding the
Shoreham plant. We think it likely that during an emergency, the
first and foremost concern of most people living in this area,
including our school bus drivers, would be to ensure that family
members and friends are transported safely out of the danger zone.
Thus, rather than report first to drive buses, the drivers would

most likely go first to attend to the needs of others.

OQur school bus drivers are part-time employees of the school
districts or bus companies, not full-time, professionally trained
emergency workers. As such, they are not, nor could we expect
them to be, committed to tending to the needs of their part-time
employer rather than to the safety of their family members or
loved ones during a Shoreham emergency. It is simply not rational
in our opinion to suggest that part-time school bus drivers would
determine that, in an emergency, his or her commitment to the
school district would outweigh the commitment and responsibility

owed to his or her family.

To our knowledge, there exist various data which support our
views regarding the potential for role conflict among our bus
drivers. For example, we are aware that in 1986, 255 school bus

drivers from school districts in or near the l0-mile Shoreham EPZ
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signed statements attesting to the fact that they would not drive
their buses in the event of a Shoreham emergency. See Attachment
12 to this testimony, which includes a representative copy of the
statements that were sicued, and a breakdown of the number of bus

drivers from each school district that signed statements.

We also are aware of a survey conducted of trained emergency
workers during 1982 (volunteer firefighters), that indicated that
many of these trained emergency workers would attend to the safety
of their families in the event of a Shoreham emergency before
reporting to perform their firefighting roles. We also understand
that Suffolk County recently had a similar survey conducted, which
revealed that a clear majority of firefighters would continue to
resolve the role conflict dilemma in favor of caring for their
families. See Testimony of Stephen Cole, Ralph H. Turner and Alan
H. Barton on the Remand of Contention 25.C--Role Confl.ict of
School Bus Drivers (April 13, 1988). It would be unrealistic to
expect more of part-time school bus drivers than could be expected

of trained emergency workers, such as firefighters.

We are also awar: of another survey which was conducted in
1982, This survey questioned school bus drivers employed by
school districts located within the 10-mile EPZ, and found that 69
percent of the drivers queried would first ensure that their
families were safely out of the EPZ before reporting to drive a

school bus. Based upon the previously referenced bus driver
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egtatements of 1986, where 255 bus drivers indicated that they
would not drive a bus during a Shoreham emergency, we believe the
number who would not report to drive is actually higher than in-

dicated by the 1982 survey.

Finally, it should be noted that a vast majority of our
school bus drivers are women, many of whom are of child-bearing
age. It is our understanding that LILCO advises its women LERO
workers who might be pregnant to consider carefully whether to
enter the EPZ. Indeed, LILCO gives them the option to be assigned
to jobs outside the EPZ. LILCO Plan, OPIP 3.6.4, Attachment 2;
Crocker deposition at 115-18.2/ Our women bus drivers would have
to be given the same choice. 1If given that choice, we believe
their overwhelming decision would be to leave the EPZ and not to

drive our buses.

(Brodsky, Rossi) In 1983, Middle Country performed a
survey of bus drivers under contract to and employed by the
District, to ascertain whether they would drive buses during a
Shoreham emergency. The results of this survey indicated that a
majority of our drivers would suffer severe role conflict, if they
had to choose between their duty to the District's schoolchildren
and their duty tc the safety of their own families. Sixty-two

responses were received. Among the 62 respondents, only three

2/ Curiously, all prior versions of LILCO's Plan stated that
all LEk) women of childbearing age should not accept assignment
within the EPZ.
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drivers indicated that they would report to work before ensuring
the safety of their own families. Fifty-nine respondents stated
that they would first attend to the needs of their own families in

the event of a Shoreham emergency.

(Petrilak) An informal survey of Mt. Sinai employees
conducted by the Mt. Sinai Teachers Union in 1983 also indicated
that role conflict would be a serious problem during a Shoreham

emergency.

(All) In sum, it is our strongly held view that a large
number of regular school bus drivers would not be available to
drive in tLhe event of a Shoreham emergency, either because they
cannot be reached or because of role conflict. Thus, for a
single-wave evacuation to be possible, it would have to be
effected tnrough the use of LERO drivers. Our school districts,
however, would not permit LER® risars to transport our

schoolchildren.

V. There Will Be No Implementation of LILCO's

Broposal for LERO to Drive School Buses

Q. Based on your earlier answers, it is clear that your
Districts could not implement a single-wave evacuation of school-
children using your regular buses and drivers. If LERO drivers
arrived at your bus yards and offered to drive the buses owned by

your District or buses under contract to your School District, or
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if LERO drivers arrived at your schools with school buses, would

that make a single-wave evacuation possible?

A. (All) No.

Q. Why not?

A. (All) There are a% least three reasons, First, the
school districts would not permit LERO personnel to drive their
buses or to transport their schoolchildren. Second, there is no
basis, and in fact LILCO is wrong !n assuming, that the buses
regularly used by the school districts would necessarily be at the
bus yards, even if it is assumed for purposes of this testimony
that the schools would permit LILCO to use their buses if they
were available. Third, LILCO's school evacuation plan is
seriously unrealistic from a logistical point of view; it simply

cannot work. We discuss each of these matters below.

Schoo}s Would Not'Permit LERO Personnel

to Drive Their Children

(All) It would be contrary to our settled trans-
portation policies to permit unapproved LERO personnel to trans-
port our children. We would not allow that to happen, even in the

event of a serious Shoreham emergency.




(Brodsky, Doherty, Muto, Petrilak, Rossi, Smith,
Suprina) First, we do not believe that LILCO employees would be
able to safely and efficiently transport schoolchildren from the
schools to reception centers in an emergency. As discussed pre-
viously, the safe transportation of schoolchildren requires ex-
tensive training, plus extensive actual experience. School
districts typically provide at least 40-50 hours of training to
drivers just during their first year on the job. Drivers are
instructed in how to operate a bus and how to handle children.
Trainin~ includes behind-the-wheel instruction in the operation of
a bus, instruction regarding defensive driving techniques and
driving under inclement weather conditions, classroom training,
instruction in child psychology, first aid, and how to safely
transport schoolchildren during inclement weather conditions. 1In
addition, training and special instruction are provided to those
who will be transporting handicapped childrea. Drivers also must
become familiar with bus routes during their training. Before our
drivers are allowed to transport children, they must be certified
in accordance with State law provisions to be morally and
physically qualified, as well as competent to transport school-
children. Accordingly, the transportation directors of our
Districts personally interview and screen each and every driver
candidate for our Districts. The District Superintendents must
approve the moral fitness of each and every driver for their re-
spective District. We also reguire our drivers to submit

character refereaces and undergo fingerprinting so that we may
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ascertain whether any applicant has a criminal record. The
parents in our Districts expect and demand that the kinds of pre-
cautions we have described are taken, so that it can be reasonably
assumed that the drivers to whom we entrust their children are
qualified to safely and proficiently discharge their duties as
school bus drivers. LERO personnel will not have met these re-
quirements. Thus, we could not permit them to transport our

schoolchildren.

(All) Further, we must emphasize that a critical part
of training is the actual experience that can be gained from
driving children. The transpcrtation of schoolchildren is not an
easy or routine task in the best of circumstances. The drivers
must learn, for example, to deal with children in a crowded and
sometimes chaotic situation. With experisnce, it is possible to
learn how to ccpe with and handle such situations. Moreover, it
is our opinion that, as a general proposition, the successful
drivers are the ones that the children come to know and trust.
This probably explains why we often have difficulties with substi-
tute drivers, even though our substitutes all have had extensive
training. They simply do not have the day-to-day, first-hand
experience that is necessary and the children do not know them as
well as the regular drivers. LILCO's "substitutes" present a far

greater problem.
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to 28,000 children to those facilities. LIL(O's bus drivers would
be given responsibility for supervising Lhe children both on the
buses and at the facilities, once reached. Even if *eachers, who
would also be subject to role conflict, rode on the buses, they
would be in no better position than LILCO's personnel to supervise
such a large number of children under the circumstances that woulA

likely exist in the event of a radiological emergency.

Moreover, the LILCO Plan contains no provision for the decon-
tamination or monitoring of schoolchildren prior to their arrival
at the Coliseum or the Community College. As a result, even if
our students would somehow manage to escape uncontaminated from
the EPZ, they would again face the risk of coatamination from
contact with contaminated persons relocated to, but not decontami-
nated or monitored at the Coliseum or Community College. As
children are reported to be particularly susceptible to the
harmfu. effects of radiation, this lack of planning for decontami~-

nation and monitoring is serious.

The LILCO Plan also lacks adequate provision for reuniting
parents with schoolchildren at the relocation centers. Should
children actually be transported pursuant to the LILCO Plan,
parents would not readily know to which, if any, relocation center
their child had been taken. It is easy to imagine the chaos and

confusion that would result from parents converg.ng upon the

LILCO-designated relocation centers, in an effort to locate their




children among 48,000 other children. In some instances, brothers

and sisters will likely be relocated to different facilities.

(Petril. “n Mt., Sinai, for example, LILCO proposes
that all e.ementary and junior high students are to be reloca:ed
to the Community College; an older brother or sister attending
high school, however, would be relocated to the Coliseum, thereby
further complicating any attempt by parents to reunite with

children.

(All) LILCO's Plan also overlooks the fact that most of
our Suffolk County school busec wouild be pronibited from entering
Nassau Connty. A 1987 Nassau County law maxkes it illegal for an
unlicensed Suffolk County bus to eater Nassau County. To obtain a
license, an applicant must pay a license application fee, comply
with a variety of reguirements including supplying information
regarding he bus owner(s) and all bus drivers, in addition to
submitting all buses for which a license is sought to a Nassau
County official for extensive inspcc:ion and testing. Only a

handful of cur buses have been licensed to enter Nassau County.

(Doherty) Righteen of our buses are licensed to entar

Nassau County.

(Petrilak, Rossi, Smith) None of our buses is licensed

t> enter Nassau County.
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(All) There is an additional reason as well why we
would not and could not permit LERO drivers to transport our
schoolchildren. It appears to us that LILCO has been somewhat
less than entirely straightforward in its approach to the school
evacuation issue. Our school districts have recently received
letters from LILCO concerning LILCO's Revision 9, particularly as
it pertains t- schoolchildren., Th. letters purport to set forth
what would happen in the event of a Shoreham emergency, including
a portrayal of the actions of Suffolk Coui*y. OQur review of the
le“'ers raises a serious gquestion ‘n our minds, as to their
accutracy. Suffolk Countv has previously made clear that it does
not intend to follow the LILCO Plan in the event of an emergency.
Further, we have received a letter from Suffolk County Executive
Patrick Halpin, which responds in part to LILCO's characteriza-
tions of 1likely County action in the event of a Shoreham
emergency. Copies of the six different LILCO form letters sent to
schools and Mr. Halpin's letter in response to the LILCO letters

are attached to this testimony as Attachment 14.

What ‘e derive from this exchange of letters is that there is
no agreement between LILCO and Suffolk County regarding the
actions that would be taken in the event of 2 Shoreham emergency.
School districts in New York State, although independent political
subdivisions of their own, traditionally werk closely with and
show deference to local governments in matters such as emergency

planning and preparedness. Our Districts have had t'e ~pportunity
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over the years to work closely with Suffolk County and as a
result, have become familiar with the County's determinations re-
garding the feasibility of.oftective emergency planning and pre-
paredness on Long Island. LILCO's letter to us appears to ignore
those County determinations. We, on the other hand, as members of
the Long Island community, cannot ‘gnore those County determina-
tions. The County his determined that in the event of an
emergency, it would be best not to follow or rely upon the LILCO
Plan ¢ school-related provisions in any way. We agree with that

determination.

In short, LILCO's plan for school evacuation is, in our
opinion, fundamentally flawed, and we could not and would not
jeopardize the welfare and safety of our schoolchildren by

allowing them to be transported as propused by LILCO.

(All) LILCO assumes that even if regular school bus
drivers are not available in the event of a Shoreham emergency,
LERO's drivers would have ready access to the buses e‘ther owned
by or under contract to the school districts. See LILCO Plan,
Appendix A, at II-20a. We reiterate thai we would not release our
buses to LILCO or its employees. Setting that fact aside for the
moment, inowever, the fact is that in many instances, the regular

school buses would not be at the hus yards, an. thus LERO drivers,
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even if they showed up at bus yards and were allowed tc drive the
buses owned by or under -ontract to the school districts, would

have no buses to drive.

(Rossi, Doherty, Smith) Should an emergency occur
during the day, sorie buses might be at the bus yards. Many buses,
however, would be with the regular school bus drivers, either on
the roads or at their homes, or some other location. During the
day, ‘it is normal to find less than five percent of our buses at
the bus yards at any one time. As previously noted, maiy drivers
are on the road most of the day, many keep their buses all day and

some keep their buses overnight.

(All) If the bus drivers are in poussession of their
buses at the time of a Shoreham emergency, and decide to resclve
role conflict in favor of their families (as we think would be the
case), these buses may never get back to the yards to be available
for LERO's drivers. Thus, LILCO would not have access tc our
buses (or the buses owned by or under contract to other school
distric.s), and would not have enough opuses to implement a

single-wive evacuation.

LILCO'= Plan Is a Logistical Nightmare

(Rossi, Doherty, Smith) LILCO's "plan" for evacuation

of schoolchildren is ser.ously defective, in part because it re-

- 58 =



flects a lack of understanding with respect to the extreme
logistical difficulties which it presents. To put this matter in
perspective, it is necessary to compare the logistical factors
involved in school transportation on a normal way with those which

would most likely be present in a Shoreham emergency.

On a normal school day, school transportation is complex and
complicated, to say the least. Our bus drivers who do not keep
thelr buses overnight must first report to bus yards to obtain
their buses. All drivers must conduct a pre-trip inspection of
their buses, any problems must be corrected, and all gas tanks
must be filled. 1If, as is usual, some drivers are unavailable,
approved substitutes must be contacted. It is often not possille
to know, however, whether all drivers will be available (or
whether all buses will be functional) until the last moment. As a
result, there are always a host of last-minute decisions to be
made regarding who will handie what bus routes, which routes will
be delayed, whc¢ must be contacted to warn of delays, etc. The bus
yards are crowded during these times and the bus yards' dis-

patchers, maintenance and management personnel are very busy.

On a normal school day, virtually every driver makes multiple
bus trips. Drivers do not just go to one school but, rather,
typically go to several schools. Our schools generally have
staggered opening and clesing times to permit multiple use of bus

and driver resources. However, the scheduling of luses :is not
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limited only to the morning, afternoon runs and mid-day
kindergarten runs. To the contrary, on any given day a large
number cf buses are used for field trips, sporting events, and
similar activities. Thus, during the day almost none of our buses
would be at the bus yards., In addition, the buses that are at the
yards between runs during the day are often garaged for
maintenance work, and thus are not immediately available for use.
Typically, a district will have three or four buses out of service
ard undergoing maintenance on any given day. Finally, most of our
buses that are not in service at any particular time during the
day will be in the custody of drivers between runs. As previously
noted, most drivers keep their buses with them during the day and

many even keep their buses ovarnight.

The scheduling of buses is an intricate process at the
schools as well. Each bus has an assigned location at the
school(s) serviced. Schools generally have very limited parking
space, and thus buses are scheduled tu arrive and depart over time
in order to reduce congestion. Even in the best of circumstances,
however, the scene at schools during opening and closing periods
is a very busy one, with buses arriving and departing and children
getting to their proper locations for boarding or leaving their
buses. School officials, and school traffic guards, play a
critical role at the schools in ensuring safe drop off and pick up
of the schoolchildren. Moreover, extensive training regarding the

pick up and drop off phases of bus transportation is provided to
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our drivers, since this is a circumstance which presents many

opportunities for accidents.

(Smith) The middle school and junior high school in the
Longwood Central School District operate on a split session
schedule within the same building. The middle school meets from
7:05 a.m. to 12 noun; the junior high meets from 12:10 p.m. to
5:20 p.m. Thus, we not only must implement multiple bus runs to
cransport the kindergarten, elementary and school children to and
from school, but we also must implement additional mid-day bus
runs to accommodate the split session schedule. Under these cir-
cumstances, even an early dismissal due to inclement weather (but

with ample forewarning) is difficult to implement.

We presently require three "waves" of bus runs every morninjg
and afternoon just to transport our schoolchildren to and from
school. We also transport nearly 9() private and parochial school
students up to 28 miles outside ‘ie District's boundaries. In
short, we have buses going in aud out of the District all day

long.

(Rossi) We presently require five bus runs during the
course of the da, to transport our schoolchildren to and from
schoo.. The drivers responsible for our kindergarten runs are on
the road with their buses most of the day. #e also traneport

approximately 900 students to J9 private and parochial schools,




which requires our drivers to travel up to 29 miles from the

Middle Country School District, through the EPZ and back.

(Doherty) We presently perform three bus runs every
morning and every afternoon just to transport our schoolchildren
to and from school. We also require 13 runs to transport our 369

private and parochial school stucuants.

(Petrilak) We require two Lus runs in both the morning
and the afternoon, in addition to nine kindergarten runs, to
transport all our schoolchildren to and from school daily. We
also transport 113 schoolchildren to and from 21 private and

parochial schools on a daily basis.

(All) The reality thus is as follows: on a "normal"
day, there is constant bus activity throughout the day; at any
particular time, only a portion of our buses are at the yards and
available for use; the bus dispatch system is complex and, by
nature, involves many last-minute switches and scheduling changes,
and is dependent upon trained and experienced dispatchers knowing
where to send particular buses; and conditions at schools are
crowded, even with staggered arrival and departure times for our

huses.

Given the foregoing, it is our opinion that LILCO's single-

wave evacuation "plan" would result in chaos both at the bus yards
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and at our schiols. First, LILCO proposes to send LERO personnel

to the bus yards, to pick up and drive buses in the event regular
school bus drivers do not report for duty. But, as noted ahove,
many of the buses would not be at the yards. Thus, LERO personnel
would have no buses =-- or an insufficient number of buses =-- to
drive, even if it is assumed that the schools would entrust LILCO

with the buses owned by or under contract to them.

Second, LILCO dces not unde:'stand the dispatch difficulties
which would be presented. Our regular bus drivers routinely go to
several schools. The few regular drivers whn could realistically
be expected to show up to drive during a Shorehaw erergency would
not know wnich one of these several schools to go to. Certainly,
LILCO's drivers would not know which schools to go to, or even how

to find then.

Third, the influx of LERO personnel at ouJr bus sards would
only add to the confusion. The bus yards are busy under normal
operating conditions. Extra people (LERO drivers and perhaps LERO
dispatch personnel) would add to the confusion. Moreover, it is
quite likely that the regular dispatchers, management and mainte-
nance personnel at the yards would experience role conflict.

Should that occur, there would be nc trained personnel to dispatch

and service the buses.




Fourth, LILCO has failed to plan for the evacuation of handi-
capped schoolchildren or schoolchildren with special problems.
Specially~-designed buses and specially-trained drivers and other
supervisory personnel would be needed. For example, we provide
extra trainirg and instruction to the drivers who transport these
children. To our knowledge, however, LILCO does not provide for
such training. Handicapped children cannot be safely transported
on regular school buses ill-equipped to meet their needs; nor can
they be transported by drivers who have not undergcne specialized
training. By failing to plan for the special needs of these
children, LI'CO has overlooked an important segment of our school

populations.

Fifth, in the event of a Shoreham emergency the situation at
the . chools (assuming buses were e.en dispatched) would be no
better. Uncer LILCO's proposal, enough buses to evacuate each
school would arrive at that school at about the same time. This
would result in chaos, gridlock, and a severe scfety risk to our
schoolchildren and others. Our schools do not have sufficient
space for so many buses. Further, it woulud have to be expected
that many parents, fearful of the accident at Shoreham, would
converge on the schools in an attem»t to reunite with their
children, adding further to traffic congestion, Even assuming any
buses actually arrived at the schools and children boarded those

buses, it is unlikely that those buses would leave the parking

lots promptly as pavents would likely board the buses in search of




their children. This would add substantially to the chaos and
confusion. Moreover, there would be no crossing guards present to
guide and direct buses or children. Under this scenario, the
likelihocd of serious accidents and injuries occurring, in addi-

tion to potential .xposure to harmful radiation, is substantial.

In short, LILCO's plan is a logistical nightmare. It would
not work. We are the persons charged with protecting the children
who attend our schools, and we would never even try to implement
LILCO's plan, It is an invitation to endanger the health and

safety of our children.

Q. The LILCO Plan indicates that Middle Country's public
schools are located outside the 10-mile EPZ. Would Middle
Country's buses and drivers be available to help schools inside
the EPZ evacuate or conduct early dismissal in a Saoreham

eme-gency?

A, (8rodsky, Rossi) No. First, based upon the survey pre-
viously mertioned that we conducted of schoo. bus drivers in 1983,
in addition to our daily contacts with our drivers, we believe
many would expa2rience role conflict in the event of a Shoreham
accident, and thus would not be available to drive buses. This

would be particularly true for those drivers vho reside within the

10-mile EPZ.




Second, we could not release our buses or drivers, notwith-
standing the many c~oncerns previously stated, because we would
need them for our children. The parents of schoclchildren
attending our schools would expect us to get their children home
or to attempt to evacuate them if a serious accident occurs. Some
of our schools are very close to, if not within, the 10-mile EPZ
boundary line. In any event, no one believes that schools beyond

the 10-mile rone are frve of risk.

Third, the LILCO Plan indicates that all our public schools
are outside the 10-mile EPZ. We have difficulty with that,
however. The Bicycle Path School, located at 27 North Bicycle
Path in Selden, and the New Lane Elementary School, located at '0
New Lane in Coram, appear to be within 10 miles of Shoreham., If
not, they are certainly virtually on the vdge of the EPZ. Thus,
in our opinion we have children attending public schools within
the 1l0-mile EPZ. In any event, we have children who live in the
EPZ, even though they may attend public schools which lie outside
the EPZ. Moreover, our buses enter the immed.ate area of the
Shoreham plant daily to transport our private and parochial szhool
students to Mercy High, St. Johns Elementary, Yaphank Christian

and the Step by Step Schools.
Q. LILCO's Plan appears to assume that, in a Shoreham

emergency, the Riverhead Central School District could focus its

attention solely on the evacuation of the four public schools
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located in the EPZ. Thus, LILCO asserts (LILCO Plan, OPIF 3.6.5)
that 47 buses owned by the Riverhead School District would be
sufficient for the evacuation of the Riverhead schools. Do you

agree?

A. (Suprina, Doherty) No. First, as already discussed,
Riverhead owns 55 buses of which 39 are full capacity passenger
buses (of which only 33 are available to the public schools) and
15 are mini-vans. Assuming we were able to use all 54 vehicles to
evacuate the four EPZ schools, there would still be too few buses
tc evacuate these schools in a single wave. There are 2,705
students attending those four schools. Using only the 39 full
capacity buses, we would have to load 69.35 students per bus which
is implausible, We would safely only load the buses two students
per seat. Using all 54 buses, loaded with two students per seat
and not allowing any seating space for adult supervisors, 773
students would remain to be evacuated. We would nced 20 more full
capacity (20-seat) buses to evacuate these 773 students. In
short, using all our bus resources, plus 20 more full capacity
buses, we would need a total of 74 buses just to evacuate the
students attending the four EPZ schools in a single wave, not 47

buses as proposed by LILCO in its Plan.

Second, the District's 54 buses could not be devoted solely
to the evacuation of the four EPZ schools. Some of our buses

would not be available at all, for reasons already discussed.
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Further, we could not ignore our non-EPZ schools. As previously
noted, these schools are very close to the EPZ boundary line and
we consider these schools also to be within the zone of danger.
Parents would not believe that their children in those schools are
free from risk., Thus, a portion of our bus resources would have

to remain devoted to non-EPZ schools.

Q. Loes LILCO's school evacuation plan make sense for Mt,

Sinai?

A. (Petrilak) No. For the reasons already Jdiscussed,
LILCO's plan makes no sense. Further, LILCO overlooks a critical
fact, LILCO assumes that all our 27 contract buses (not 30 as the
LILCO Plan states) could be assigned to the evacuation of our
elementary and jun.or high school. That is not true. We also are
responsible for the trancportation of the 572 Mt. Sinai students
who a0 to school in Port Jefferson and the 118 students attending
private and parochial schools. Thus, we have far fewer buses than
would be necessary for the single-wave evacuation proposed by
LILCO., Even if we were to use all 27 regular buses, plus the 11l
mini-vans, to evacuate only the elementary and Jjunior high
schools, as LILCO presumes, we would still have too few buses to
effectuate a one-wave evacuation of those schools. We have 1,660
students enrolled in those two schools. Using the 27 buses, and
the 1l mini-vans, loaded two students per seat and not allowing

any space for adult supervicors, we wonld need an additional nine




20-seat busms to evacuate our elementary and junior high schools.
We would need 15 more 20-seat buses to evacuate our 572 high

school students in a single wave.

More “er, given the daily heavy traffic congestion on the two
roads leading to our elementary and junior nigh school (Route 25A
and North Country Road) and given the fact that traffic will be
infinitely more congested were an emergency at Shoreham to occur,
it is highly unlikely that if any buses managed to reach these
schools. they would be able to negotiate the left turn onto either
Route 25A cr North Country Road. Quite simply, were any buses to
reach the schools, those buses would have a very 4difficult time

trying to leave the parking lot.

Q. Doés LILCO's school evacuation plan make sense for

Longwood?

(Muto, Smith) No. First, as previously noted, we have con-
tracts with Suburbia for only 89 buses, not 100 as contended by
LILCO in its Plan. LILCO Plan, OPIP 3.6.5, Att. 3a. Of those 89
buses, only 70 are available for transportation of public school=-
children. Second, LILCO does not state the passenger capacity of
its 28 "supplemental" buses. Asruming we would have access to all
89 Suburbia buses, a“d assuming further that the 28 LILCO buses
are full capacity 20-seat buses, there would still be too few

buses to implement a single-wave evacuation of our students.




As noted, our middle and junior hign schools operate on a
split schedule. Thus, were an emergency to occur around midday
when tnese students would be in transit to and from school, all
8,574 public school students would have to be evacuated,3/
Loading the buses two students per seat and not allowing any room
for adult supervision, we would require 215 buses, or 98 buses in

addition to our 89 and LILCO's 28.

If the accident occurred in the morning when the middle
school was in session, but not the junior high, 183 buses would be
needed to evacuate the 7,287 public school students and ' LCO
would be short 66 buses. If the accident occurred in the
afternoon when the junior high students were in session, but not
the middle school estudents, 181 buses would be needed for a one-
wave evacuation of the 7,220 students and LILCO would be short 64

buses.

Q. Gentlemen, you have made clear that you would not permit
LERD drivers to transport your schoolchildren, and that you do not
have enough buses to carry out an evacuation on your own,
especially given likely role conflict problems. What action would
you undertake to protect the safety of ycur schoolchildren in the

event of an emercency at Shoreham requiring evacuation?

3/ The figure of 8,574 public schoolchildren excludes those
students who walk to school. In the event of a Shoreham
emergency, these students might need to be evacuated as well.
Were these students included in the calculations, LILCO's
underestimaticu of the number of buses needed to be evacuated in
a single wave would be even greater.

", .



A. (All) The LILCO Plan is not workable and fails to pro-
tect the safety of schoolchildren. Each school district has the
responsibility for protecting the health ind safety of its
students while they are at school or being bussed to or from
school. We could not and would not turn this responsibility over

to LILCO.

In the interest of safety, the only option thac might be
available to us would be to utilize and rely upon however many of
Ou¢ own bus drivers and buses that would be available. If only a
few bus drivers reported to the schools, we might have to utilize
those drivers for an evacuation to some lccaticon determined at
that time, using as many multiple runs as would be necessary. In
the interim, we might have to attempt to retain the schoolchildren

at the schools.

This is not to suggest that sheltering presents an option
preferable to evacuation, Our buildings generally do not have
basements and thus might make poor and inadequate sheltering
facilities. The safety risk involved, however, in allowing our
schoolchildren to board buses driven by LILCO employees is one

which we are not willing to bear, and we would be {orced to make

do with whatever options remained.




VI. Early Dismisgal

Q. The LILCO Plan, as it relates tc schools, also provides
for the alternative protective action of early dismissal. It is
alleged in Contention 25.C that role conflict would preclude early
dismissal. Could early dismissal be implemented by your school

districts in the event of an emergency a* Shoreham?

A. (All) No.

Q. What is the basis for your response?

A, (All) First, unlike evacuation, LILCO's proposal for
early dismissal does not presume that LILCO drivers would drive
buses. Crocker deposition at 28. 1In this respect, LILCO's pro-
posal is more realistic than is its single-wave evacuation pro-
posal, since, as noted above, LILCO drivers would not be permitted
to drive our children under any circumstances. Stated somewhat
differently, LILCO assumes that an early dismissal of schools
would be cerried ocut solely by regular school personnel. Early
dismissal, however, would require multiple bus runs to be con-
ducted, even if it is assumed that all regqular drivers were avail-
able, If some drivers were unavailable (as it must be assumed
would be the case), then it would take even longer to transport

schoolchildren frum schools to their homes. Consequently, there
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would be a real likelihood that children cruld be caught in a

radiological plume.

Second, the problems previously discussed would make it ir=-
possible to obtain a full complement of regular bus drivers or the
other school personnel necessary to implement an early dismissal.
For example, the implementation of an early dismissal requires
central office administration personnel, transportation contractor
personnel, teachers and other school district employees to perform
decisionmaking and notification functions, and supervisory and
logistical duties, in addition to the transportation of school=-
childien. All these personnel would likely be subject to role
conflict. Moreover, difficulties in notifying off-duty bus
drivers, and the role conflict that and would prevail with respect
to these drivers who could be contacted, would make it virtually

impossible to obtain many drivers.

(Doherty) During an early dismissal due to snow, I
often find it very difficult to contact drivers even though che
drivers have forwarning of the inclement weather conditions.
Many drivers are not at home and thus cannot be reached on their
home phone. Moreover, the phone system here cannot handle the
heavy volume of phone calls being made during times of inclement
weither conditions. I typically cannot get a dial tone due to
overloading of the phone circuitry systems and am unable to even

try to reach my drivers at their homes. At the first sign of any




emergency at the Shoreham plant, it is likely that many people
would try to locate friends and family members to handle the
volume of calls. Consequently, even if some of my drivers were at

home, I wou)l be unable to reach them.

(Rossi) I am able to implement early dismissal due to
snow only because at the slightest hint of winter weather, I pay
my drivers to remain at the bus yard. I also call my contractors
and suggest that they do the same with their drivers, If I did
not do this, I would never have enough drivers to implement early

dismissal.

Third, even if one assumes that LILCO might attempt to send
its drivers to "assist" the schools with early dismissal, it must
again be emphasized that we would never allow our children to
board buses driven by LILCO employees. Under LILCO's evacuation
proposal, LILCO's drivers would have to follow the printed
directions provided by LILCO at the time of the emergency to find
the particular school he or she would be assigned to evacuate.
For early disnissal, however, these drivers would have to not only
locate a particular school, but would also have to follow routes
to the children's homes. This is a difficult task for even our
trained vegular school bus drivers. Short of asking each child
where he or she lives, LILCO's employees would simply be unable %o

find the homes of our schoolchildren.




(Smith) In Longwood, for example, early dismissal in-
volves the driving of at least 317 individual routes. Our trained
substitutes often have difficulties. We could never let LILCO's

employe#s take our children and try to find their homes.

(Doherty) In Riverhead, early dismissal involves the

driving of 140 individual routes.

(Rossi) 1In Middle Country, early dismissal involves the
driving of 550 individual routes over which more than 5,600 stops

must be made.

(Petrilak) In Mt, Sinai, early dismissal involves the

driving of 113 individual routes.

(All) Fourth, early dismissal does not present a
realistic option, because we would not discharge our children to
homes without parental or adult supervision; nor would we choose
to relocate our children to locations within the EPZ which may be
or might become contaminated. We all have a large percentage of
latch key children attending our schools. Indeed, some school

districts do not engage in early dismissals at all for that

reason.
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(Koenig) East Meadow does not have an early dismissal
or go-home plan, because we are unwilling to return children to

homes without adult or parental supervision.

(Petrilak) Although Mt, Sinai has an early dismissal
plan, it is used orly if absolutely necessary. We have yet to
implement an early dismissal this year and implemented early dis~-
missal only once last year, when inclement weather made early dis-
missal absolutely necessary. Our reluctance to dismiss early
stems from our concerns with respect to returning children to
homes without adult or parental supervision. In fact, even under
normal conditions, our drivers will not allow a child to return to
an empty house. If no parents or other adults are at home, our
drivers will return the child to the school to await the arrival
of an adult. Our parents are grateful for our drivers' concerns

for the safety of their children.

(All) In short, therefore, early dismissal does not
present a viable protective action for responding to a Shoreham
emergency. There is no means of predicting how long an early dis-
missal would take to implement, given our limited resources and
the role conflict problem. Further, many children would be re-
turning to homes without adult supervision, which is unacceptable.
Moreover, for many children living near the plant, early dismissal
would mean that by taking these children to their homes, their

risk of exposure to harmful radiaction might be increased, In




short, because early dismissal poses a severe safety risk, we
would not attempt to implement an early dismissal in a Shoreham

emergency under any circumstances.

VII. Sheltering

Q. The LILCO Plan, as it relates to schools, also provides
for the alternative protective action of sheltering, Is
sheltering a viable option that your Districts would be able to

implement in the event of a Shoreham emergency?

A, (All) No. Our school buildings generally are not
appropriate for sheltering. None of our schools has basements or
airtight, windowless areas, such as would be needed to safely
shelter our students from harmful radiation. Moreover, even if it
is assumed that our buildings would make appropriate sheltering
facilities, sheltering would still be unworkable since, given role
conflict, it is unlikely that we would have an adequate number of
school personnel available to us to supervise the children during

a Shoreham accident.
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VIII. Conclusion

Q. Do you believe that other EPZ school districts would
concur in the views you have presented in '“is testimony regarding

LILCO's school evacuation and early dismissal plan?

A. (All) Yes. We believe the views expressed above are
generally representative of the actions other schools would take.
We deal with school personnel throughout Long Island and under-
stand how most schools operate. In particular, given our know-
ledge of schools, we believe it is highly unlikely that schools
would entrust their children to LILCO drivers, or attempt an early
dismissal in the event of a Shoreham emergency, Revision 9 of
LILCO's Plan, at least as it relates to schools, cannot be imple-

mented.

We find support for our views in the rather broad belief ex-
pressed by schools over the years that LILCO's plan for school
evacuation and other alternative actions is not adequate. For in-
stance, many schools within the EPZ, other than ours, have passed
resolutions attesting to their belief that LILCO's school evacua-
tion plan is inadequate,. See, €.9., Miller Place Union Free
School District (September 1, 1983 and Febyruary 10, 1988);
Comsewogue Union Free School District (January 16; 1986); Rocky
Point Union Free Public Schools (May 19, 1986). See &.80 Port

Jefferson Station Teachers Association letter to NRC dated




September 22, 1986. These resolutions and the Port Jefferson

letter are attached to this testimony as Attachment 1%,

Further, as previously mentioned, bus drivers in Port
Jefferson, Patchogue, Shoreham-Wading River, Rocky Point,
Comsewogue, South Manor and Miller Place, all school districts
located within the EPZ, all sigrned statemencts indicating that in
the event of a Shoreham emergency, they would not drive a school

bus.

Moreover, it must be recognized that role conflict is not a
problem confined only to our school bus drivers and teachers; it
will also be expe ienced by school bus drivers and teachers in
other school districts near or in the Shoreham 10-mile EPZ. Thus,
these school districts would also not have sufficient personnel to
implement either early dismissal or an evacuation pursuant to
LILCO's Plan. The problems that we have outlined that our schools
would likely experience with respect to implementation of LILCO's
Plan are not unique to us, and would be experienced by other
school districts as well. Thus, it is our conclusion that the
other school districts within the EPZ would be unable and un-

willing to carry out LILCO's plan for schools.
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Family:

Business
Address:

Employment:

Education;

School District
Activities:

\RUCE G. BRODSKY

i) HAWKINS PATH
CORAM, NEW YORK 11727
(516) 7320821

Married
Four chiidren

356 Middle Country Road
Coram, New York 11727

Self employed, private practice

Massachusetts College of Optometry
Boston, Massachusetts
Bachelor of Science 1961
Doctor of Optometry 1963

Trustee, Middle Country Board of Education

A) Member legislative subcommittee
Chairperson

B) Member policy subcommittee
Chairperson

C) Member finance subcommittee
Chairperson

D) Member public relations subcommittee
Chairperson

A) Executive board member

B) Member legislative committee
Chairperson
Member various sub-committces
jeveloping position papers on various
legislative bills and Regents regulat
Treasurer
Spokesperson at Regents hearing
¢ nts Action Plan, Hig

ications

New York State School Boards Association
A) Legislative Network Representative
B) Faculty Member
C) Resolutions Committee member
Chairperson
D) Convention voting delegate

1977-present
1987

1987
1982-present
1984, 1985
1985-1987
1986-1987
1986-present
1986

‘present
present
present




Other Civie
Activities:

Political
Activities:

E) Moderator at Fiscal Responsibilities Workshop-1987

F) Panel member on Policy Utilization 1986
National School Boards Asscciation 1977-present
Aa ory Committee for Scope/Septric 1982.1983

Brookhzven School Board Association member  1977-present

Spokesperson for school districts »t Suffolk legislature

Executive Board Member of Nassau-Suffolk

Health Systems Agency 1976-1978
Strathmore East Civic Association 1968-present
Vice President 19691670
Area representative 1969-1972
Executive Committee 1973-197§

1969-1972
1979, 1985
Masons 1961-present
Central Brookhaven Lions Club 1976-present
Central Brookhaven Chamber of Commerce 1981-present
Seldon Civic Association 1958-1972
1980-present
North Shore Jewish Center 1968-present
YMCA Outreach of Brookhaven,
Board of Directors 1976-1980
Vice chairperson 1977-197¢
Chairperson 1979.1980
Community Mediation Center of Coram,
Board of Directors 1981-1985

Community Volunteer, running property
tax assessment grievance workshops in:
Bellport, Medford, Coram, Middle Island
and Gordon Heights
Middle Country School District: Various PTA's
School Community Relations Committee

Middle Country Democratic Club 1975-1979
New Democratic Coalition 1976-1980
Tanglewood Democratic Club 1975-presen:
Brookhaven Town Democratic Club 1975-present
Brookhaven Town Zone Leader 1980-1982
Vice Chairperson Brookhaven Democratic

Committee 1982-1985
Judicial Convention Delegate 1980, 1982, 1986
Committeeperson: ED 130 1978-,982

ED 209 1982-present

Primary candidate for Legislature 198i
Candidate for Legislature 1981

Primary Candidate for State Assembly 1985



Town Government:

Professional

Organizations:

Personal Interests:

Military:

Worker and/or contributor in the following campaigns:

Hochbrueckner for Assembly 1976,78,80,82
Rand* »h for Supervisor 1977
Randolph for Congress 1978
Linton for Legislature 1976
Reynolds for Council 1977
Betheil for Council 1977
Capria for Council 1977
McCoy for State Senate 1978
Twomey for Congress 1970
Eldon for Congress 1982
Holtzman for US Senate 1980
Hoffman for Assembly 1982
Seltzer fur Council 1978
Rosenblum for Council 1977, 1981
Phil Nolan for Legislature 1983, 1985
Eng'ebright for Legislature 1983, 1988
Foley for Legislature 1981, 1983, 1985
Town Democratic Slates 1979-1987
Cuomo for Governor 1982, 1986
Gaurghan for Town Council 1983
Gaurghan for Legislature 1987
Sawicki for Assembly 1984, 1986
Hochbrueckner for Congress 1984, 1986
Manager, Brookhaven Airport ¢ 1976-1979
Brookhaven Industrial Commission 1977-1979

Spokesperson for Brookhaven Town at:
Civic Associations
State Senate Hearings on Air Service
Advisory group for development of
Suffolk County Airport
Testified at Suffolk County Hearing® pertaining to
Development of Long Island MacArthur Airport

N.Y. State Cptometric Council 1968-1973
American Optometric Association 1973-present
NYS Optometric Association 1973-present
Suffolk Optometric Society 1973-present
Recording Secretary 1977-1978

Reading, music, golf, flying (have pilot license),
boating, water skiing

Three (3) years active duty US. Air Force
Seven (7) years inactive reserve
Honorable discharge 1965

Retired 1971
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. lanuary 1970
to January 1973

1760 to
Janvary 1970

KEFCRONCES :

Responsibilities’'include routing using auto-
mated scheduling, preparation and control of a
$2,500,000 budget, negotiations, preparation
of State Aid Forms, coordination of all areas
related to the operation of a transportation
division. Operations include a garage for re-
pair of 51 school buses and 45+ other vehicles,

Patchogue Medford Public Schools
241 South Ocean Avenue
Patchogue, New York 11772

Assistant Business Administrator for the
Patchoque Medford Schools. Primary duties
inclyded daily transportation of $,500
students to eleven district schools and eight
private/parochial schools, utilizing 34 buses,
eleven of which were owned by the district.

! was instrumental in the initial utilization
of automated scheduling for transportation.

! also prepared and reviewed all bids., 1 did
somc of the purchasing for the district and
handled questions and complaints regarding
purchase orders and payments.

Cquitable Life Assurance Society of the
U, §. 1285 Avenue of the Americas, New York,
New York

fupervisor of the Cancellation Division of the
Policy Service Department, which consisted of

12 people, Duties involved decisions on ex-
ceptions for cancellation of policies from issue,
dividend over-payments and authorization for use
of dividends, Dasic familiarity of various 1BM
eguipment.

Cadet Managemcnt Training Program, Training
covered all phases of managerial responsibility,
including preparation of budget, supe-visory
duties,pnlicy formulation,

Will be furnished upon request.
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Name:

Current Position:

Previous Administrative
and Teaching Experience:

Education:

Publicatior Background:

Sampling of Honors Earned:

Family Status:

Biographical Data of the Superintendent of Schools

for the Riverhead Central School District
Riverhead, N.Y. 1160!

Dr. Richard N. Suprina
Superintendent of Schools
Riverhead Central School District
700 Osborne Avenue

Riverhead, N.Y. 11901

Superintendent of Schools in the 3700 Pupil Riverhead Central
School District on Eastern Long Island since January 1983,

®Assistant Superintendent for Administration and Curriculum
of the Deer Park Union Free School District

°Principal-- Hauppauge High School

°District Coordinator and Assistant Principal--

Harborfields Central School District #6

®Guidance Counselor--Jericho Junior/Senior High School
®Chairan of Health, Physical Education and Athletics--
Elwood Union Free School District

®Teacher--Valley Stream North Junior/Senjor High School

°Ed.D. from Fairleigh Dickinson University
°M.3. from Hofstra University
°B.S. from SUNY at Cortland

Has authored numerous educationally related articles which
appe’ red in professional journals and newspapers

°Selected as a Kettering Foundation /1/D/E/A Fellow
°Named the Schuol Administrator of the Year by the

N.Y. State Association of Foreign Language Teachers
Presented the N.Y. State PTA Jenkins Memorial Award
°Selected to participate in the White House Conference

on Youth Employment
®Selected as a chairperson for Middl: States Association
Commission on Secondary Schools evaluation committees
°Selected to address national conventions and conferences
of various educational organizations

®Elected as an officer in various local and State Professional
Organizations

Married for over thirty years to Barbara Grande Supr.na
Three children--Darren, age 29, computer consultant
Todd, age 26, Speech Pathologist
Jill, age 23, college student




ATTACHMENT 4



EDUCATION

EMPLOYMENT

SPECIFIC
QUALIFICATIONS

EDWARD J. DOHERTY

RFD #2 Box 96
Riverhead, New York 11901
(516) 727-1745

Port Jefferson H.S., Port Jefferson, NY
Craduated 1948

Managed & Operated family-owned service
station, Ridge, New York 1948-1950

Dugan Bros., Riverhead, New York -Bakery
Product Salesman - 1950-1952

F.K. Blum Contracting Co., Ridge, New York
Driver-mechanic - 1952-1953

Riverhead Central School District (formerly
known as Union Free School District #5) -Bus
Driver -1953-1957

Riverhead Central School District, Riverhead
New York -Assistant to Transportation Supervisor=-
Bus Driver-mechanic 1957-1963

Supervisor of Transportation, Riverhead Central
School District 1963-Present

Appointed Transportation Coordinator July, 1962,
Riverhead Central Schools

Appointed Supervisor of Transportation July,1963 -
Duties include: Establish routes, select and train
driver applicants, supervise district repair garage,
possess considerable mechanical experience in all
phases of repair and maintenance procedures,
specifications and purchasing.

Maintain and prepare all records for State Aid
Routing Data, Distric: “ransportation Financial
Reports, Commissioners Regulation 156,32, Depart-
ment of Motor Vehicles Article 19A, conduct
driver training courses -both Basic and Advanced
as prescribed by NYS Education Department -




SPE CIFIC
QUALIFICATIONS
CONTINUED

REFERENCES

N.S.C. Instructor # 10222, Certified Examiner D.M.V,
Suffolk #1022, SED Instructor's Certificate #66, Certi-
fied Master Instructor 127, BOCES 1 Suffolk Adult Edu-
Cation Certificate #056223060 ~resolve complaints and
discipline problems and promote 800d pudblic relations.

Coordinate school schedules and programs with transpor-
tation,

At present, I an responsible for the overall supervision
and administration of a fleet of S0 district-owned buses
and drivers, S mechanics, 8 substituyte drivers and the
maintenance and repair of an additional 30 vehicles for
the building and grounds department, Additional res, on-
sibilities include purchasing supplies and parts, prepar-
ation and administration of transportation budget,

Regular attendance at Transportation Workshops conducted
by the New York State Education Department,

Forrmer President, Vice President, Treasurer, Secretary for the
New York Association for Pupil Trans;ortation, Suffolk Qapter,
Currently serving as Secretary for the New York State Association
for Pupil Transportation,

Mr. Kenneth Ross, Former District Principal, Riverhead
Central School (residence- Pine Street, Aquebogue, NY)

Mr. Alan Hernandez, Superintendent of Schools, Uniondale
Central Schools, Uniondale, NY 11553

Mr. Richard Suprina, Superintendent of Schools, Riverhead
Central Schools, Riverhead, NY 11501

Mr. Ronald Revelle, Superintendent of Schools, Highland
Central School District, Highland, New York

Mr. Lee Comeav, Associate, New York State Eduction
Department , Albany, New York







VITA

Nick F. Muto

52 Shore Road West
Mt. Sinai, N.Y. 11766

516-473-1953

Married, two children

EDUCATION

».8. Pennsylvania State, Edinboro, PA
M .S. Auburn University, Alabama
Ei.D Syracuse University, Syracuse, New York

EOSITIONS

Two year service - U.S. Army
Guidance Counselor
Havorford Township, PA, School District
Part-time Instructor, Asst. Day Camp Director
Main Line YOMOCOAO' A’dmm' PA
Teacher - Cuidance Director - Administrator
Augsburg, Germany (2 years)
Karlsruhe, Germany (1 year)
Heidelberg, Germany (2 years)
Paris, France (H.S. Principal) (1 year)
Teaching at Syracuse University
Director, Syracuse University Center

Elementary Principal (while completing dissertation)

Manlius, NY

Project Director, Semi-professional Training Project

Title 11l Center, Syracuse, NY
Associate Supt. for Curriculum and Instruction
Wellesley, MA
Visiting Professor, West Virginia University

Associate Professor, Lowell University, Lowell, MA

Visiting Professor, University of Maine

Visiting Prefessor, Lesley College, Cambridge, MA

Adjunct Professor, University of Mass., Amherst

Superiniendent of Schools, Nauset Public Schools
South Wellfleet. MA

Superintendent of Schools, Longwood Central Sch. Dist.

Middle Island, N.Y.

Art-English 1951
Guidance 1954
Administration 1967

1951-1953
1954-1958

1954-1958
1958-1964

1964-1966
Summers of '66 & '67

1966-1967
1967-1969

1969-1875

Summers of '70 & '71
Sept. 1870- 1976
Summer of 1973
1970

18972

1675-1982
1982 - Present
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RESUME

J. Thomas Smith
Longwood Cent.al School District
Middle Island - Yaphank Road
Middle Island, New York 11953
(516) 345-2775

Education: State University of New York
at Farmingdale 1955-1957
Pratt Institute of Technology (BA) 1958-1961
McAllister School of Science 1961-1962
Professional
Experience: Longwood Central School District,
Transportation Coordinator 1970-Present

New York State Educaticn Department

Cert. School, Bus Driver Instructor

= Region (II g461 1972-Present
New York Department of Motor Vehicle

Certified School Bus Driver Examiner

Suf, #1125 1977
National Safet{ Council Defensive

Driver Training Instructor

Cert. #11339440 1976

Associations: Brookhaven Township Transportation
Advisory Board 1978-Present
New York Association for Pupil
Transportation - Suffolk Chapter

President-elect 1978-1979
National School Transportation

Association 1978
New York Association for Fupil

Transportation - Suffolk Chapter 1971

Participant: New York State Pupil Transportation
Workshops:

University of Albany 1982-86; Cortland
1979; Niagra 1978; Plattsburg 1974-75;
Oswego 1971,
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HOWARD M. KOENIG, Ph.D.

31 Greenhill Lane Telepnone No.
Buntington, New York 11743 (516) 3&-:2094
SUPERINTENDENT QF SCHOOLS
ng: Ph.D, - New York University - 1980
Educational Adainistration
M.A. - New York University - 1970
Educational Administration
B.A. - Queens (bllege (ONY) - 1966

Political Scienco/Ptydnlocy

EXPERIZINCE :

e — e .

T T ———— — . — ———— — — — ————

September 1983 - Present

Superintendent of Schools
5a6t Toadon Thicn Foos Bohool District, East Ty

New York.
July 1974 to September 1983

Assistant %%rmtg?%t for Adninistration
riie tra strict, Greenlawn, New York.

Responsibilities Included: Personnel (all units and class-
ifications.), Compensatory Educat jon (Chapter 1/PSEN.),
Negotiations (211 units.), Qut-of-District Funding, Public
Relations, and other duties which overlapped the areas of
curriculum and irstruction and business.

Cetober 1971 to September 1973

District r for Adninistration and Business Affairs
ty trict - . New Yor

Qrmunity School District 26 - Fresh Meadows, New York

Responsibilities Included: Preparation and adninistration

of a budget of more than $20,000,000 for as many as thirty

(30) schools. District purchasing, accounting, major and

minor plant improvements and canrunity liaison,

February 1968 to Qctober 1971
Teacher of Mathamatics and Social Studies - Grades 6-8

her - Grade 6 and Assistant Dean o udents
Irtermediate School 61, Corona, New Yor

In addition to the above, during the time that 1 was preparing

for a career in education, I was aployed as a social worker with
the New York City Department of Social Services and as an Official
‘ourt Reporter for the N.Y.C. Civil Court and the N.Y.S. Department
of labor.




RESIME OF HOWARD M. KCENIG, Ph.D. Page 2
HINORS Fellow - Education Protessions Development Act (EFDA)
Fellowship - New York University - 1973/1974
President - Phi Delta Kappa - NYU Chapter - 1977/1978

Quadrant Leader - Southeast Quadrant of the Nassau ounty
Council of School Superintendents - 1986/1987

National Vice-President- Region I, National Association of
Federally Impacted Schools - 1985 / present.

american Association of School Administrators
Association for Supervision & Curriculum Development
Arerican Educational Research Association

New York State (ouncil of School Superintendents
Nassau County Council of School Superintendents

New York University Adninistrators Roundtable

Phi Delta Kappa

=

A |

me%% Adjunct Professor of Educaticnal Adninistration
New York University 1980 - present
long Island University 1982 - present

Qhairperson - Dean's Professional Education Advisory
Committee - C.W. Post Cumpus of L.1.U,

—e

PERSONAL Borm: July 8, 1840
DATA Married, two children
Height 6' ¥Weight 2101bs.
Facelient Realth with no physical disabilities

Placement credentials are available upon request from the Now York University
Office of ZAucational Placement,
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Rcbert W, Petrilak
12 Cardenia Road
Mt. Sinat, N.Y. 11266

Date Of Birth: November 27, 1942
Married, 3 Children
Education
Attented SUNY Fredonia N.Y
Adelphi{ University L.I, N.Y
Employment

US Alr Force 19621966
Staff Seryeant, Afrcraft Instrumentation

Grumman Aerospace 1956-1647
Instrumentation Research Technician

Riker Videc 19671969
Engineering Research Technician
Applied Digital Data Systems |949-]986
Reasearch Technician
Manager Field Engineering

Director Field Engineering
Director Materi{als/Purchasing

ACM Data Systems Inc. / Channel One Entertainment
Owner

Other
Mt. Sinal Board of Caucation | 983~Present

President- Mt, Sinai Taxpayers Association 1980-Present

President- Westcliff Homeowners Association 1vy7B-1980

February 1988







A/7/83 Mrs., Yolanda Puterio, President &f the Middle Country
Secretarial Asscciation to offer o statement re;
negotiations,

A representative of the Andrea Doiia Lodge requested
consideration of band participation in the Columbus
Day Parade nett year,

Arlens Popaleski, Howkins Path PTA to comment upon the
success of the Hallowsen Party at Mowkins Path; te
advise the Board of the Theatie Club activity; and
requested that there be input whan the report of the
RESS Comaittea is discussed,

Jennie Camastra, Mawkins Path to comment upon the
underbrush along Boyle Road and the need for sidewalks
thare,

Roberta Dangel re: substitute teacher placement

Roy Probeyahn re: aged out handicapped studants,
offered his services in this regard,

Superintendent's Reporte

SUPERINTENDENT 'S Mre. Adler led discussion concerning the resolution
wdopted last year end re-affirmed on August 15,198
to wirty

WHEREAS, the Middle Count-y Central School District's
Board of Education has as ity prime concern the welfare
of the children of the School District and

1

WHERLAS, the Long lsland Lighting Company has not been
able o insure that irs proposed Shorshas Power Plant
can meet acceptadble safety standards, and

WHEREAS, no acceptable evucuation plan has been devised
by the Long Island Lighting Company and Suffolk County

BRE IT RESOLVED that the Board of Educati.n in the
interest of protecting the welfare of the children of
Middle Country does hareby go .n record as opposed to
the cpening of the Shoreham Power Plant until beth an
acceptarie safety standard can be met and an ecceptable
svacuation plen can be developed,

Mra., AMler asked the Board to consider that the above
stated resolution might be sufficient and there would be
ne need teo go further,

T



The following resolution was offered by Gallo, whe
moved its adoption, seconded by Durkin to wit

WHEREAS, fedeval regulations for full power operation
of the Shorehas Nuclear Pewer Plant require an emer-
gency plan for comaunities surrounding the plant which
will assure those comamunities adequate protection in
svent of a nuclear emergency; and

WHEREAS, the County of Suffolk has deturmined, after
substantive study and lengthy hearings, that nc emer-
gency plan can be developed to provide zitizens
sufficient protection in o Shorehaa emergenvy; and

WHEREAS, the County of Suffolk has tharefore toncluded
that it cannct, in good faith, prepare or implement

an energency plan, or support full powsr operation of the
Shoreham Nuclear Power Plant; and

WHEAEAS, the Long Island Lighting Compuny, in an effort
to muet federal regulations, has prepared an rmergency
plan which enly LILO, lacking coordination with local
or state governsents, will attempt to implesant; and

WHEREAS , the Nuclear Regulatory Commissicn's Shorehas
licensing board is now conducting hearings to review
the adequacy of the LILCO cmergensy plan; and

WHEREAS , the LILCO emargency plan includes protective
ectica to be take. by schools; and

WHEREAS, this boaid of education, having reviawed
LILCO's essrgency plan for schools, ana having discursed
those plans with concerned parents, wishes to advise the
NRC's Shoreham licensing board of the plan's workability
for ite district; and

WHEREAS, this board has identified the folliowing weak-
nesses in the LILCO emergency plan:

1, Early Dismissal
Normal early dismissal procedures, which
LILCO's plan incorporates, cannot bring
children to uncontaainated areas quickly
erough to protect their health and sasety,

2, Trawsportetion
We carnot guarantee that the reguisite number
nf buses and drivers required for successful

11/7/83




7/683

3.

4,

7.

earl, dismissal will be available to the
schools, Drivers may need to first attend
to the safety of their cwn families and may
decline te drive school buses. This will
prolong childrens' atay at schools in cone

tok inated areas.

Neads of School Personnel

We cannot guarantes that teaching and uon«

teaching personnel will stay in schools

to supsrvise sarly dississal, These teachers

and staff may ne«d to attend to the safety of

their own families and therefore may net be aveilable
to perfora emergency-related tasks,

Lack of Parental Supervision

The success of an early dismissal plan aepends
not only on prompt dismissal from scheols, but
on prompt evacuation of children from their
howmes, Ir cases in.which parents will not be at
home during the day, children will be sent teo
uwsupervised hones from which they will not be
able to evacuate promptly.

Parental Intercession

We cannot be confident that parents will wait

at home for their children to arrive, Many parents
say. attespt to retrieve their children at schools,
perhaps causing increased confusion and chacs,

Panic

An announcesent of @ nuclecr emergency at Shorehaa
may cause disorientation and panic in children,
teachars, non-teaching staff, and parents, This
will further prohibit effective, safe dismissal
from schools,

Relocation

If a Shorehas emergency develops quickly and
requires an evacuation of children from schools
directly to relocation centers, this Cistriet will
not have sufficient buses or drivers te transport
all children to relocation centers in a timely,
efficient manner,

Supervision at Relocation Canters

We cannot guarantes that teaching and/or non=
teaching school personnel will truvel te and
remain at relocation centers to supervise children



witil parents arrive to retriesve them, 11/7/8%

9. Sheltering
Tne LILOO plan suggests that sheltering (remaining
indoors) may be the preferred protective action
in apecific Shoreham emergencies., MHowever, many
of this district's schools do not have basements or
other structures necessary to provide adequate
protection,

10, Trust in Public Information
In the LILLO plan, the unly public information
upon whi=™ to base derisions for protective actions
will come f.. = the utality, LILCO, through its
Public Scillools Coordinatur and WALK-AM Radieo, will
both describe the sxtent of the emergency and
recommend actions, Because LILCO would be both
oparator of the plant and initator of emergency
actiona, potential for conflict of interest exists,
School Adainistrators, receiving information only
from LILCO and not from any governsenta. age~’y, will
be forced to decide upon actions with potentially
serious consequences without the benefit of information
from an oblsctive source,

11, Indemnification
LILCO does not provide indeanification for school
districts should damages, injuries, or decths result
from school administrators' decisions during an
smergency, decisions which can be based only upor
information and recommsendations offered by LILCO

Now, .be .4t . therefore

RESQOI VED, that this school district finds that LILCC's esergen
plans for schools do not offer children school personnel, ov
parents of this district adequate protection in event of an
aczident at the Shorehas Nuclear Power Flant; and be it further

RESOLVED, that this school board cannot direct its schools te
initiate or participate in emergency actions which rut enly’
fail to prutect childrens' safety, but place it in further
Jeopardy; and, be it further

RESOLVED, that this school board believes that full | ower
licensing of the Shorehaa Nuclear Power Plant should be forbidden
wnless or until complete and reasonable resvlution of these
outatending, critical emergency planning problema can be
achiived,
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ARTICIPATION
8C HEARINGS

The question of the adoption of the above stated
resolution was duly put to vote on Roll Call which
resuited as follows:

Aaruso voting no does not want plant opened
Galle voting yes

Durkin voting yes

Brodsky voting yes

Boder voting vyes

Reynolds voting no duplicate resolution
Purick voting yes

Adler voting ne duplicate resolution

The resolution was thereupon declared duly adopted.

Motion by Gallo seconded by Brodasky to authorize the
Superintendant of Schools and the Director of Trans-
portation to participate in meetings prior to the
NRC Hearings relative to the Shoreham Nuclear Power
Plant; to appear at the NRC Hearinga to state the
concerns of the district; that the statements of the
Superintendent of Schools and the Director of Trans=-
portation be reviewed by Counsal prior to appearance
and, at the time of the hearings that Counsel be
preazent to advise thea,

The [Jestion of the adoption of the above stated motion
was duly put to vote on Roll Call which resulted as
follows:

Aaruso voting vyes
Gallo voting vyes
Durkin voting yes
Brodsky voting yes
Boder voting yes
Reynolds voting vyes
Purick voting yes
Adler voting no would not like the Superintendent

to take the time from the diotrict
- in this matter,

The motion was carried,
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v SCHOQI 1:OARD RESOLUTION

fedaral regulations fer full power cperation of the 'Shore-

Ram Nuslear Plant reguire an emargency plan for communities
surrsunding %he plant which will assure those commy %i'fi'i‘?f‘ic?-.:i:.
adaquite protection in event of a nuclear emargenc & ‘&};%A#ca‘w‘
¢he Lomg Island Lighting Company, in an effort to meet

2ecaral regulations, nas vrepared an emergency plan which
LI5CO, laching wvoordinaticn with local or state governiments,
will ntrempt to implement; and

sha Wualzar Rzgulatery Comuission's Shorcham licensing

wazré ig now conducting heurings to review the adegquac

¢f the LILCO emergency plan; and

.

eha 1.LLCO emergensy pian includes protective actions to be

taken by schoels; and

this Loard has identified the following wealknesses in the
LILCC encrgency plan:

1. PBarlv Dismigsal
Our Cheotguncy =arly dizmyesal procecdure, which L11.C0O0's
plan incorporatcs, wouldn't bring school children t
an unaontaninated area guickly enough t& pretect their
heulth and safety. :
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2 gy:ns:ortation
The reguisitce number of buses and drivers reguired Zor
successful carly dismissal are not availazble to th2
schools. This will prolong childrens' stay at scheols
in contaminated areas.

3, Wecés of School Personnrzl .
Wic cannot guazrantee tihat teaching &nd nen=-teaching
pessonnal will stay in schools to supervise early
diemissal., These teachers ané staff pay need to atten<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>