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ORDER

As previously announced,1 the oral argument of the
appeal of the Long Island Lighting Company (LILCO) from the
Licensing Board's April 17, 1985 partial initial decilion2

will be heard at 2:00 p.m., on August 12, 1985, in the NRC

public Hearing Room, FPifth Flcor, Cast-West Towers Building,

24350 Cast-West Highway, Bethesda, Maryland.

The order of presentation and the time allocations are
as followss

LILCO = 45 minutes (of which a reasonable portion may

be reserved for rebuttal).

State of lew York - 30 minutes.

Suffolk County = 15 minutes,

! pay 20, 1985 order (unpublished).
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Town of Scuthampten = § minutes.3
NRC staff - 30 minutes.4

In preparing for oral argument, counsel may assume that
the members of this Board will be generally familiar with
the relevant porticns of the record (including the April 17
partial initial deciision) and the appellate positions of the
respective parties.

Each party is to provide the Secretarv tec this Board Ly

letter, mailed no later than August 2, 1985, with the name

of the counsel who will present the argument on its behalf,
It is so ORDERED.
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an Shoemarer

fecretary to the
Appeal Board

3 In ncrmal circumstances, we do nct permit
participation in oral argument by a party that has nct filed
a brief with us. The exception we are making for the Town
of Scuthampton in the unique circumstances of this case
should not be regarded as setting a new and contrary
przcedent,

4 The allocations of time are based on the assumption
that Suffclk County will be represented at the coral argument
bv its County Attorney, rather than by the law firm of
tirkpatrick & Lockhart. This assumption, in turn, is based
upen the July 19, 1985 ruling of the New York State Supreme
Court, as described in a July 22, 1985 letter from the
County Attorney to the Chairman of this Commission. We have
nct been informed whether that ruling is being aprealed tc a
higher New York court. If so, and should the appeal prove
successful, any party may bring that fact to our attention
with a recuest that the time allocatiocns be revised.




