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CON EDISON'S MEMORANDUM RESPECTING THE LICENSING BOARD'S
JANUARY 7, 1983 MEMORANDUM AND ORDER REFORMULATING

CONTENTIONS UNDER COMMISSION QUESTIONS 3 AND 4

Pursuant to the Licensing Board's December 8, 1982

Memorandum and Order, Consolidated Edison Company of New York,

Inc., licensee of Indian Point Unit No. 2, (" Con Edison") hereby
;

submits its response to the Board's January 7, 1983 " Memorandum

and Order Reformulating Contentions Under Commission Questions 3

and 4" (" January 7 Order").
.

INTRODUCTION

In both its July 27, 1982 Memorandum and Order (CLI

; 82-15) and in its September 17, 1982 Order (CLI 82-25), the
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Commission provided this Board with suggested guidance to be
~

used in re-examining and reformulating previously admitted

contenr. ions .

After reviewing the Board's January 7 Order Con Edison

believes that the Board's disposition of contentions 3.2, 3.3,

3.10, 4.3, 4.4, 4.5 and 4.6 was proper and faithful to

Commission intent, as was its rejection of the additional

proposed contentions of UCS/NYPIRG and Parents Concerned About

Indian Point. With regard to contentions 3.4, 3.6, 3.7, 3.9,

4.2 and 4.7, con Edison believes that the Losrd has not fully

considered and applied the Commission's guidance as we under-

stand it, and that these contentions should not be admitted. In

addition, Con Edison believes that the Board should reformulate

contentions 3.1 and 4.1 after first providing an adequate

statement of factual bases and sufficient specificity.

In the July 27 Order the Commission restated its

decision that in admitting contentions this Board is to apply a

higher threshold for proffered contentions than would apply in
1

! normal licensing proceedings. Characterizing and interpreting

its earlier September 18, 1981 Order, the Commission noted at

12-13 that:

Our intent was not that the requirements of 10 CFR S 2.714
be dispensed with or to encourage contentions challenging
the Commission's regulations, but that ' additional require-

;

l ments be applied to admission of contentions to assure a
focused proceeding. In particular, we had in mind that the
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Board would, first, assure itself that proffered contentions
included a statement of bases and that both the contentions
and bases were stated with reasonable specificity, and
second, further screen out those contentions which, while
complying with S 2.714, did not seem likely to be important
in answering our questions. In this latter regard, we had
in mind that the Board would itself redraft the contentions,
screening out those issues which, in its judgment, would not
contribute materially to the resolution of the Commission
questions in light of the stated purpose of the proceeding,
i.e., the extent to which nearby population affects the risk
posed by Indian Point as compared to the spectrum of risk
posed by other nuclear power plants. In light of this
purpose, the Board is expected to screen out those issues
which, in its judgment, would make only a minor contribution
to the Commission's goal. . . .

The July 27 Order, at 13-14, also clarified the

Commission's intent with regard to the admission of contentions
,

which challenged Commission regulations:

.

In our September 18, 1981 Order, we did not address
specifically the application of 10 CFR S 2.758 which
generally precludes litigation of rule challenges in
adjudications. In its April 23, 1982 Order, however, the

'.

Licensing Board indicated that 10 CFR S 2.758 would not
apply to contentions related to the Commission's questions.
The Licensing Board erred . . in its ruling on the.

: applicability of Section 2.758 to the contentions in this
proceeding. In light of the fact that application of

i Section 2.758 to this proceeding will help keep the
' proceeding focused on the Commission's questions, the

Commission has decided to provide guidance.

We agree with the staff's formulation: "where the
Commission intended that certain of its regulations be
subject to challenge, it explicitly indicated this intent by
framing questions which challenge the regulations." Staff
Response of June 1, 1982, at 20. Under the Commission's
questions, a challenge to the regulations should occur only

|
to a limited extent, as described below.

|
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The Commission then discussed the extent to which

contentions challenging Commission regulations should be

admitted for each of the relevant Commission questions. With

regard to Commission Question 3, the Commission stated, at

14-15:

Question 3 deals with compliance with Commission emergency
planning regulations and supplemental NRC/ FEMA emergency
planning guidance. The question starts with an explicit
reference to "the status and degree of conformance with
NRC/ FEMA guidelines." The Commission expected primarily a
description of plans and capabilities in response to this
question, and did not contemplate a challenge to the
Commission's regulations.*

With regard to the admission of contentions which

challenge Commission regulations under Commission Question 4 the

Commission stated, at 15-16:

Question 4 has two parts. First, the question asks what
improvements in emergency planning can be expected in the
near future and on what time schedule. In response to this
part the Commission expected a description of plans and ca-
pabilities of the licensee and state and local governments.
The second part deals with other " specific offsite emergency
procedures that are feasible and should be taken to protect
the public." Here we did have in mind the possibility that
additional emergency planning measures, not required by NRC
or FEMA, could be raised for Indian Point as prudent risk-
reduction measures in light of the risk posed by Indian
Point as opposed to the spectrum of risks posed by other

The Commission then went on to address its regulations dealing*

with the size of the emergency planning zones. This issue is
discussed at pp. 16-17, infra.

|
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nuclear plants. In this sense a " challenge" to NRC
emergency planning regulations, as applied to Indian Point,
was contemplated. However, parties must first provide a
sound basis for this further exploration. This element is
missing from the Board's orders.

It can be seen that under Question 3 the Commission

anticipated the admission of contentions which would deal with

whether emergency planning at Indian Point meets regulations and

guidance of NRC and FEMA. The Commission explicitly stated that

it "did not contemplate a challenge to the Commission's

regulations" under Question 3. Under Question 4, contentions

challenging Commission regulations could be admitted to the

extent a party proposes specific, feasible off-site emergency

planning procedures beyond those required by NRC or FEMA.

However, contentions of this sort are to be admitted only upon

a showing by a party proposing the procedure that the risk posed

by Indian Point is greater or different from the " spectrum of

risks posed by other nuclear plants." The Commission stated

that this showing, that is, the provision by the sponsor of

proposed specific, feasible offsite emergency procedures of "a

sound basis for further exploration" of the proposed procedure,

was missing from the Board's earlier orders admitting

contentions.

The Commission's July 27 and September 17 Orders also

reiterated and emphasized that the requirements of 10 CFR

i S 2.714 regarding specificity and adequate factual bases fully

applied to this proceeding. Previously, the Board had found the

-5-
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investigatory nature of this proceeding justified the admission
of contentions which might have been inadmissible in normal

licensing proceedings. The Commission's July 27 and September

17 Orders establish that even higher thresholds should apply

here than those set forth in S 2.714. Since sponsoring

intervenors have not come forward with the missing specificity

which largely prompted the Ccamission to intercede, the great

bulk of the Question 3 and 4 contentions formerly found

admissible must now be rejected.

Lastly, both the Commission and this Board have

recognized that the FEMA "120-day clock" process and the efforts

to resolve the alleged significant deficiencies in FEMA's July

1982 Interim Report would have an impact on the considera-30,

In itstion of emergency planning issues in this proceeding.

September 17 Order the Commission suggested that "[i]n light of

this development (i.e. , the start of the 120-day clock] and

based upon the Commission's perception that to hear testimony

regarding what is likely to be a rapidly changing situation(

" the Board defer the consideration ofwould be wasteful, . . .

evidence under Questions 3 and 4. In its October 1, 1982

Memorandum and Order, the Board agreed with Con Edison's

suggestion that, given the Commission's stated view on the
the Board should defer the considerationsequencing of issues,

of the reformation of contentions under Questions 3 and 4 until
the conclusion cf the 120-day period. The Board noted, at

28-29:

-6-
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The time that the Board and the parties would spend now on
contentions relating to emergency planning could very well
be a waste. We note that some of the contentions directly
address some of the deficiencies found by FEMA in its July
30, 1982, interim report on the Indian Point emergency
plan. .It is certainly reasonable to expect that the
relevancy of some of those contentions might change. *

. . .

It is thus clear that in reformulating emergency planning

contentions, the Board was to adopt a current, up-to-date stance

I while weighing the continued relevance of proffered contentions

in light of facts developed during the 120-day clock process.

Con Edison's comments with regard to those contentions

which we believe either should not be admitted or which should

be admitted only after reformulation follow.
-

COMMISSION QUESTION 3

f What is the current status and degree of conformance

| with NRC/PEMA guidelines of state and local emergency planning
I within a 10-mile radius of the site and, to the extent that it

is relevant to risks posed by the two plants, beyond a 10-mile
radius? In this context, an effort should be made to establish
what the minimum number of hours warning for an effective
evacuation of a 10-mile quadrant at Indian Point would be. The
FEMA position should be taken as a rebuttable presumption for
this estimate.

* This decision was re-affirmed in the Board's November 15, 1982
Memorandum and Order at 14-16, in which the Board directed

, intervenors to inform the Board of their views on the continued
I support of their emergency planning contentions.
|

.
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contention 3.1

Emergency planning for Indian Point Units 2 and 3 is
inadequate in that the present plans do not me/et any of the
sixteen mandatory standards of 10 C.F.R. 50.47(b), nor do they

] meet the standards of Appendix E to 10 C.F.R. Part 50.

Con Edison Response

Con Edison requests that this contention be reformu-

lated. For a number of reason we object to this contention, as

currently stated - boldly asserting, in the teeth of recent FEMA

findings, that none of the NRC's planning standards are met.

First, both the contention itself and the intervenor submittals

referenced as bases fail to provide any reasonable specificity

or factual basis as to just how the emergency plans for Indian

i Point fail to meet NRC and FEMA guidelines. The common

shortcoming of many if not all of the underlying intervenor

contentions backing up. Contention 3.1 is a failure to

distinguish what is claimed to be merely ineffective emergency

planning, according to some unspecified standards, and the quite

I different issue of whether an actual failure to meet existing
*

emergency planning requirements is asserted. The result is a

blurring of the fundamental distinction between Commission

* A number of the cited bases for Contention 3.1 fail to allege
that NRC/ FEMA planning standards are not met.- WESPAC
Contentions 1, 2 and 3 simply list what WESPAC believes td be
deficiencies in emergency planning without any attempt to show
that these alleged deficiencies are contrary to specific
NRC/ FEMA guidelines. Similarly, the referenced NYPIRG December
28, 1982 submittal does not list specific failures to meet
NRC/ FEMA guidelines but instead lists additional information
which they believe is needed before they can conclude whether or
not any of these guidelines are met. (NYPIRG December 28, 1982
submittal at 2.)

-8-

i

.

- - - - - - - , , .- - , - - - - _. - - - - -- - - - _ _ - - - - - - - -



. . _ _ _ _ _ _. _ _ _ _ _ . - _ _ _

,

. .

=

Questions 3 and 4, and how it is claimed that emergency planning

requirements are not met. Thus, licensees are left to guess as

to what intervenors believe to be the details of these alleged

deficiencies, and what NRC requirement will be claimed to be

unsatisfied.

The failure to specify the regulations upon which

contentions are based (if this is indeed the case) creates
severe problems for licensees in attempting to prepare for

hearings. Given intervenors' pervasive failure to provide even

the most minimal notice to licensees of the allegations they are

expected to rebut, licensees are placed in the barely tenable

position of somehow attempting to prove a negative., This lack

of notice, in addition to denying licensees due process of law,

is contrary to the Commission's directive that "both . . .

contentions and bases [be] stated with reasonable. . .

; specificity." (July 27 Order at 2.) Also, since the parties

'are unable to distinguish between claims of regulatory

noncompliance and mere claims that more should be required,

there is no ability to implement 10 CFR S 2.758 precluding

challenges to NRC regulations except as the Commission has

provided.

The admission of this contention as now stated is also

objectionable because it appears that neither the sponsoring

intervenors nor the Board have reviewed this contentien and its

| bases in light of FEMA's present position that during the recent
;

!

-9- -
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120-day clock period, substantial imprevements were made such that

significant deficiencies remain in only two emergency planning

Surely the Comnission at a minimum expects an updating ofareas.

Question 3 and 4 contentions from where they were almost a year

ago to reflect the changing circumstances during this period.
As noted earlier, the Commission clearly anticipated thati

on-going changes in the status of emergency planning at the Indian
;

Point site would have an impact on the consideration of emergency

planning issues in this proceeding. The Board stated in its

October 1 Order (at 2C-29) that "it is certainly reasonable to

expect that the relevancy of some . . contentions might change..

In light of this statement and given FEMA's findings at"
. . .

the end of the 120 day period, the intervenors collectively>

sponsoring this contention -- which alleges that none of the
NRC/ FEMA standards (is] met -- were clearly on notice that the

!

continued viability of the contention in light of changed

circumstances was in doubt. Intervenors should have come forth

with specific information as to why they continue to believe that
the plans remain in total non-conformance, despite vas'tly
different circumstances and FEMA's positive findings with regard

1
to specific emergency planning standards. Intervenors failed to

*
do this.

.

The Board's January 7 Order does refer to NYPIRG's December*

28, 1982 " Submission in Support of Contentions" as one of the
bases for Contention 3.1. This document does not address FEMA's
findings and simply includes the bare assertion that nothing has
happened in the intervening months which would " necessitate
abandoning any of our original contentions. (at 2)."

. .

- 10 -
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Although the Board's October 1, 1982 order stated that

FEMA's findings could bring the relevancy of certain contentions

into question, an attempt by the Board to determine the continued

relevance or importance of Contention 3.1 in light of FEMA's

findings is not apparent from the January 7 Order. The Board was

directed by the July 27 Order to eliminate "those issues which in

its judgment would not contribute materially to the resolution of

the Commission questions." In light of the contrast between

FEMA's detailed findings with regard to each' emergency planning

standard and the unsubstantiality of the response by intervenors

to these findings, Con Edison believes that continuing to litigate

the question of compliance with each emergency standard would be

wasteful. Accordingly, con Edison requests that the Board

reformulate contention 3.1 in light of FEMA's findings.

Contention 3.4

The Licensees cannot be depended upon to notify the proper
authorities of an emergency promptly and accurately enough to
assure effective responses.

Con Edison Response

Con Edison objects to the admission of this Contention.

First, nothing in the contention or in the underlying

intervenor contentions alleges that the current Indian Point

emergency plans are not in compliance with current FEMA /NRC

guidelines. As noted earlier, compliance with these guidelines --

not some other gossamer goal of excellence -- is the only area to

be examined under Commission Question 3.

- 11 -
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Second, the contention and its underlying bases suffer

from a lack of specificity and adequate factual bases. The

contention consists simply of a bald statement that licensees

cannot be relied upon to act properly. No attempt has been made

to specify the defects under which licensees operate. The

referenced contentions are similarly bereft of relevant

information. RCSE Contention basis 2(a) simply states that "Past

experience involving Consolidated Edison and other utilities

indicates that such prompt notification cannot be assured." What

past expe-lence? What other utilities? How are these unspecified

past failures at all relevant to the question of prompt

notification? Basis (b) of RCSE Contention 2 refers to the
October 1980 leak at Indian Point but makes no showing that this

event is analogous to an event which would require the

implementation of emergency planning notification regulations.

Similarly, WESPAC Contention 2, to the extent it deals with

licensee reliability (paragraphs (c) through (f) do not deal with

licensee dependability and accordingly should not be part of the

basis for Contention 3.4), does not offer specific facts relevant

to this contention.

Contention 3.6

The emergency plans and proposed protective actions do
not adequately take into account the full range of accident
scenarios and meteorological conditions for Indian Point Units 2
and 3.

12 --
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Con Edison Response

Con Edison objects to the admission of this contention.

The Contention and the referenced intervenors'

contentions do not allege non-compliance with a single NRC/ FEMA

emergency planning guideline and thus the contention is not a

proper contention under Commission Question 3. In addition, both

the Contention and the referenced intervenor contentions fail to

provide a specific factual basis. The contention does not specify

which of the " full range of accident scenarios and meteorological

conditions" are not " adequately" accounted for.

Thus, WESPAC Contention 3, basis (d) simply states that

" effective drills are precluded because they can only simulate one

situation at a time and the variant atmospheric and other

circumstances surrounding an accident are many." This is

inappropriate under Commission Question 3 since the basis does not

criticize sufficiency of the emergency plans for Indian Point but

rather attacks the effectiveness of any sort of emergency planning

drill per se. As such it is an impermissible attack on the

Commission's regulations. If there is any residue of claim here

that meets the contention practice requirements of S 2.714 and

survives an assessment of 120-day clock developments, then Con
|

Edison fails to see how it is not fully subsumed within Contention

3.1, claiming as it does that no standard is met. In its January

7 Order the Board refused to formulate a question on the adequacy
i

of emergency exercises as a measure of emergency preparedness

- 13 -
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"because such a question or contention would challenge the

regulations and violate Commission guidelines under Commission

Question 3" (January 7 Order at 15). The same reasoning forces

the conclusion that WESPAC Contention 3(d) cannot form the basis

for Contention 3.6.

Contention 3.7

! The problems of evacuating children from threatened areas
have not been adequately addressed in the present emergency plans.

Con Edison Response

This contention is faulty because it does not specify

which NRC/ FEMA guideline is not conformed to. Such specificity is

expressly required by the language of Commission Question 3. As

noted above, the absence of such supporting information from the

sponsoring intervenor makes it impossible for the Board or

licensees to consider whether 10 CFR S 2.758 is being violated.

Moreover, Contention 3.7 appears to be purely generic.

The Commission has repeatedly stated that it is interested in

evacuation problems posed by the high population density in the

area surrounding Indian Point. There is no assertion in the

Contention or in the underlying intervenor contentions that there

is an unusually high concentration of children in the population,

!

j in the Indian Point area, nor are other Indian Point site-specific
; E

difficultses alleged. The intervenors should have come forward

with site-specific statements about the way in which particular

emergency planning provisions regarding children fail te meet

particular NRC/ FEMA guidelines. This they have failed to do, and

- 14 -
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therefore the contention cannot stand. The same reasoning that

mandated deletion of Contention 3.2 (January 7 Order at 5)

controls here. In addition, the contention and its bases lack the

adequate factual bases and necessary specificity required by 10

CFR S 2.714.

Contention 3.9

The road system in the vicinity of the Indian Point plant
is inadequate for timely evacuation.

Con Edison Response

Once again, this contention and its referenced intervenor

contentions f ail to address non-conformance with NRC/ FEMA

guidelines, which, as noted above, the Commission has explicitly

required as a precondition for Question 3 contentions.

The cited bases for this Contention are WESPAC Contention

5 and WBCA's Reply as to Contentions 1 and 5. As discussed in Con

Edison's Memorandum Respecting Contentions Proposed by Prospective

Intervenors, dated December 31, 1981, at pp. 45-46, WESPAC's bases

|
a) through d) for its Contention 5 are lacking in any allegation

that the routes in question would be subject to congestion in the

event of a radiological emergency, the areas to be evacuated that

|
would be affected by these routes, and the particular impact of

the supposed congestion on the postulated evacuation. WESPAC's

basis e) is too general and non-specific to form the basis for a

contention.

- 15 -'
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_ COMMISSION QUESTION 4
,

,

What improvements in the level of emergency planning can
be expected in the near future, and on what time schedule, and are
there other specific offsite emergency procedures that are
feasible and should be taken to protect the public?

Contention 4.1

The plume exposure pathway EPZ should be expanded from
its present 10-mile radius in order to meet local emergency
response needs and capabilities.

Con Edison Response

This contention should be reformulated or clarified in

order to insure that it is in accord with the express requirements

of the Commission Regulations and the orders of the Commission in

this proceeding. 10 CFR S 50.47(c)(2) requires that the plume

exposure EPZ have a radius of "about 10 miles." While this radius
~

may be expanded under certain circumstances, the Regulation is

clear that it may not be expanded without limit. The Commission

in its July 27 Order at page 15 was equally explicit:

The Commission intended to address the plume exposure pathway
EPZ in Question 3. That EPZ is to be about 10 miles. However
the exact size and configuration can be affected by local
conditions. Under Question 3 the Board was to address whether.

the high population density posed by the two plants is such a
,

j local condition.

The Contention as admitted could be interpreted as permitting an

expansion of the EPZ to an area beyond the "about 10 miles" radius

established by the Commission regulations. This, as t'he July 27

Order made clear, is not what the Commission intended. In this

regard, see Southern California Edison Co. (San Onofre Nuclear

Generating Stations, Units 2 and 3) 14 NRC 691, 698 (1981), in

which the Licensing Board limited contentions dealing with the EPZ

to.those seeking " minor adjustments" to the 10 mile radius.

- 16 -
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E'ren if the Contention were reformulated consistent with
10 CFR S 2.758 to require that the EPZ should be approximately 10

miles in radius, the underlying intervenor bases cited for the

previous version of the contention (no bases were cited for the
,

revised version) would be inadequate to suppo'rt it since they lack

the adequate factual basis and necescary specificity required by 5

2.714. Nowhere have intervenors set forth, for example, how

demographic considerations militate in favor of an expended EPZ,

or in what directions, or for what reasons.

Contention 4.2

The following specific, feasible off-site procedures
should be taken to protect the public:

a) Potassium iodide should be provided in an
appropriate form for all residents in the EPZ.

b) Adequate sheltering capability should be provided
for all residents in the EPZ.;

c) License conditions should prohibit power operation
of units 2 and 3 when the roadway network becomes
degraded because of adverse weather conditions.

d) The roadway network should be upgraded to permit
successful evacuation of all residents in the EPZ
before the plume arrival time.

Con Edison Response

| Con Edison objects to the admission of this conten-

| tion. The July 27 Order provided that contentions suggesting

specific, feasible off-site emergency procedures must be grounded
!

|
on a " sound basis" that the proposed procedure would be a " prudent

risk reduction measure in light of the risk posed by Indian Point

as opposed to the spectrum of risks posed by other nuclear plants"
|

*

|
- 17 - ;
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(at 16). The sound basis continues to be lacking for the measures

encompassed under contention 4.2. There has been no showing that

the risk of Indian Point is such that "further exploration" in

this proceeding of these measures which are not required by

NRC/ FEMA guidelines is justified.
In addition, each of the parts of the contention and the

ref erenced intervenor contentions lack f actual bases and necessary

specificity. Vague terms like " appropriate," " adequate,"

" substantial protection" and " requisite improvements in the

roadway network" are used. Again, Commission Question 4 looks to
i

i

! specific offsite emergency procedures. This specificity is absent

from the Contention and referenced intervenor contentions. In

addition, no attempt has been made to show that these measures are

" feasible." Finally, it is clear that Contention 4(c) is not evenEb

an off-site emergency procedure.

Giving Commission Question 4 every charitable

interpretation, it is also impossible to find a nexus between the

populous environs of Indian Point and the four proposals being

advanced. To this end, the same rationale use in rejecting

Contention 3.2 fully applies. The Commission's July 27 and

September 17 Orders clearly establish that a permissible "beyond

current regulations" contention under Question 4 must be

defensible on population density grounds. The intervenors have

failed to make the necessary showing with regard to Contention

4.2.

- 18 -
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Contention 4.7

The present emergency planning brochures and present
means of alerting and informing the population of an emergency do
not give adequate attention to problems associated with persons
who are deaf, blind, too young to understand the instructions, or
who do not speak English.

Con Edison Response

Con Edison objects to the admission of this contention.

There has been no showing that the risk of Indian Point justifies

the adoption of measures dealing with alerting and notifying

specified groups which are not required at other nuclear power

plants. Moreover the Contention is not site specific, but rather

alleges conditions which if correct would be equally applicable to

all nuclear power plant sites regardless of the population

density. It is clear from the Commission's July 27 Order that the

sponsor of an additional specific, feasible off-site emergency

procedure must make a showing for treating Indian Point

differently. No such showing has been made. Finally, this

contention does not propose specific offsite emergency procedures

but simply urges that the means of notifying certain groups be

upgraded in an unspecified fashion. The Board correctly concluded

that contention 4.7 as formulated in its April 23, 1982 Order did

"not suggest additional safety measures" (January 7 Order at 13),

but rather simply identified alleged inadequacies in means of

notifying certain groups. Unfortunately, the reformulated

contention suffers from the same defect -- that is, it does not

propose any specific changes.

- 19 -
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CONCLUSION

For the foregoing reasons, the Board should reformulate

Contentions 3.1 and 4.1 and should eliminate contentions 3.4, 3.6,

3.7, 3.9, 4.2 and 4.7.

Resp ully s itted
,

d

Brent L. Brandenburg
Assistant General Counso
CONSOLIDATED EDISON COMPANY

OF NEW YORK, INC. /

4 Irving Place |

New York, New York 10003
(212) 460-4333 I

Dated: New York, New York
January 24, 1983

Of Counsel,
Thomas J. Farrelly
Kenneth R. Shaw

;

i

-20-

.

. --

__



<

. o

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD
.

Before Administrative Judges:
James P. Gleason, Chairman

Dr. Oscar H. Paris
Frederick J. Shon

---------------------------------x

CONSOLIDATED EDISON COMPANY OF : Docke t Nos. 50-247-SP
NEW YORK, INC. (Indian Point, 50-286-SP.

Unit No. 2) :

POWER AUTHORITY OF THE STATE OF : January 24, 1983
NEW YORK, (Indian Point,
Unit No. 3) :

---'-----------------------------x
.

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I certify that I have served copies of Con Edison's

Memorandum Respecting. the Licensing Board's January 7,1983

Memorandum and Order Reformulating Contentions Under Commission
!

'

Questions 3 and 4 on the following parties by deposit in the

U.S. mail, postage prepaid, this 24th day of January,1983.

Docxeting and Service Branch Dr. Oscar H. Paris
; Office of the Secretary Administrative Judge

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Atomic Safety and Licensing
Commission - Board

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

James P. Gleason, Esq., Chairman Washington, D. C. 20555
Administrative Judge
513 Gilmoure Drive Mr. Frederick J. Shon
Silver Springs, Maryland 20901 Administrative Judge

Atomic Safety and Licensing
Board -

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission

Washington, D.C. 20555
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Janice !!oore, Esq. Charles,J. tiaikish, Esq.
Office of the Executive Litigation Division

Legal Director The Port Authority of
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory New York and New Jersey

Commission One World Trade Center
Washington, D. C. 20555 New York, New York 10048

Paul F. Colarulli, Esq. Ezra I. Bialik, Esq.
.

Joceph J. Levin, Jr., Esq. Steve Leipsiz, Esq.
Pamela S. Horowitz, Esq. New York State Attorney
Charles Morgan, Jr., Esq. General's Office
Morgan Associates, Chartered Two World Trade Center
1899 L Street, N.W. New York, New York 10047
Washington, D. C. 20036

Alfred B. Del Bello
Charles M. Pratt, Esq. Westchester County Executive
Stephen L. Baum 148 flartine Avenue
Power Authority of the State White Plains, New York 10601
of New York

10 Columbus Circle Andrew S. Roffe, Esq.
New York, New York 10019 New York State Assembly

Albany, New York 12248
Ellyn R. Weiss, Esq.
William S. Jordan, III, Esq. Renee Schwartz, Esq.
Harmon & Weiss ' Paul Chessin, Esc.~

1725 I Street, N.W., Suite 5,06 Laurens R. Schwartz, Esq.
Washington, D. C. 20006 Botein, Hays, Sklar & Herzberg

200 Park Avenue
Joan Holt, Project Director New York, New York 10166
Indian Point Project
New York Public Interest Stanley B. Klimberg

Research Group New York State Energy Office
9 Murray Street 2 Rockefeller State Plaza
New York, New York 10007 Albany, New York 12223

Melvin Goldberg Ruth Messinger
Staff Attorney Member of the Council of the
New York Public Interest City of New York

Research Group District #4
9 t!urray Street City Hall
New York, New York 10007 New York, New York 10007

Jeffrey M. Blum Marc L. Parris, Esq.
New York University Law School County Attorney
423 Vanderbilt Hall County of Rockland
Washington Square South 11 New Hempstead Road
New York, New York 10012 New City, New York 10010
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Joan Miles Alan Latman, Esq.
Indian Point Coordinator 44 Sunset Drive
New York. City Audubon Society Croton-on-Hudson, New York 1052071 W. 23rd Street, Suite 1828
New York, New York 10010 Richard M. Hartzman, Esq.

Lorna Salzman
Greater New York Council on Friends of the Earth, Inc.

Energy 208 West 13th Street
c/o Dean R. Corren, Director New York, New Yark 10011
New York University -

26 Stuyvesant Street Zipporah S. Fleisher
New York, New York 10003 West Branch Conservation

Association
Atomic Safety and Licensing 443 Buena Vista Road

Board Panel New City, New York 10956
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory

Commission Mayor F. Webster Pierce
Washington, D. C. 20555 Village of Buchanan '

236 Tate Avenue
Atomic Safety and Licensing Buchanan, New York 10511

Appeal Board Panel
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Judith Kessler, Coordinator

Commission
Washington, D. C. 20555

-Rockland Citizens for Safe
Energy

300 New Hempstead Road
Richard L. Brodsky New City, New York 10956
Member of the County Legislature
Westchester County David H. Pikus, Esq.
County Office Building Richard F. Czaja, Esq.

! White Plains, New York 10601 330 Madison Avenue
,New York, New York 10017,

Phyllis Rodriguez, Spokesperson
Parents Concerned About Amanda Potterfield, Esq.

Indian Point Johnston & George
P.O. Box 125 528 Iowa Avenue
Croton-on-Hudson, New York 10520 Iowa. City, Iowa 52240

Charles A. Scheiner, Co-Chairperson Ruthanne G. Miller, Esq.
Westchester People 's Action Atomic Safety and Licensing

Coalition, Inc. Board Panel
.

P.O. Box 488 U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
White Plains, New York 10602 Commission

Washington, D. C. 20555
Stewart M. Glass
Regional Counsel, Room 1347
Federal Emergency Management
Agency

26 Federal Plaza
! New York, New York 10278
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Donald Davidoff, Director Craig Kaplan, Esq.
Radiological Preparedness National Emergency Civil -

Group Liberties Committee
Empire State Plaza 175 Fifth Avenue-Suite 712
Tower Building - Room 1750 New York, New York 10010
Albany, New York 12237

David B. Duboff
Jonathan D. Feinberg Westchester Peoples'
New York State Public Action Coalition

Service Commission 255 Grove Street
Three Empire State Plaza Wh.ite Plains, N. Y. 10601
Albany, New York 12223

Steven C. Sholly Spence W. Perry
Union of Concerned Office of General Counsel

Scientists Federal Emergency
1346 Connecticut Ave., N.W. Management Agency
Suite 1101 500 C Street, Southwest

Washington, D.C. 20036 Washington, D.C. 20472

Dated: January 24, 1983
,

New York, New York--
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