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Before the Atomic Safety and Licensing Appeal Board

In the Matter of :
:

OFFSHORE POWER SYSTEMS : Docket No. STN 50-437
:

(Manufacturing License fo
Floating Nuclear Power Plants) :

APPLICANT'S RESPONSE IN OPPOSITION TO
NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL
REQUEST FOR DIRECTED CERTIFICATION

On August 9, 1978 the Natural Resources Defense

Council, Inc., (hereinaf ter "NRDC") filed a pleading with

the Licensing Board in the above-captioned action entitled

" Natural Resources Defense Council Motion To Amend Conten-

tions" (hereinaf ter "NRDC Motion to Amend") . By this plead-

ing, NRDC sought to amend its " programmatic environmental"

contention by the addition of the following:

"The Staff has failed to find any e en
potentially acceptable estuarine or rivel'ne
site for an FNP, has identified serious reel
problems with such sites, has been advised
by EPA that no estuarine, riverine or barrier
island sites would be acceptable for an FNP
and has therefore insufficient basis for
concluding that the FNP 's can with reasonable
assurance be sited at shoreline sites. In
effect, the Staff has attempted to justify
a programmatic and generic finding of accept-
ability without having sufficient evidence
upon which to base that finding -- a program-
matic conclusion without programmatic findings.
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The following provide the bases for this and
in all but one instance contain detailed
reference to defects in the draf t FES Addendum
II, which, regrettably, were not corrected or
modified in any significant way in the final
FES Addendum II:

1. NRDC Comments on Draft Addendum
to FES Part II (4/27/78) , including
the June 9, 1978, letter to Mr.
Knighton;

2. Letter to Knighton from EPA dated
May 1, 1978, pp. 1-2;

3. Letter to Knighton from EPA dated
May 8, 1978, and attachment thereto
(pp. 1-2);

4. Letter to Knighton from EPA dated
July 5, 1978, pp. 1-2;l

5. State of New Jersey Coastal Management
Program - Bay and Ocean Shore Segment
C3ay 1978), Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (United States Department of
Commerce (NOAA - Of fice of Coastal Zone

Section 7.4 (Energy UseManagement)) -

Policies), Subsection 7.4.13, pp. 145-
46."

1It should be noted that the NRDC has not presented a com-
plete picture of the correspondence with EPA concerning
the environmental acceptability of estuarine and barrier
island siting upon which NRDC predicates its contention.
By letter dated November 3, 1978 to A. P. Zechella, Presi-

dent of Applicant (a retyped copy of which is attached hereto
as Exhibit A) Douglas M. Costle, Administrator of EPA stated
as follows:

"In your letter you express concern that EPA
might be seeking a ban of estuarine and barrier
island siting as part of the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission's (NRC's) license to manufacture. I

can assure you that EPA is not taking that posi-
tion."
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Following receipt of pleadings filed by Offshore Power Sys-

tems (hereinafter the " Applicant") and the Regulatory Staff,

opposing the NRDC Motion to Amend, the Atomic Safety and

Licensing Board by Order dated September 11, 1978 denied

the NRDC Motion to Amend. In so doing, the Licensing

Board ruled that the proposed NRDC contention constituted

a challenge to Appendix M to 10 C.F.R. Part 50 and there-

fore violated 10 C.F.R. S 2.758.

"We do determine that the instant Motion
constitutes a challenge to NRC regulations.
[. .] It is clear that the NRDC motion.

contending that the Staff must locate and
evaluate specific estuarine and riverine
sites at the manufacturing licensing stage
constitutes a challenge to Appendix M and
thus violates 10 C.F.R. 5 2.758." Licens-
ing Board Order dated September 11, 1978
at 2-3. (Emphasis in the original; foot-
note omitted. ) 3

2On September 8, 1978 NRDC filed a Motion for Leave to
File a Response and for an Extension of Time with respect
to its Motion to Amend. Although this latter Motion
was filed prior to the entry of the Licensing Board Or-
der dated September 11, 1978, it was not received by the
Licensing Board until September 12, 1978. Consequently,
on October 5, 1978, the Licensing Board denied the NRDC
Motion for Leave to File a Response and for an Extension
of Time as being moot.

3At page 2 of its Order the Licensing Board noted that it
did not reach or decide other potential defects with re-
spect to the NRDC Motion to Amend. For example, the Li-
censing Board nc~ i chat it did not consider whether the
NRDC proposed cc. Ition was advanced in a timely manner
or whether the Motion to Amend violated paragraph 5 of
the Licensing Board Order dated August 1, 1978.
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Following the Licensing Board denial of the NRDC

Motion to Amend, NRDC filed a motion entitled " Natural Re-

sources Defense Council Request for Reconsideration or in

the Alternative for Certification" (hereinaf ter "NRDC Re-

quest for Reconsideration and Certification"). By its

pleading of October 2, 1978,4 Applicant opposed the NRDC

Motion for Reconsideration and Certification, llowing

which, by Order dated November 9, 1978, the Licensing Board

denied both aspects of the NRDC Motion for Reconsideration

and Certification. In declining to reconsider its Order

of September 11, 1978, the Licensing Board reaffirmed its

earlier ruling that the proposed contention constituted a

challenge to Appendix M and was, therefore, impermissible

under Section 10 C.F.R. S 2.758. Further, the Licensing

5Board refusal to certify the questions suggested by NRDC

was predicated upon a finding that NRDC had failed to show

that NRDC was "[ threatened] . with immediate and seri-. .

ous irreparable impact which could not be alleviated by a

later appeal or [affected] the basic structure of the

4" Applicant's Opposition to Natural Resources Defense Council
Request for Reconsideration, or in the Alternative, for
Certification."

5It should be noted that the questions which NRDC requests
be certified to the Appeal Board do not accurately state
the proposed NRDC contention which the Licensing Board con-
sidered in denying the NRDC Motion to Amend.
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proceedings in a pervasive or unusual manner." (Licensing

Board Order dated November 9, 1978 at 3-4).6 Following

the aforesaid Licensing Board Order, NRDC on November 30,

1978, filed with this Appeal Board its Request for Directed

Certification. For the reasons set forth below, the Appli-

cant opposes the NRDC Request for Certification.

I. NRDC Has Not Demonstrated That Any Of The Recognized
Criteria For Directed Certification Exist In This Case

The Licensing Board Order of September 11, 1978

denying the NRDC Motion to Amend is clearly an interlocu-

tory order subject to review upon the conclusion of the

licensing proceeding. The Appeal Board has set forth on

previous occasions the criteria which must be met by a party

to a licensing proceeding who seeks directed certification

of such an interlocutory order. In the Marble Hill deci-

sion, supra, the Appeal Board made the following statement

concerning its invocation of discretionary interlocutory

review:

"Almost without exception in recent times,
we have undertaken discretionary interlocutory

6 This determination by the Licensing Board correctly ap-
plies the criteria established by the Appeal Board for
certification in Public Service Company of Indiana, Inc.,
CMarble Hill Nuclear Generating Station, Units 1 and 2),
AI.AB- 4 0 5 , 5 NRC 1190 (1977).
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review only where the ruling below either (1)
threatened the party adversely affected by
it with immediate and serious irreparable im-
pact which, as a practical matter, could ::ot be
alleviated by a later appeal or (2) affec ed
the basic structure of the proceeding in a
pervasive or unusual manner." 5 NRC at 1192.

Also relevant in this regard is the opinion of the Appeal

Board in Proiect Manacement Corp. (Clinch River Breeder

Reactor Plant), ALAB-326, 3 NRC 406, reconsideration de-

nied, ALAB-330, 3 NRC 613, reviewed and reversed on other

grounds sub. nom. U.S.E.R.D.A. (Clinch River Breeder Reac-

tor Plant), CLI-76-13, 4 NRC 67 (1976) where it noted as

follows:

"This Board has not the duty, the resources or
the inclination to commence a general practice
of arbitrating at the threshold disputes over
what are cognizable contentions -- either under
Section 2.718(i) procedurec or otherwise."
3 NRC at 407.

NRDC has not even made an attempt to demonstrate

satisfaction of the above-stated criteria in this case.
Instead, NRDC maintains that application of what it refers

to as the " sunk cost doctrine" will preclude effective

review of the denial of its contenrion at a later time.
The NRDC argument in this respect is made without any logi-

cal development. NRDC merely states in a conclusary manner

that " application of the sunk cost doctrine, the immediate
effectiveness rule, and the difficulty of obtaining a stay

make the injury to an intervenor of having a basic con-

tention rejected far clearer". (NRDC Request for Directed

-6-
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Certification at 10.) Although it is less than obvious

exactly what NRDC means by this statement, from its prior

pleadings, e.g., its Request for Reconsideration and Cer-

tification, it appears that NRDC fears that f ailure to liti-

gate the propriety of its proposed contention now will pre-

judice in some way the site-specific environmental analysis

which would be conducted in conjunction with an applica-

tion for a construction permit necessary for siting the

manufactured units.

"An important part of the legal basis for
this contention is that without the assurance
of possible estuarine, riverine or barrier is-
land sites for the FNPs their construction will
constitute major sunk costs which will then
be used as legal and psychological pressures
for approval of such sites when the sites would
not be acceptable if judged objectively."
(Motion for Reconsideration and Certification
at 2.)

The NRDC argument in this respect is completely

misdirected. What is relevant with respect to the question

whether directed certification of an interlocutory order

is appropriate is whether a party seeking certification in

such a case will be prejudiced by waiting to the end of the

current proceeding before having the propriety of his con-

tention litigated. Inasmuch as the site-specific environ-

mental analysis conducted in conjunction with a utility's

application for a construction permit will be carried out

separately from the generic analysis conducted with respect

-7-



to the application for a manufacturing license, and in-

asmuch as no construction permit may be issued until the

manufacturing license is issued, resolving the propriety

of the proposed NRDC contention at the end of the manu-

facturing license proceeding can in no way prejudice NRDC.

Thus, as Appendix M contemplates, the environmental review

processes with respect to the manufacturing license on
the one hand and the construction permits with respect to

the specific siting locations on the other are appropriately

carried out separately. Consequently, contrary to the NRDC

argument, the site-specific environmental analysis con-

ducted in conjunction with the construction permit will not

be affected by the denial of directed certification at this

time.

The NRDC reliance on the Commission decision in

Public Service Company of New Hampshire (Seabrcok Station,

Units 1 and 2), CLI-77-8, 5 NRC 503 (1977), aff'd., New

England Coalition on Nuclear Pollution v. NRC, F.2d

(1st Cir. August 22, 1978) is similarly misplaced. In

that decision the Commission set forth standards for evalua-
tion of a specific site in comparison with alternative
sites as part of the NEPA review process. The Commission

held that it was appropriate to consider costs incurred

7See 10 C.F.R. Part 50, Appendix M, paragraph 10.
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in bringing the alternative sites to the stage of comple-

tion of the primary site in conducting this comparison.

The Commission did not hold that the mere possibility that

certain costs being incurred by an applicant after the is-
suance of an interlocutory order would require the Appeal

Board to review such an order irrespective of whether the

established criteria for certification were satisfied.
Finally, NRDC has not cited and Applicant has

not found any authority for the proposition that the amount

of hearing time available prior to completion of a parti-

cular proceeding is in any way relevant to whether direc-
ted certification of an interlocutory order is appropriate.

3

In this regard, while the NRDC statement that "this hearing
will not be concluded for a long time" (NRDC R; quest for

Directed Certification at 11) may reflect NRDC's desires,

the statement does not comport with Applicant's view of

this proceeding.

It is clear, therefore, that NRDC has not demon-

strated any appropriate basis for directed certification
and its' Request for Directed Certification should be denied

II. The Atomic Safety And Licensing Board Was Correct In
Denying The NRDC Motior. "o Amend Cententions

Although the Applicant does not believe that the

merits of the NRDC proposed contention are relevant to the

question of Directed Certification, NRDC argues the merits

at length. Consequently, assuming, arguendo, that the Appeal

-9-
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Board finds the relevant criteria for directed certifica-
tion to have been satisfied in this ,e, the Applicant

believes it appropriate to demonstrate the propriety of the

Licensing Board Order dated 5eptember 11, 1978 which

denied the NRDC Motion to Amend.

Stated simply, by its proposed contention, NRDC

would require environmental consideration of specific

estuarine, riverine or barrier island sites prior to ccm-

pletion of the final environmental impact statement with

respect to the consideration of the manufacturing license

application at issue in this proceeding. As correctly

noted by the Licensing Board in its prior rulings, the
fatal defect in the proposed NRDC Contention is that it con-
stitutes a direct challenge to the provisions of Appendix

M to 10 C.F.R. Part 50. Paragraph 3 of Appendix M provides

as follows:

"3. An applicant for a manufacturing license
pursuant to this Appendix M shall submit with
his application an environmental report as re-
quired of applicants for construction permits
in accordance with Part 51, provided, however,
that such report shall be directed at the manu-
f acture of the reactor (s) at the manufacturing
site; and, in ceneral terms, at the construction
and operation of the reactor (s) at an hypotheti-
cal site or sites having characteristics that
f all within the postulated site parameters. The

related draft and final detailed statements of
environmental considerations prepared by the Ccm-
mission's regulatory staff will be similarly
directed." (Emphasis supplied.)

-10-



It is clear from this Regulation and from certain other

portions of Appendix M which delineate the relationship

of Appendix M to the other provisions of 10 C.F.R. Part

850 that it was the specific intention of the Commission

that the environmental analysis conducted in conjunction

with a manufacturing licensing should not be site-specific,

but that such site-specific analysis should be deferred

until a construction permit is sought for the purpose of

locating the manufactured unit at a specific site.
The proposed NRDC contention is in direct contro-

vention of the Appendix M requirement in this regard. For

example, NRDC maintains in the Request for Directed Certifi-

cation as follows:

"An option not pursued by the NRC but one which
we urge is that approval for the manufacture
of FNPs for certain classes of sites should
be limited to the number of FNPs which it can
now be reasonably assured will be able to be

8"The provisions of this part [10 C.F.R. Part 50J relating
to the facility licensing process are, in general, pre-
dicated on the assumption that the facility will be as-
sembled and constructed on the site at which it is to be
operated. In thosa circumstances, both facility design
and site-related issues can be considered in the initial,
construction permit stage of the licensing process.

However, under the Atomic Energy Act, a license
may be sought and issued authorizing the manufacture of
facilities but not their construction and installation
at the sites on which the facilities are to be operated.
Prior to the 'ccmmencenent of construction', as defined
in S 50.10 (c) , of a facility (manuf actured pursuant to
such a Commission license) on the site at which it is to
operate -- that is preparation of the site and installa-
tion of the facility -- a construction permit that, among
other things, reflects approval of the site on which the
facility is to be operated, must be issued by the Commission."

-11-



acceptably sited at such sites." (NRDC Re-
quest for Directed Certification at 4.)

There can be no doubt that to accomplish this determination

of acceptability would require detailed environmental

analysis of discrete siting locations in direct violation

of the Appendix M requirement that such consideration be
limited to " hypothetical site or sites having character-

istics that fall within the postulated site parameters".

(Emphasis supplied.)

Further, the decisions of the Appeal Board in

Boston Edison Co. (Pilgrim No. 2), ALA3-47?, 7 NRC 774

(1978) and the Licensing Board in Florida Power and Licht

(St. Lucie No. 2), LPB-77-27, 5 NRC 1338, aff'd., ALAB-435,

6 NRC 541 (1977),do not support the NRDC position. In

both cases the issue was whether the Regulatory Staff had

analyzed adequately specific alternative sites for the

location of a nuclear power plant proposed for construction

at a specific site. In neither case did the applicable

regulations require analysis of hypothetical sites nor did
either proceeding arise out of an application for a manu-

facturing license pursuant to Appendix M of 10 C.F.R. Part

50.

The NRDC failure to recognize that its proposed

contention is directly contrary to Appendix M of 10 C.F.R.

Part 50 appears to emanate primarily from its failure to

-12-
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comprehend the meaning of the word " hypothetical" . Thus,

for example, NRDC argues at one point in its Request for

Directed Certification as follows:

"Thus to save the Appendix M scheme, it is
necessary to read the term ' hypothetical'
to require that there be evidence that at
least as many hypothetica.' sites as FNPs
are reasonably expected to exist." (NRDC
Request for Directed Certification at p. 4,

fn. 2.)

It is obvious from the above-quoted statement that NRDC does

not understand that the hypothetical site of which Appen-

dix M speaks need not be identified with a specific site.
If such an identity were required, then the environmental

analysis of the Appendix M hypothetical site would be no dif-
ferent than the environmental analysis conducted with re-

spect to a specific site which is the subject of an appli-
cation for a construction permit. However, this is manifestly

the intention underlying Appendix M.9not

It is clear, therefore, that the proposed NRDC

contention constitutes a direct challenge to Appendix M of

9A classic example of NRDC's Alice-In-Wonderland approach
to this question is found on page five of its Request
for Directed Certification where it maintains that the
Licensing Board interpretation of Appendix M in "[ allow-
ing] manufacturing (sic] reactors to be sited at hypo-
thetical sites which do not exist is a gross distortion
of logic and the regulation." (Emphasis suppliec.) Of~

course, hypothetical sites do not exist, because (to state the
seemingly obvious) they are hypothetical; however, they do
represent scientifically defensible assumptions of the
phenomena which are expected to control should actual siting
occur.

-13-
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10 C.F.R Part 50. Thus, as the Licensing Board has

held, this contention violates 10 C.F.R S 2.758 which

provides that Ccmmission regulations "shall not be sub-

ject to attack by way of discovery, proof, argument, or

other means on any adjudicatory proceeding involving ini-
"tial licensing subject to this subpart . . . .

WREREFORE, for all the reasons set forth herein

Applicant respectfully requests the Appeal Board deny the

NRDC Request for Directed Certification.

Respectfully submitted,

-Qn

Ch'

'

CowpBatton Z.

W ~. Daugner y#kA ,6'Thomas M

i ~

, fyks . v 6W
,

John R. Kenrick
v
Counsel for Applicant, Offshore

Power Systems

Dated: December 19, 1978
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EXHIBIT A

November 3, 1978

Mr. A. P. Zechella, President
Offshore Power Systems
8000 Arlington Expressway
P.O. Box 8000
Jacksonville, FL 32211

Dear Mr. Zechella:

This is in response to your letter of September 8, 1978,
concerning the meeting which we had on Floating Nuclear Power
Plants (FNP ' s ) . I appreciated the opportunity our meeting gave me
to hear first-hand about the FNP concept and your company's pro-
gress to date.

In your letter you express concern that EPA might be seek-
ing a ban of estuarine and barrier island siting as part of the
Nuclear Regulatory Ccmmission's (NRC 's ) license to manufacture. I

can assure you that EPA is not taking that position.

I do believe, however, that it will be extremely difficult
to find environmentally acceptable sites in any of the estuarine
or barrier island areas along the East and Gulf coasts. Our know-
ledge of past experience with construction activities in these sensi-
tive areas together with the Nuclea.7 Regulatory Commission's analysis
of the potential impacts (.as presented in the environmental impact
statement (EIS) supplement to Part II) makes it apparent that only
under the most restrictive circumstances could an FNP be sited in
these areas in an environmentally acceptable manner.

In our role of advising the Commission on the environmental
consequences of their licensing action, we are attempting to make
it clear that special consideration for siting in these important
and sensitive areas is essential. By emphasising these concerns now,
we hope to avoid future time consuming and nonproductive debate on
inappropriate site proposals.

To define our concerns, our August 28, 1978 letter to the
NRC lists those mitigative techniques which EPA believes are essential
to siting and sensitive estuarine and barrier island areas. It is
our position that the Nuclear Regulatory Commission's licensing deci-
sion should include consideration of the probability of successfully
mitigating impacts in estuarine and barrier island areas. We have not,

however, advised them on the mechanisms for accomplishing this task.

Since the Nuclear Regulatory Commission staff will perpare
its final conclusions and any recommended restrictions on floating
nuclear power plants for inclusion in the EIS on Part III, EPS's final
comments on this project will depend on our review of Part III. Your
offer of assistance during our final review is appreciated. My staff
will not hesitnte to call upon you, should additional information be
required for the complete review of this project.

Sincerely,

Dcuglas M. Costle
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I, Thomas M. Daugherty, Esq., attorney for Off-

shore Power Systems, do certify that the attached is a true

and correct copy of the letter dated November 3, 1978 from

Douglas M. Costle, Administrator of the EPA, to A. F. Zechella,

President of Offshore Power Systems.

(). _ a > J hj i
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING APPEAL BOARD

In the Matter of :
:

OFFSHORE POWER SYSTEMS : Docket No. STN 50 437
:

(Manufacturing License for :
Floating Nuclear Power Plants) :

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that copies of the " Applicant's

Response In Opposition to Natural Resources Defense Council

Request For Directed Certification" were served upon the

persons listed on Attachment 1 to this Certificate of Ser-

vice by deposit in the United States mail, postage prepaid,

this 19th day of December, 1978.

6 //6C/
Barron Z. CoWa [
Counsel for .fshore Power Systems
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ATTACHMENT 1

OPS SERVICE LIST

Richard S. Salzman, Chairman Alan S. Rosenthal, Esq., Chairman
Atomic Safety and Licensing Appeal Atomic Safety and Licensing Appeal

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

Dr. John H. Buck, Member Alternate Chairman
Atomic Safety and Licensing Appeal Atomic Safety and Licensing Appeal

Board Board Panel
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Washington, D. C. 20555 Washington, D. C. 20555

Michael C. Farrar, Member Chief Hearing Counsel
Atomic Safety and Licensing Appeal Office of the Executive Legal Director

Board U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

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

Director (2)
Division of Nuclear Reactor RegulationSecretary

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

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D. C. 20555 Docketing and Service Section (21)

Office of the Secretary

Sheldon J. Wolfe, Esq., Chairman U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

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

Office of the Executive Legal Director

Dr. David R. Schink, Member U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Washington, D. C. 20555
Department of Oceanography
Texas A & M University Stephen M. Schinki, Esq.

.

College Station, Texas 77840 Marc R. Staenberg, Esq.
Office of the Executive Legal Director

Mr. Lester Kornblith, Jr., Member U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Washington, D. C. 20555
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D. C. 20555 Barton Z. Cowan, Esq.

John R. Kanrick, Esq.

Dr. David L. Hetrick, Alternate Member Eckert, Seamans, Cherin & Mellott
600 Grant StreetAtomic Safety and Licensing Board

Professor of Nuclear Engineering Forty-cecond Floor

The University of Arizona Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 15219

Tucson, Arizona 85721
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Thomas M. Daugherty, Esq. Mr. George B. Ward
Offshore Power Systems Nuclear Power Plant Committee
8000 Arlington Expressway City Hall
P. O. Box 8000 Brigantine, New Jersey 08203
Jacksonville, Florida 32211

Mr. Harold P. Abrams, President
Carl Valore, Jr., Esq. Atlantic County Citizens Council on
Valore, McAllister, DeBrier, Aron Environment

& Westmoreland 9100 Amherst Avenue
Mainland Professional Plaza Margate, New Jersey 08402
535 Tilton Road
P. O. Box 152 Dr. Willard W. Rosenberg, Chairman
Northfield, New Jersey 08225 Energy Committee

Atlantic County Citizens Council on
Richard M. Hluchan, Esq. Environment
State of New Jersey 8 North Rumson Avenue
Department of Law and Public Safety Margate, New Jersey 08402
36 West State Street
Trenton, New Jersey 08625 Mr. John H. Williamson

Energy Committee
Anthony Z. Roisman, Esq. Atlantic County Citizens Council on
Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc. Environment
917 Fifteenth Street, N.W. 211 Forest Drive
Washington, D. C. 20005 Linwood, New Jersey 08221

R. William Potter, Esq.
Assistant Deputy Public Advocate
State of New Jersey
P. O. Box 141
Trenton, New Jersey 08601
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