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2) the proposed Mey 18, 1984, deadline for filing
proposed findings of fact and conclusions of law
would allow only 5 nonhearing, businress days,
right in the midst of an expedited, intense hearing
schedule, to prepare and file proposed findings of
fact and conclusions of law; this time frame is
extremely prejudicial, unreasonable and unacceptable
to the State.

The essence of LILCO's motion is that the parties should
subm.t findings of fact and conclusions of law on Contentions
23, 25 and 65 on May 18, 1984, and the Board should render a
partial initial decision as soon as possible thereafter. It
appears from LILCO's motion that the underlying logic is that
since "all the evidence has been submitted"” on these three
contentions, it makes sense for the Board to rule on them at
this time.

This logic is seriously flawed. Not all shadow phenomenon
issues are adiressed in Contention 23, not all role conflict
issues are addressed in Contention 25, and not all evacuation
time estimate issues are addressed in Contention 65. The
recoird is not closed on these iszsues.

The County's memorandum in opposition to LILCO's motion
adequately icdentifies some of the shadow phenomenon, role
conflict and evacuation time estimate issues which are
addressed in the rest of the contentions. The contentions
dealing with LILCO's lack of legal authority are an additional
example of how the issues moutioned above are not limited to

Contentions 23, 25 and 65, but are dispcersed throughout many
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such signs to ensure the use of prescribed

evacuation routes, and its evacuation time

estimates are, as a result, unrealistically
low. (Emphacis added.)

Contention 9 alleges that LILCO is prohibited by law Zirom
dispensing fuel from tank trucks to automocbiles along road-
sides. Contention 9 specifically states:

Cars running out of gas, and the probable
abandonment of vehicles which will follow,

will result in obstructions and blockages on
roadways in use during the evacuation. LILCO's
evacuation time estimatez do not tike cars
running out of gas and the resulting road
obstructions intc account. If LILCO cannot
effectively prevent or remove such obstacles,
its evacuation time estimates will increase.
(Emphasis added.)

Accordingly, testimony pertaining to Contentions 23, 25
and 65 is not the last word on shadow phenomenon, role conflict
and evacuation time estimate issues. Any partial ‘nitial decision
which is based solely on findings of fact and conclusions of law
concerning Contentions 23, 25 and 65 would be so premature that
it would be meaningless.

Nevertheless, should the Board decide to grant LILCO's
motion, the proposed deadline of May 18, 1984, would severely
prejudice the State's ability to prepare and file whatever
findings of fact and conclusions of law might be appropriate
under the circumstances. Pursuant to 10 Cr §2.754, the
applicant should file proposed findings 30 days after the hearing
is over, other parties should file proposed findings 40 days
after the hearing is over, and the NRC should file proposed
findings 50 days after the hearing is over. LILCO's May 18,

1984 deadline does not meet this requirement. Also, LILCO's
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