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SUFFOLK COUNTY MOTION FOR POSTPONEMENT OF NRC JUNE 11 MEETING

The Commission has scheduled a meeting for 4:00 p.m., June
11, to discuss and possibly vote on a Phase III/IV low power
license for Shoreham. Suffolk County hereby moves that the
meeting be vostponed for the following reasons:

1. The Suffolk County Attorney on June 4 represented to the

Commission, inter alia, that the County's position on emergency

planning had changed, that because of this changed position there
is nothing left of the pending NEPA issue, and that the County
Attorney, not Kirkpatrick & Lockhart, would hereafter represent
the County before the Commission,

The Commission should not rely upon the foregoing
representations of the County Attorney. Rather, based upon the
June 3 letter from the County Legislature previously submitted to
the Commission as an attachment to the County's June 3 Motion for

Postponement of Oral Argument, and further based upon the legal
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opinion of counsel retained by Kirkpatrick & Lockhart for advice
on this matter, (the opinion of Arnold & Porter is enclosed as
Attachment 1 hereto), it is submitted that:

a) The County Executive's May 30 Executive Order is unlawful
and, accordingly, the County position on emergency planning has not
changed; .

b) There is no basis to believe that there ever will be an
implementable offsite emergency plan for Shoreham and, thus, the
NEPA issue has not been diminished in any way, let alone
eliminated, from the County's case; and

c) Kirkpatrick & Lockhart was not lawfully terminated and,
thus, pursuant to pertinent ethical obligations, will continue to
represent Suffolk County, at least pending a resolution of the
conflict between the present County Executive's Order and the
Resolutions of Suffolk County.

2. The NRC should refrain from any licensing action
pertaining to Shoreham until the present conflict within the
Suffolk County government has been ruled upon by the New York State
Supreme Court., Suits have already been filed and a preliminary
injunction hearing is scheduled to be held today. See Letter from
Stephen B. Latham to NRC Commissioners, June 9, 1985, which
describes the status of these actions. There is every reason to
believe that a ruling will be rendered soon, particularly since
only legal issues are presented.

The County was severely prejudiced by its inability on June 4
to have legal counsel present its position on the Phase III/IV

license issue. 1Indeed, not only was the County position not

.



represented, but the County Attorney attempted to disavow critical
positions that the County has consistently advocated for more than
two years.

LILCO will not be prejudiced by the postponement requested
herein. Indeed, LILCO itself stated at the Commission's June 4 oral

argument that it will take at leas* 3 weeks for LILCO to implement

promised security changes.* (This also assumes, arguendo, that the

County Executive was authorized to enter into th security
settlement with LILCO,) Further, even assuming that the County
Executive's new emergency planning position were deemed legal, FEMA
has been reported making the estimate that an exercise of the LILCO
plan, could not occur before late 1985 or early 1986. Therefore,
there is no justifiable reason for the Commission to rush the vote
on a Shoreham Phase III/IV license in advance of State Court
resolution of the present conflict within Suffolk County
government,

Respectfully submitted,

‘/IM @@
Herbert H. Brown, Edquire

Lawrence Coe Lanpher, Esquire
Karla J. Letsche, Esquire

KIRKPATRICK & LOCKHART
8th Floor, 1900 M Street, N.W.
washington, D.C. 20036

Attorneys for Suffolk County

* Bven if the NRC were to authorize a Phase 1II/1V license, the 3
weeks required for security changes would make it reasonable for
the NRC to stay the effectiveness of the license for at least 3
weeks to give time for Court of Appeals review,
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ARNOLD & PORTER

CABLE: "amromPQ” 1200 NEW HAMPSHIRE AVENUE N W 1700 LINCOLN STREET
TELECOPICR (202) 872-6720 WASHINGTON, D. C. 20036 CENVER, COLORADO 80203
TELEX 89-27323 (303) 863-1000

(202) a72-8700C

BRUCE L. MONTGOMERY
DIRECT LINE: (202) 872-6679

June 9, 1985

Kirkpatrick & Lockhart

1900 M Street, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20036

Attn: Herbert H. Brown, Esquire
Lawrence Coe lanpher, Esquire

Gentlemen:

In connection with your representation of Suffolk
County, a municipal corporation of the State of New
York, in proceedings pending before the Nuclear Regula-
tory Commission (the "NRC") relating to the licensing of
the Shoreham Nuclear Power Station, Shoreham, New York
("Shoreham"), you have asked us for our opinion with
respect to the applicable standards governing certain
aspects of your future professional conduct and with
respect to the legality of certain actions taken by
Suffolk County's current County Executive, Peter F.
Cohalan ("Cohalan").

Backgtound

The Suffolk County Legislature (the "Legislature")
has duly enacted four resclutions (together, the "Reso-
lutions") setting forth the policies of Suffolk County
with respect to Shoreham. Copies of these Resolutions
are attached hereto as Appendix A.

In Resolution No., 43-1982, the Legislature author-
ized the Suffolk County Executive (the "County Executive")
to retain legal counsel to assist the Suffolk County
Attorney in represe¢nting Suffolk County in the Shoreham
proceedings. Pursuant to that resolution, Cohalan, on
behalf of Suffolk County, retained Kirkpatrick & Lock-
hart (then Kirkpatrick, Lockhart, Hill, Christopher &
Phillips). The parties to the retainer agreement (the
"Agreement") were the County of Suffolk and Kirkpatrick
& Lockhart. A copy of the Agreement is attached hereto
as Appendix B.



ARNOLD & PORTER

Kirkpatrick & Lockhart
June 9, 1985
Page Two

In Resolution 262-1982, the Legislature resolved
that the Suffolk County Planning Department should
prepare a County Radiological Emergency Response Plan;
that such plan (the "Plan") would not be operable or
capable of being implemented until approved by the
Legislature; and that the Plan was not to be submitted
to the NRC or the Federal Emergency Management Agency
until so approved.

In Resolution 456~1982, the Legislature resolved,
inter alia, that Suffolk County "shall not assign funds
or personnel to test or implement any radiological
emergency response plan for the Shoreham Nuclear Plant
unless that plan has been approved, after public hear-
ings, by the Suffolk County Legislature and the County
Executive.,"

In Resolution 111-1983, the Legislature resolved,
inter alia, that the plan, as amended, submitted on
October 6, 1982, by Long Island Lighting Company ("LILCO")
to the New York State Disaster Preparedness Commission
("DPC") "will not be approved and will not be imple-
mented"; that "no local radioclogical emergency plan for
a serious nuclear accident at Shoreham will protect the
health, welfare, and safety of Suffolk County residents";
that therefore "no local radiological emergency plan for
response to an accident at the Shoreham plant shall be
adopted or implemented"; and that "the County Lxecutive
is hereby directed to take all actions necessary to
assure that actions taken by any other governmental
agency, be it State or Federal, are consistent with the
decisions mandated by this Resolution.”

You have informed us that each of the Resolutions
was adopted by a majority of the Legislature, was
approved by the County Executive, and has never been
repealed.

Until recently, the County Executive was in full
accord with the position set forth in the Resolutions.
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On May 30, 1985, Cohalan announced that he was
reversing his position on the Shoreham plant and that
he now favors its operation, provided there is a suc-
cessful test of LILCO's emergency plan. On May 30,
1985, Cohalan issued Executive Order 1-1985 directing
County personnel to review, evaluate and test LILCO's
propocsed emergency response plan. A copy of Executive
Order 1-1985 is attached hereto as Appendix C.

On May 31, Cohalan orally requested Kirkpatrick
& Lockhart to remain as counsel for the County to
represent the County in accordance with his new views.
Kirkpatrick & Lockhart replied that it could not repre-
sent his new views but could continue to represent the
County if the prior County position (as reflected in
the County resolutions) were to constitute the County
policy. On June 3, 1985, Mr. Cohalan sent a letter
(the "Termination Letter") to Kirkpatrick & Lockhart
purportedly terminating its representation of the
County because the firm refused to represent the County
Executive's new position. A copy of that letter is
attached hereto as Appendix D.

Issues Requested to be Addressed

You have requested our opinion with respect to
the fcllowing issues:

l. Under applicable rules governing the profes-
sional conduct of Kirkpatrick & Lockhart:

(a) whether Kirkpatrick & Lockhart may properly
refuse to turn over the files in Kirkpatrick & Lock-
hart's possession pertaining to its representation of
Suffolk County as has been requested in the Termination
Letter. (This issue is sometimes hereinafter referred

to as "Issue l(a)".)

(b) if the NRC grants a low power liceise for
operation of the Shoreham Nuclear Power Plant and the
County Attorney refuses to or otherwise does not take
action on behalf of Suffolk County to seek a stay of
that grant or the implementation of the license, whether
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Kirkpatrick & Lockhart may, and under what circumstances
it may, properly take action seeking such a stay on
behalf of Suffolk County. Specifically, you have asked
us to consider whether Kirkpatrick & Lockhart may file
an application and a brief on behalf of Suffolk County
seeking a stay of an NRC grant or implementation of the
license (i) on the merits of issues underlying the grant
of the license or (ii) until the internal conflicts
within the Suffolk County government are resolved.

(This issue is sometimes hereinafter referred to as
"Issue 1(b)".)

2. Whether, under New York law, the actions of
the County Executive in issuing Executive Order 1-1985
were lawful. (This issue is sometimes hereinafter
referred to as "Issue 2".)

Qualifications and Assumptions

We have made such investigation of law, public
records and other matters as we have deemed necessary
to enable us to render the opinions set forth herein.
We have, with respect to all documents which we have
examined and upon which we have relied, assumed the
genuineness of all signatures, the authenticity of all
documents submitted to us as originals, and the conform-
ity to original documents of all documents submitted to
us as certified or photostatic copies and the authen-
ticity of the originals of such latter documents. We
have further assumed the compliance of the adoption of
the Resolutions with applicable procedural require-
ments.

The opinions expressed herein are further qual-
ified by the fact that we are not, and the attorneys
who assisted in the preparation ¢f this opinion are not
authorized to practice law in the State of New York and
are therefore not specialists in the interpretation of
the laws of the State of New York.
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Please note that we are opining only as to
matters expressly set forth herein, and no opinion
should be inferred as to any other matters. The
opinions expressed herein are specifically limited to
and by the facts as set forth above. Any change of
facts or the applicability of additional facts and
circumstances would have a material bearing on the
opinions set forth herein, and we therefore express no
opinion on matters resulting from any such change or
additional facts and circumstances.

You should be aware that a number of gquestions
raised by the matters discussed herein have not been
definitively answered by statute, regulation, rulings
or court decisions. Moreover, with respect to some of
such matters, existing precedents provide little
guidance. While our opinions and views expressed herein
are based upon our best interpretations of existing
sources of law and express what we believe applicable
authorities would conclude if presented with these
issues, no assurance can be given that such inter-
pretations would be followed if they became the subject
of judicial or administrative proceedings.

Applicable Ethical Principles and Laws

We offer no opinion whether the disciplinary
authorities with jurisdiction over Kirkpatrick &
Lockhart's professional conduct will be those of New
York or Washington, District of Columbia. Kirkpatrick
& Lockhart is clearly subject to the jurisdiction of
the District of Coclumbia Bar Association. In addition,
New York bar authorities will have jurisdiction to the
extent that Kirkpatrick & Lockhart lawyers are admitted
to practice in New York State or have entered appearances
before New York courts or otherwize have submitted
themselves to regulation by the New York State bar
disciplinary authorities.
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In addition, we offer no opinion concerning
which jurisdiction's disciplinary and ethical rules
would be applied by authorities exercising jurisdiction
over the professional conduct of Kirkpatrick & Lockhart.
For example, we understand that the District of Columbia
bar disciplinary authorities look to the ethical rules
of the jurisdiction to which the actions at issue bear
a "substantial relation." 1In the instant case, such a
test would appear to point to the applicability of New
York disciplinary rules by the District of Columbia
disciplinary authorities, but we can offer no conclusive
opinion on that issue.

Similar, but not identical versions of the
American Bar Association Code of Professional Respon-
sibility (the "Code") have been adopted by the appro-
priate authorities with jurisdiction over the bar of the
State of New York and Washington, D.C. You have been
provided with copies of both versions of the Code. 1In all
respects pertinent to this opinion, the Code adopted by
the two jurisdictions is the same.

The Code will govern the professional standards
applicable to the conduct of Kirkpatrick & Lockhart.
The Code is comprised of "Canons", "Ethical Consider-
ations" and "Disciplinary Rules."

The functions of the Canons, the Ethical Consid-
erations and the Disciplinary Rules are discussed in the
Preliminary Statement of the Code which states that:

"The Canons are statements of axiomatic
norms, expressing in general terms the
standards of professional conduct expected
of lawyers in their relationships with the
public, with the legal system, and with the
legal profession. They embody the general
concepts from which the Ethical Considera-
tions and the Disciplinary Rules are derived.
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"The Ethical Considerations are aspira-
tional in character and represent the objec-
tives toward which every member of the
profession should strive. They constitute
a body of principles uvpon which the lawyer
can rely for gquidance in many specific situ-
ations.

"The Disciplinary Rules, unlike the
Ethical Considerations, are mandatory in
character. The Disciplinary Rules state the
minimum level of conduct below which no law-
yer can fall without being subject to discip-
linary action . ... An enforcing agency, in
applying the Disciplinary Rules, may find
interpretive guidance in the basic principles
embodied in the Carions and in the objectives
reflected in the Ethical Considerations."”

We have not relied upon the authority, whether
persuasive or mandatory, of the American Bar Associ-
ation's Model Rules of Frofessional Conduct (the "Model
Rules") adopted by the liouse of Delegates of the Amer-
ican Bar Association or August 6, 1983. To date, the
Model Rules have been adopted by only a few jurisdic-
tions, but have not been acdopted in New York or Washing-
ton, D.C. To the extent the Model Rules are relevant in
evaluating the conduct of Kirkpatrick & Lockhart, Rule
1.13 and the comments thereto appear pertinent, and they
are attached hereto as Appendix E.

Issue l(a) and Issue 1l(b)

Discussion

We believe that a determination with respect to
Issue l(a) and Issue l(b) requires determination of the
following additional guestions:

l., Who is the client represented by Kirkpatrick
& Lockhart?

2. Did the purported termination of Kirkpatrick
& Lockhart's employment by the Termination Letter
lawfully terminate that employment?
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Who Is Kirkpatrick & Lockhart's Client?

With respect to whom Kirkpatrick & Lockhart
represents, it is our opinion that under New York law,
Suffolk County is Kirkpatrick & Lockhart's client, not
the County Executive or the County Attorney. Under
New York law, the identity of a client in situations
where the attorney deals with both an organizational
entity such as a governmental bod: or a corporation and
its constituents (e.g., its officers) is a question of
fact. See Evans v. Artek Systems Corporation, 715 F.2d
788, 794 (2d Cir. 1983) (corporation). Although New York
law recognizes that an attorney may simultaneously
represent both an entity and the constituents of that
entity, see Opinion 80-45 of the Committee of Profes-
sional Ethics of the Association of the Bar of the City
of New York ("The test [of whether the corporation or
the individual officer is the client] is whether this
former officer reasonably understood that he was also a
client of the law firm and whether his relationship was
one in which confidences imparted by the officer would
be protected."), on the facts set fortlr above, it seems
clear that Kirkpatrick & Lockhart's client was Suffolk
County. The Agreement was authorized by the Suffolk
County legislature, the governing body of Suffolk
County. The Agreement clearly identifies Suffolk
County as the entity to which the duties of Kirkpatrick
& Lockhart run. The Agreement =tates that the Agreement
is being entered into to carry out the provisions and
intent of Resolution 43-1982, i.e., to assist the
County Attorney with the presentation of the County's
intervention in the Shoreham licensing proceedings.
Finally, the County Executive clearly signed on behalf
of the County.

By his actions throughout the period of Kirkpatrick

& Lockhart's employment, the County Executive, as well
as all other parties, believed Sufflclk County was the
sole client of Kir »atrick & Lockhart. The Termination
Letter clearly reccjynizes that Cohalan understood that
the client was the County.
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Therefore, we conclude that Suffclk County, and
ogly Suffolk County, was Kirkpatrick & Lockhart's
client.

Was The Termination of Employment Proper?

Whether the Termination Letter's purported
termination of Kirkpatrick & Lockhart was lawful
depends on whether the County Executive had either
inherent authority to fire Kirkpatrick & Lockhart or
had been granted that authority by the County Leg-
islature.

We have seen no pertinent precedent on the
inherent authority of a County Executive to fire coun=-
sel, the retention of which was authorized by the
County Legislature. However, we note that the scope of
a county officer's duties and authority are defined by
legislative grant, see Q.i., Village of Ft. Edward v.
Fish, 156 N.Y. 363,750 N.E. 977, (I898), and that
the relevant granting document, Suffolk County Charter,
provides no such right to fire.*/ We also note with
respect to the retention of counsel that the prevailing
rule is that the power to employ counsel by a municipal
officer is not incidental to the powers of the officer,
(see Weinstock v. Long, 29 Misc.2d 795, 214 N.Y.§5.24

’ ) (town officials), and that express
authority, by resolution of the governing body, is
necessary to justify the retention of an attorney by a
municipal officer. Id.; See Cohn v. Town of Huntington,
29 N.Y.2d 451, 328 N.Y.8.2d 672 (1972},

In the somewhat analogous situation of creation
of offices by the County Legislature, the applicable
general principle is that repeal or modification of a
statute requires a legislative act of equal dignity and

vy
~ But note Section 303(d), grantinq the right of
"general supervision over all administrative units of

the county, except as otherwise provided in this charter."
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import and not sclely action of the executive. See
Gallagher v. Regan, 42 N.Y.2d 230, 397 N.Y.S8.24 719, 716,
366 N.E.2d 80 77), and see Henry v. Noto, 424
N.Y.S.2d 506, 508, 74 A.D.2d 60 80).

Based upon existing New York precedent, we
believe that the Suffolk County Executive had no in-
herent authority to fire Kirkpatrick & Lockhart.

We also believe the County Legislature did not
grant to the County Executive the authority to fire
Kirkpatrick & Lockhart. The guestion of the scope of
the authority granted *o the County Executive appears
to be one of fact. See Lindlots Realty Corporation v.
suffolk County, 278 m.'wr-rrﬂ—nﬁwznrm. oo ) 38).

n terms of retaining and discharging Kirkpatrick &
Lockhart, the County Executive was the agent of the
County Legislature., Although there appears to be no
pertinent New York precedent, the general principle
applicable in agency situations is that an agent
specifically authorized to employ attorneys to act in
specific matters does not have power to discharge those
whom he has engaged, unless the language authorizing
the engagement permits the agent to undertake other
acts essential to the enforcement of the claim of the
principal or some other language exists which is
sufficiently extensive to permit the discharge. 2A
C.J.8. § 180 at p. 894, 1It is our opinion that Reso-
lution 43-1982 authorizing the County Legislature to
retain Kirkpatrick & Lockhart contains no such language.

Although a county executive is entitled to
reasonable discretion in implementing legislative
commands, Henry v. Noto, 424 N.Y.S8.2d 506, 508, 74
A.D.24 604 0) and is granted supervisory rights and
duties under Section 303(d) of the Suffolk County
Charter, any decision by Suffolk County to fire counsel,
originally employed by reason of a legislative resolu-
tion, properly belongs to the policy making, appropri-
ating, governmental body, the County Legislature. See
N.Y. County Law § 153(1{ ("A power of a county shall,”
except as otherwise expressly provided, be exercised
through a local law or resolution duly adopted by the
board"); Weinstock v. Long, 214 N.Y.S5.2d4 593, 597 (1961)
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The Suffolk County Charter (the "Charter") estab-
lishes the duties and functions of the County Executive.
In pertinent part, the Charter provides:

"Section 303. Function of county executive.
In addition to the functions assigned
to the county executive in other provisions
of this charter, the county executive shall:
(d) take care that all laws applicable
to the county and that all laws and
resolutions of the County are faith-
rully executed." (emphasis added)
See also N.Y. Const.
Art. IV, § 3 (same duty applied to state
executive branch).

Under relevant New York precedent, it is unlawful
for the executive branch of the government to override
policy declarations of the legislative branch. Where
the executive takes unauthorized action inconsistent
with duly authorized legislative enactments, the actions
of the executive are unlawful because they exceed the
executive powers and are an imrroper exercise of tha
legislative function. County oZ uneida v. Berle, 49
N.Y.2d 515, 427 N.Y.S.2d 407, 411-412, 404 N.E.2d 133
(1980) (Executive Order of Governor impounding funds
appropriated by the State Legislature was unlawful):;
Subcontractors Trade Association v. Koch, 62 N.Y.2d
422, 477 N.Y.S5.2d 120, 124, 465 N.E.2d 840 (1984)
(Mayor's executive order mandating share of construc-
tion contracts awarded by city be given to local
enterprises was beyond mayor's executive function and
was unlawful usurpation of legislative function);

Matter of Fullilove v. Beame, 48 N.Y.2d 376, 423 N.Y.S.2d
144, 145, 398 N.E.2d 765 (1979) (Mayor's affirmative
action regulation was unlawful in absence of legislative
authorization); Broidrick v. Lindsay, 39 N.Y.2d4 641,

385 N.Y.S.2d4 265, 268, 350 N.E.2d 555 (1976) (Mayor's
affirmative action regulations were invalid because,
inter alia, there was no legislative authorization and
cecause they- were inconsistent with applicable state
statute).

Although Section 304 of the County Charter
permits the County Legislature to delegate to the County
Executive the powers and duties of the County Legisla-
ture, we are aware of no legislative authorization
(state or local) for Executive Order 1-1985.
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The language of the Resolutions is unambiguous
and does not confer the discretion on the County Execu-
tive to issue Executive Order 1-1285 or the actions
authorized therein. See County of Oneida v. Berle, 49
N.Y.2d 515, 427 N.Y.S.2d at ’ N.E.2d 133
(1980). Nor is the County Executive compelled by Article
2B or otherwise to test or implement the LILCO plan;
therefore, there can be no corresponding power to perform
the non-existent duty. See County of Oneida v. Berle, 49
N.Y.2d 515, 427 N.Y.S.2d 407 at 410-411, 404 N.E.2d 133
(1980).

Section 20(1) (b) of Article 2B of the Emergency
Preparedness Law (Executive Law § 20 et seg.) does
state:

(1) It shall be the policy of the state that
(b) local chief executives.take an active
and personal role in the development
and implementation of disaster pre-
paredness programs and be vested with
the authority and responsibility to
insure the success of such programs;"

However, in Section 23 of Article 2B the authority to
develop disaster preparedness plans is granted to the
"County", not the chief executive of the county. Article
2B nowhere gives the chief executive of a county the
authority to test and implement plans not approved by
the legislature. Furthermore, Article 2B nowhere explicitly
takes the extraordinary action of altering existing govern-
mental relations. Rather, its structure seems to provide
for the development and implementation of emergency
preparedness plans within existing frameworks, and
recognizes and distinguishes between the County, the
County Legislature and the chief executive of a county.

The policy of active involvement and authority to insure
the success of such programs seems a restatement of the
general authority of the executive branch to implement
laws properly passed by the legislative branch. Only in
specific, narrow carefully set forth circumstances (e.g.,
Section 24, the right to declare a state of emergency)

is the normal governmental structure altered. The
extraordinary power to unilaterally test and implement
plans directly contrary to duly enacted law is nowhere
granted.
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While there appears to be no pertinent precedent
interpreting the provision, Article 2B as a whole con-
templates that the responsibility for preparation and
implementation of emergency disaster plans and programs
should be shared by the state and local governments
within the usual governmental channels. We conclude
that Article 2B does not validate Executive Order 1l-
1985. See County of Oneida v. Berle, 49 N.Y.2d4 515,
427 N.Y.S.2d 407, 411 n.5, 404 N.E.2d 133 (1980).

Conclusion

Based upon our conclusion that the issuance of
Executive Order 1-1985 was not authorized by either
state law (Article 2B), the Suffolk County Charter or
the Suffolk County Legislature and was an improper
exercise of legislative authority in direct conflict
with existing Suffolk County policy, we are of the
opinion that such issuance was unlawful under New York
law.

Very truly yours,

. ' ARNOLD & PORTER

By:
BrYuce L. Montgomery Esquire

Enclosures
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RESOLUTION NO. 43-1982, AUTHORIZING THE COUNTY EXECUTIVE TO ENTER INTO
AGREEMENTS FOR THE INTERVENTION BY SUFFOLK COUNTY IN THE SHOREHAM
NUCLEAR RECULATORY COMMISSION LICENSING PROCEEDINGS, DOCKET NO. 50-322,

-

AND TRANSFERRING FUNDS FOR SUCH AGREEMENTS.

Whereas, the Suffolk County Legislature voted to intervene
in the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) Operating License
(0.L.). Proceedings befcre the Atomic Safety and Licensing
Board (ASLB) as a nuetral intervenor in 1978; and

Whereas, as an intervenor in the County has been
participating in the licensing process of the Shoreham Nuclear
Power Plant in order to assure the residents of Suffolk County
that the plant is safe; and

Whereas, the Suffolk County Legislature defeated Intro-
ductory Resolution No. 2040-1981, by a vote of 12-5-1, proposirg
a Settlement Agreement between Suffolk County and the Long Island
Lighting Company (LILCO) of the Counéy's intervention in the
O0.L. proceedings; and

Whereas, by voting to defeat Introductory Resolution
No. 2040-1981, the Suffolk County Legislature proclaimed its
intention to pursue a full physical inspection of the Shoreham
Nuclear Power Plant, and committed itself to a full scale
intervention in the Shoreham O.L. proceedings; and

Whereas, in response to the Legislative Mandate contained
in the legislative vote regarding the County's future inter-
vention in the Shoreham O.L. proceedings, the Suffolk County
Attorney is committed to engaging in extensive effort to assure
an effective intervention in the Shoreham O.L. proceedings on

behalf of the taxpayersand ratepayers of Suffolk County; and



Whereas, to present full-scale intervention in the
Shorsham 0.L. proceedings, the Suffolk County Executive will
hire nationallé.known technical engineering consultants and
legal counsel to assist the County Attorney in the litigation
proceedings; and

Whereas, the transfer of funds to the Se2lf Insurance
Fund will be less than previously anticipated due to a reduction
in the layoff of County personnel; rnow, therefore, be it

RESOLVED, that the County Executive is hereby authorized

to enter into contracts with the appropriate technical engineers

and legal counsel for said individuals or firms to assist the

County Attorney in the presentation of the County's in:ervgpticn

in the Shoreham O.L. proceedings; and be it further
RESOLVED, chat the Suffolk County Comptroller and the
Suffolk County Treasurer be and they hereby are authorized
to transfer funds as follows:
From To
Interfund Transfer Department of Law
Transfer to Self Insurance Fund General Administration
No. Q0l1-9568-960 01-1420-455%
Amount
$500,000
Dated: February 9, 1982

Approved By: /s/Peter F. Cohalan, County Executive of Suffolk County
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Suflolk 3.20,200 wizh an cddisisnal $35,300 duz upea eoupletiza of tha c3atracs;
end 4

WHIRZAS, special csunsel for the Civney (a the Shoreranm ogesating
licansing proczedings has advised the Couiney rhae L2 i3 in she Seast (anteresz o
the Cunty w3 avoid 4ay 4Ppadrance of a4 coallics 3¢ latsress By recusning the
$423,300 recaived from LILZZ for the fadiologiial reszansae Piaa; and

WHERZIAS, it (3 the latenticn of =he Saunty 23 co=pleza the radialegical
Facpsnse plan at L3 owvn expansae; now, tharzfcre, De it

AZICLVID, ethat the Caunsy Cempezoller aad Ciunzy Treasuzes are dicacead
£3 retuzn §133,000 o3 LILZD; and be ie fucchag! ¢ .

RESCLVEID, that the Clunty Comperaller and CSunty Treasuser aca dlzacsed
3 cancel tlha uncxpended Balanca ia tha Izllowiang eazcuzsrances;

01-8025-3992
01-8025-39)
0Ll-8025-994

ard be it Zfurcther

RESCLVED, cthaz eha Caunty Campersllar and Caunty Treasurer e, and theay
Razeby are authorized 2o sransfer e Inllowing funds and dutlgrizaczisa: '

rrRom

Ezployee Banefizs Heal:h Iasusanca $375,800
8l-3063-21¢

=
Planalag
Addlclogical Raspcnse Plan (Cflica Supplies) 18,Q¢9
Q1-3024-301 il

Planaing

Radlolegical Respensae Plan (Princiag) 19,000
Ql-3025-334

Planning
Radlaslogical Reszonse ?lan fXise.} 490,388
8l-3823-350
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?linalag
Azdizlz3yizal Respcnse ?Plaa (Adv.)
0L-3028-177 -

?lianlag
Adiolegizal Rasrzasa Plan (Mlleage) 3,523
0L-4028-411 -

Plimalng .
"22iolagical Razpansa Plan (Pees f2r services fa:
aga=fzplcyees | o3

QL-d326~-4%8
sad 3 Lt fuscthaer

RZSQLVEID, =whas the Cauncy Plaanlag’ Sazari=ens shall FTez4Te 4 Czunsy
m2islegical Lzergeacy Resszensa Plaa 3 serve tra lnzeres: of calezy, Nealzh ane
willirs cof the rasidaacs Sf Sullfslk Cuunty; and ba i fuszhas

ALSCLVED, cthat said Plan zhall not e cperable and ihall not te derzed
t3eguate and cigablae of Seing implerzatad unzil SUSR Tize 43 it L3 apprsved ty
the Sullslk Counzy Legislazure; and

RESOLVED, ehmac saly after said 2lan i3 azzroved Sy the Suflzlx Csuasy
Ligislazure, shall Lt e submictad 25 gthe Federal izerjency luzage=en:z Ageacy
and the Huclear hqu‘u:c:y Ciamissicn for PusPcses ol anv Siadings,
detesminasisng, Tullzgs, raviaws, or Se4zings By such federal igsacias.

BATE3:  Rareh 2], 1982
ME?!:
CSualy Cxecuitive 02 Sucisix —Suazy

Cita of Appraval: -3/2. /v
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SUFFOLX COUNTY P &.uu‘«-u':u). William H. Rogers. Clerk of the
Conm Tegalinuee “2unty Lepulziure of the Caunty of Sufrain hive ecomz. oy t'\
. - BT g ae

RIVERH
EAREAD, N. Y, leregoing capy o resslutien with ihe origing| rPsiution now on file i
e

thisolfice, and which wag duly sdepted Ay the County L‘~:xi;:ur-e(un

Caunty an ‘77(@4.9(/ oI, 97
end that the HMe 32 rue and correc: iranscriptolseid ressldtion 2agd g¢ 1

the whale Wereal,

- —
O e Sheeret, 3 have hersunw iet My hand ard (ne - -
s2=d of the CGunty Legislaiure of tae County of Suifaik

q’\ At 3
1 . N ittt l S L ETRS

<o LR B s R R UL R SRR RS %, . ]
ad C.crk of the c;;;x()- L‘i‘.ll}f;‘r'
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tazradecey @ F:3ld23c3 3lass, 2ess0, Tolay, S.f3T422s, Clese, ALl
nieNdrds, wynecndecyg, AL333, Nelan, Adziian, vges, HOthd, ’:Q.?‘g
Divine, Mrizes

ATSILOTISHN-NS, S48 -1932, esTaariziurus Nz
NLSICLECICAL TME3CLNICY RALS?2CYST 2Liuiiiine
FOLICY CF UL CLuTY OF surrowk

2s2.2n of L3 residents la the uevens of . fadiclogizal eterjency az e
ad LigAsiag Caampiay's SNss3tam Mugleas Powaz Staziza; ana

WMEZRLAS, Caunty of fuffalk has the PEL7ACY raesonsidilisy ¢

i »

L ]
o

"o

H
i

RACRLAS, Suflulk Ciunly sakes this reszsnsivilley Jerisusly and iazs~ds,
LAssugh geed faizn ind scund Planning off3r23, 2o dliure Zhat the dest Fe3a.sle
griiryeacy plia 3dad praparsadncss are Sevelc::d ta srotacet oha SiRiz3n3 of Sufialx
Czunly; and

WHL2ZAS, Suflslk C3unty's Caergancy Plianing Task Pacce, catzosed o!
nacionally recognizad exzarss drava froa a rarge of Pestinant discizlises, i3
sew SR24C3ia7 a4 detailed Planning effsre (a cscler S2 dczanpe 3 develsy a
visBla radiolegiczal eF3TIancy plaa for Sulfslx Clunty; ang

WATAZAS, Tha Lang lsland Lighetling Company, la an SYAwarrantad and arrssans
ict, has gone deyond i:3 PAver3 a3 a4 private corzecation A 4n ack2mpe 23 ususP
the rishelul powers of Sullolx Cauney By subLmitzing C3vnty planniang ressurca
miturial o0 the New Yorx State Oisascac Preparedness Cemmiss.zaa for its eappcaval
<3 Ne offlzial radiclegizal ererjency reaszcnse plan fos Sallislx Caunzy; aac

WHEZRZAS, said plauhinq fesgurses mateorial developed La pacs 8y esuagy

pefizanel, is Preliainary daza whics 2 A0 vay constitutas thae Sullalk Qaunsy=-
IPOVSved  RAQZICLOCICAL [MLacINCY RLSPONST  PLAM aned  will AGt n the fuzuize
€onZ3ituta suzh Clunzy plan; anda

HHEACAS, Suf?alx Caunty will sub=ic (=g 2ASICLICICAL mMEacTuSY 12372
FLAN &3 the law York Staze Oisdaster Prepareznaz: Commission enly when thaz ol
laz Sran fully Prefared and approved By Suffolk Caunty and is SRarely lnteqra:z
vith the plinning efforss of Bocn SILI3 and lew Yorx Stacs; thezelcse, S« i3

RESQLVED, that Suflalk Cauncy Reraly aesczbllsned the follzwiag
Adlalegical Lrerg=ncy RAazzanise ?lanniag follcy:

Sulfalk Couney shall St assisn funds o¢
Per3cnnel 23 tes: or (malement any
radliolagical €TeI58AS7 respcense plan T
tha Shorenam Nuclear Plins unless snac
Plac has >een fally develoged 3 zne Sese
of tha Councy'‘s azilizy.

Suflslk Czuacy shall NSt assign fundi of
2iriznnal o tess ar implemenc any
Sadlislegiczal enerjency respense slan far
She Sherzham Nuclear ?lane unlezs thacz
Plan RMas Bren zne 3uBject 9f 4z Jeasr twa
Puslic Neiringa, cre 22 se held in Aiver=
hzid, ~nd one i3 e Rald ia Adavzrauge,
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Resolution No.  [//-1833,
Constituting the Findings and
Determinations of Suffolk County
on whether A Level of Emergency
Preparedness To Respond to a
Radiological Accident At the
Shoreham Nuclear Power Station
Can Protect the Health, Welfare
and Safety of the Residents of
Suffolk County

"
"

WEEREAS, Suffolk County has a duty- under the Constitutien
of the State c¢f New York, the New York Stzte Municipzl Home
Rule Law, and the Suffoik County Charter %o protect the health,
sefety, and welfere of the residents of Suffolk County; and' 3

-

i

WHEREAS, the Long Island Lighting Company ("LILCO") is
constructing anc desires to opeiate the Shorehzm Nuclear Power
tetion ("Shorehzm"),-Tocated on the north shore of Long -
Isianc near the town of Wading River, a locaztion which is
within the boundaries of Suffolk County; and

WHEREZAS, a serious nuclear accident zt Shoreham could
result in the release of significant-quantities of radicactive
fission products; and

WHREREAS, the release of such radiation would pose &
severe hazard to the nhe2lth, safety, and welfare of Suffolk
County residents; anc

WHEREAS, in recognition of the effects of such potential ...
hazard posed by Shoreham on the duty of Suffolk County to pro-
tect the health, safety, and welfare of its citizens, this
Legislature on March 23, 1982, adopted Resolutien No. 262-1882,
which directed that Suffolk County prepare & "County Radio-
logical Emergency Respanse Plan to serve the interest of th
safety, health, and welfare of the citizens of Suffolk County

"n.

and

WHEREAS in Resolution 262-1982, the Legislature determined
that the plan developed by the County "shzll not be operzble
and shall not be deemed adeguate and capedble of being implemented
until such time as it is approved by the Suffolk County
Lecislature"; and :

t\
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WHEREAS, in adepting Resolution 262-1982, the Legislature
found that earlier planning.efforts by LILCO and County planners
(the "original planning data") were inzdequete because they
fziled to address the particular problems posed by concitions on
Long Island and further failed to account for human behavior
during a radiological emergency and the lessons of the zccident
2t Three Mile Island; and

WHEREAS, on March 29, 1882, Peter F. Cohelan, Suffolk
County Execut1ve, acting to 1mp1ene“. Resolution 26c-1882, by
Executive Order established the Suffolk County Radiological
Emergency Response “'an Steering Committee ("Steering Committee")
and directed it to prepare a County plan for submittal to the
County Executive and County Legislature; and

'
!

WHEREAS, the Steering Committee assemdled
highl y qualu‘ ied and nat1ona|1y recognized exps
cisciplines %o prepare such County plan; and

a group ©
rs.‘o.

HhZR:AS, such high1y qualified experts worked in & diligent
and canscienticus effort at 2 cost in excess of S300,C00 to
prepare the best possible plan for Suffolk County, and
particularly to ensure that.such plan took into account &ll 4@-
‘perticular physical and behavioral conditions cn Long Island that
effect the adequacy cf the emergency response plan; and

- & > . =
EAS, the an2lyses, studies, and surveys c¢f such experts

(2) Detaziled znalyses of the possible releases cf
radiation from Shoreham;

(b) Detziled analyses of the radiologiczl hezlth
consequences of such radiztion release on the
population of Suffolk County, given the meterclogi-
cal, demographic, topographical, and other
specific local conditions on Long Island;

(¢) A detziled social survey of Long Islaend residents
to cetermine and assess their intended behavior
in the event of 2 serious accident 2t Shoreham;

_(d) A detailed survey of school bus drivers, volunteer
firemen, and certain other emergency response
personnel to determine whether emergency personnel
intend to report promptly for emergency duties,
or instead to unite with their own families, in
the event of 2 serious accident at Shoreham;
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(e) Detailed estimates of the number ¢f persons who
would be ordered to evecuate in the event of 2
serious accident at Shoreham, 2s well 2s the number
of persons whn intend to evecuzte voluntarily
even -if not ordered to do so;

(f) Detailed analyses of the road network in Long
Island and the time required to evacuate persons
from areas affected by radiation releases;

(g) Detailed analyses of the protective actions
availeble to Suffolk County residents to evacuzte
or take shelter from such radiation releases; and

fh) Analysis of the lessons learned from the accident
2t Three Mile Island on locel covernment
responsibilities to prepare for 2z radiological
emercency; and

wWHIREAS, on May 10, 1982, LILCO, withcut the epprovel or

duthorization of the Suffolk County Governmsnt, suSmitted to

the New York Stzte Disester Preparedness Commission ("D°C*™)

two volumes entitled "Suffolk Ceunty Raciologicel Imergency =

. Response Plan" and containing the criginal planning dats, as S
further revised and supplemented by LxLCO and requested e

the C?C to review and_zoprove such LILCO submi tal as the lecal

radiolegical emsrgency response plan for Suffolk County; and _ﬁ?

WHIRZAS, in Resolutions 456-1982 and 457-1982, the County
further cddressed the matter of preparing for 2 radxo1oc1cal
emergency &t Shoreham and emphasized that:

(a) The LILCO-submitted documen; was not and will
not be the County's Radiological Emergency.
Response Plan; and

() The County's Radiological Emergency Response
Planning Policy, as enunciated in Reso1u;1on
436-1882, is 2s follows:

Suffolk County shall not assign funds or
personnel to test or implement 2ny radiological
emergency response plan for the Shoreham Nuclear
Plant unless that plan has been fully developed
to the best of the County's ability.

Suffolk County shall not 2ssign funds or
personnel to test or imp1ement any radiological
emergency response plan for the Shoreham
Nuclear Plant unless that plan has been subject
of at least two public hearings, one to be held
in Riverhead, 2and one to be held in Hzuppauge.



Suffolk County shall not assign funds or
personnel to test or implement any radiological
emergency response plan for the Shoreham
‘Nuclear Plant unless that plan has been 2pproved,
after public hearings, by the Suffolk County
Legislature and the County Executive; and

WHEREAS, on June 8, 1982, the DPC rejected the LILCO-
submitted document for the reason that it was deficient; and

WHEREAS, on October 6, 1582, LILCO, 20ain without the
gpproval or authorization of the Suffolk County Government,
submitted to the DPC 2n amended version of the previcusly
submitted LILCO document which had been rejected by the OPC;
and

WHZREAS, cn December 2, 1982, the Oraft County Riciological
Emergency Pesponse Plan author1zed by Resolution 262-1982 was
SLDmitte to the wOUnn.V 539151351_”‘@ for review and pr11C
hearings &s specivied in Resolutions 252-1982, £56-1622, and
£37-1682; and ' P

WHEREAS, in Jenuary 1983, the Legislature held hearings

on the Draft County plan, whwch hearings 1nc1uded ,Eiﬁ
w5
(2) Mcre than 1,590 pages of transcripts; =

(b) Detaziled written statements and cral testimony i

of County expert consultants who prepzred the
Oraft County plan;

(c). Detailed written statements &nd oral testimony
of LILCO officials and expert consultants
ret2ined by LILCO;

(d) Detailed written statements 2nd orzl testimony
of the Suffolk County Police Department, the
County Health Department, the County Social Services
Department, and the County Public Works Department,

all of which would have indispensable roles in respond-

ing to a radiological emergency at Shoreham;

(e) Detailed written statements and cral testimony
or organizations in Suffolk County concerned with
radiological emergency preparedness; and

(f) Extensive presentations by hundreds of members
of the general public; and

WHEREAS, members of the Legislature also travelled to
an¢ held public hearings in the vicinity of the Three Mile
Islend Nuclear Power Plant 'to gain information on the lessons
to be learned by loca! governments from the accident at Three
Mile Island; and

!
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WAERZAS, the Draft County plan identifies evacuation and
protective sheliering 2s the two primary protective zctions
which would neéd to be implemented in the event of a sericus
dccicent at Shoreham; and :

WHEREAS, evacuation of Suffolk County residents in the
event of & radiclogicel emergency could tezke 2s much time ac
14-30 hours because of various facters, including: the limited
number of 2ppropriate evacuation routes in Suffolk County;
¢ifficulties in mobilizing police and cther energency perscnnel;
difficulties ensuing from spontaneous evacuztion of Targe numbers
of County residents, thus creating severe traffic congestion; and
unaveilebility of 2lternate evacuztion routes for perscas
resicing east of Shoreham and thus the necessity for such persons
during 2n evacuition to pass by the plant and possibly through
the radigzctive plumes;: and

WHERERS, eveacuation times in excess ¢f 10 hours -- an¢
inly

certs evacuation times in the range of 14-30 hours -- will
result in virtuel immcbilization of evacuztion 214 high 2T
xposure of evacuees to radiation such thet evacuees' heaitﬁTﬁ%r
afety, and welfare would not be protected; and =
WHEREAS, protective sheltering is desicned to protect e
persons from excessive radizticn exposure by such persons —

steying indoors until radiation with the greatest c¢anger to
health has passed; and : -

WHEREAS, if protective sheltering were ordered for Suff
County residents, unaccepteble radiation exposure would stil
be experienced by substantial porticns of the Suffolk Courty
pepulation, thus making it impossible to provide for the
health, welfare, and safety of these resicdents;

olk
|

WHEREAS, the document submitted by LILCO to the DPC
without County approval or authorization is ceficient beczuse
it does not deal with the actua) local conditions, physical
and behaviorzl, on Long Island that would be encountered
during 2 serious nuclear accident 2t Shoreham: znd

-WHEREAS, the document submitted by LILCO to the DPC
without County approval or authorization does not ensure
that effective protective action by persons subject to
radiation exposure, in the form of evacuation or sheltering,
would be taken in event of 2 serious nuclear accident at
Shoreham, and thus such document, even if implemented, would
not pretect the health, safety, and welfare of Suffolk
County residents; and e,
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WHEREAS, the extensive data which the Legislature has

considered make clear that the site-specific circumstances
and actual local conditions existing on Long Island, particularly
its elongated east/west configuration which requires 211l
evacuation routes from locations east of the plant to pass
within a zone of predicted high radiaticn, the ineffectiveness

f protective sheltering, the severe traff1c congestion likely
to be experienced if 2 partial or complete evacuztion were
ordered, and the difficulties in ensuring that emergency
personnel will prom*tly report for emergency duties, preclude
any emergency response plan, if implemented, from providing
adequete preparedness to protect the hea1th, welfare, 2nd
sefety of Suffolk County residents; therefore be it

1

RESOLVED, that the Oraft County plan submitted to the
County Legislature on December 2, 1982, if implemented, would
not protect :he health, welfare, and safety cf Suffolk County
resicents and thus is not approved end will .not be implemented:
and

RESOLVED, that the document submitted by LILCO to the OPC

- without the County zpproval or authorization, if implemented; qnou1d

FO» protect the health, welfare, and safety of Suffolk f ey
cunty residents and thus will not be approved and will not be _.

inenented and ’ , o - 3

ARESOLVED, that since no local radiological emergency

'espowse plan for a serious nuclear accident 2t Shoreham will

roctect the health, welfare, and sa‘ety of Suffolk County
residenhs and since the preparation and implementetion of any
such plan would be misleading to the public by indicating %o
County residents that their healt , welfare, znd szfety are
being protected when, in fact, sucn is not the case, the County's
radiological emergency planning process is hereby terminated,
and no locz] radiclogical emergency plan for response to an
accident at the Shoreham plant shall be adopted or implemented; and

RESOLVED, that since no radiological emergency plan can

protect the hee1.h welfare, safety of Suffolk County

residents and, since no rad1c1ocwca1 emergency plan shall

be adopted or implemented by Suffolk County, the County Executive
is hereby directed to take 211 actions necesszry to assure

that actions taken by any other governmental agency, be it

tate or Federal, are consistent with the decisons mancdated
by this Reso]ution. :
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that copies of SUFFOLK COUNTY MOTION FOR
POSTPONEMENT OF NRC JUNE 11 MEETING have been served on the following
this 10th day of June 1985, by U.S. mail, first class, except as

otherwise noted.

James L. Kelley, Chairman
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

Judge Glenn O. Bright

Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

Judge Elizabeth B. Johnson
Oak Ridge National Laboratory
P.O. Box X, Building 3500

Oak Ridge, Tennessee 37830

Atomic Safety and Licensing

Appeal Board
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

Edwin J. Reis, Esgq.

Bernard M. Bordenick, Esgq.

Office of Exec. Legal Director
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555
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***W. Taylor Reveley,

Edward M. Barrett, Esqg.

Long Island Lighting Company
250 014 Country Road
Mineola, New York 11501
Honorable Peter Cohalan
Suffolk County Executive
H. Lee Dennison Building
Veterans Memorial Highway
Hauppauge, New York 11788

Fabian Palomino, Esgqg.
Special Counsel to the
Governor
Executive Chamber,
State Capitol
Albany, New York

Room 229
12224

I1I, Esgq.
Anthony F. Earley, Jr., Esq.
Robert M. Rolfe, Esq.

Hunton & Williams

707 East Main Street

Richmond, Virginia 23212



Mr. Martin Suubert

c/o Cong. William Carney

1113 Longworth House Office
Building

Washington, P.C. 20515

**Martin Bradley Ashare, Esq.

Suffolk County Attorney

H. Lee Dennison Building

Veterans Memorial Highway

Hauppauge, New York 11788

* Docketing and Service Branch
Office of the Secretary
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

*Nunzio J. Palladino, Chairman
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Ccmmission
Room 1114
1717 H Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20555
*Commissioner Lando W. Zech, Jr.
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Room 1113
1717 H Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20555
*Commissioner James K. Asselstine
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Room 1136
1717 H Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20555
Herzal Plaine, Esq.
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
10th Floor
1717 H Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20555
Dr. George A. Ferguson
Administrative Judge
Atomic Safety & Licensing Board
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

Morton B. Margulies, Esq.
Administrative Judge

Atomic Safety & Licensing Board
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

James Dougherty, Esqg.
3045 Porter Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20008

Mr. Brian McCaffrey

Long Island Lighting Company
Shoreham Nuclear Power Sta.
P.0. Box 618

North Country Road
Wading River, New York 11792
Jay Dunkleberger, Esq.

New York State Energy Office
Agency Building 2
Empire State Plaza
Albany, New York 12223
*Comm. Frederick M. Bernthal
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Comm.
Room 1156

1717 H Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20555
*Comm. Thomas M. Roberts

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Comm.
Room 1103

1717 H Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20555
Stephen B. Latham, Esq.
John F. Shea, Esq.
Twomey, Latham and Shea
33 West Second Street
Riverhead, New York 11901
Lawrence J. Brenner, Esq.
Administrative Judge

Atomic Safety & Licensing Bd.
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Comm.
Washington, D.C. 20555

Dr. Peter A. Morris
Administrative Judge

Atomic Safety & Licensing Bd.
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Comm.
Washington, D.C. 20555

Dr. Jerry R. Kline
Administrative Judge

Atomic Safety & Licensing Bd.
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Comm.
Washington, D.C. 20555



Mr. Frederick J. Shon
Administrative Judge

Atomic Safety & Licensing Board
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

Stewart M. Glass, Esqg.

Regional Counsel

Federal Emergency Management Agency
New York, New York 10278

Atomic Safety and Licensing

Board Panel
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

MHB Technical Associates
1723 Hamilton Avenue

Suite K

San Jcse, California 95125

Jonathan D. Feinberg, Esq.

Staff Counsel

New York State Public Service
Commission

3 Rockefeller Plaza

Albany, New York 12223

Ms. Nora Bredes

Executive Director

Shoreham Opponents Coalition
195 East Main Street
Smithtown, New York 11787

- By Hand
. By Telecopy
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By Federal Express

Mr. Frank R. Jones

Deputy County Executive

H. Lee Dennison Building
Veterans Memorial Highway
Hauppauge, New York 11788

Joel Blau, Esq.

New York Public Service Comm.
Gov. Rockefeller Building
Empire State Plaza

Albany, New York 12223

Mr. Stuart Diamond
Business/Financial

NEW YORK TIMES

New York, New York 10036

Spence Perry, Esqg.
Associate General Counsel
Fed. Emergency Mgmt. Agency
Washington, D.C. 20472

E. Milton Farley, 1II1, Esgq.
Hunton & Williams

P.O. Box 19230

2000 Pennsylvania Ave., N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036

Odes L. Stroupe, Jr., Esq.
Hunton & Williams

P.O. Box 109

333 Fayetteville Street
Raleigh, North Carolina 27602

('/‘: R4 4%\

Lawrence Coe Lanpher <«
KIRKPATKICK & LOCKHART

1900 M Street, N.W., Suite 800
Washington, D.C. 20036

DATE: June 10, 1985



