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UNITED . STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

.

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In the Matter of )
)

CONSOLIDATED EDIS0N COMPANY ) Docket Nos. 50-247-SP.
OF NEW YORK (Indian Point, Unit 2) ) 50-286-SP

)
POWER AUTHORITY OF THE STATE OF

NEW YORK (Indian Point, Unit 3) g

.h
a DE01 1981* T8NRC STAFF PREHEARING CONFERENCE

MEMORANDUM AND PROPOSED ORDER ,C
ommum *

I. INTRODUCTION
.

'r#In its Order dated November 9,1981, the Board established t esi e
,

over the above-captioned proceeding scheduled a special prehearing con-

ference for December 2,1981. The Board further ordered the Staff and

formal petitioners to prepare a prehearing conference memorandum and

proposed order discussing the subjects of:

1) Identification and clarification of key issues in this
proceeding;

~2) Amendment of pleadings if necessary or desirable;
.

3) A schedule for discovery, hearings and further actions in the'
proceeding; and

4) Any other matters which may aid in the orderly disposition in
this proceeding.

The Staff's discussion of these four topics is set forth below.

II. IDENTIFICATION AND CLARIFICATION
OF THE KEY ISSUES IN THIS PROCEEDING

In its Order of January 8,1981, the Commission set forth the

issues to be investigated in this proceeding in the form of seven

I
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questions.E Consolidated Edison Co. of New York and the Power Authority

of the State .of New York (Indian Point, Units 2 and 3), CLI-81-1,13 NRC

1, 7-8 (1981). The issues as set forth by the Commission are:

1) What risk may be posed by serious accidents at Indian Point 2

and 3, including accidents not considered in the plants' design basis,

pending and after any improvements described in (2) and (4) below?

Although not requiring the preparation of an Environmental Impact State-

ment, the Commission intends that the review with respect to this ques-

tion be conducted consistent with the guidance provided the staff in

the Statement of Interim Policy on "fluclear Power Plant Accident

Considerations under the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969;"

44 FR 40101 (June 13,1980).2]
t

1/ In an Order issued in September of 1981 the Commission clarified
its questions Nos. 1 and 2. Consolidated Edison Co. of New York
and the Power Authority of the State of New York (Indian Point,
Units 2 and 3), CLI-81-23,14 f4RC (September 18,1981).

2] In particular, that policy statement indicates that:

Attention shall be given both to the probability of occur-
rences of releases and to the environmental consequences

' of such releases;
_

The reviews "shall include a reasoned consideration of the
environmental risks (impacts) attributable to accidents at
the particular facility or facilities ....";

"Approximately equal attention should be given to the pro-
bability of occurrence of releases and to the probability
of occurrence of the environmental consequences ...."; and

Such studies "will take into account significant site and
plant-specific features . . . ."

Thus, a description of a release scenario must include a discussion of
the probability of such a release for the specific Indian Point plants.
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2) What improvements in the level of safety will result from

measures required or referenced in the Director's Order to the licensee,
,

dated February 11, 1980? (A contention by a party that one or more

specific safety measures, in addition to those identified or referenced

by the Director, should be required as a condition of operation would be

within the scope of this inquiry if, according to the Licensing Board,

admission of the contention seems likely to be important to resolving

whether -(a) there exists a significant risk to public health and safety,,

notwithstanding .the Director's measures, and-(b) the additional proposed

measures would result in a significant reduction in that risk.)

3) What is the current status and degree of conformance with

NRC/ FEMA guidelines of state and loc'al emergency planning within a

10-mile radius of the site and, of 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

i Indian Point would be. The FEMA position should be taken as a

rebut' table presumption for this estimate.

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?
,

5) Based on the foregoing, how do the risks posed by Indian Point

Units 2 and 3 compare with the range of risks posed by other nuclear

power plants licensed to operate by the Commission? (The Board should

limit its inquiry to generic examination of the range of risks and not

,
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go into any site-specific _ examination other than for Indian: Point

itself, except to the extent raised by the Task Force.)

6) What would be the energy, environmental, economic or other

consequences of a shutdown of Indian Point Unit 2 and/or Unit 3?

7) Does the Governor of the State of New York wish to express an

official position with regard to the long-term operation of the units?

The Commission also stated that contentions based on the allega-

tions in the Union of Concerned Scientists' petition to the affect that

certain Commission regulations are not met in one or both units will be

accepted if they meet the requirements of 10 C.F.R. Part 2 without

regard to whether they-fall within or outside the Commission's seven

questions. CLI-81-23, supra, at n. '4. Since the Commission has set

forth the questions it wishes addressed in this proceeding, the Board

has been given broad discretion with regard to admission and formulation

of contentions concerning the Commission's questions. However, the

Commission added that the Board is empowered only to accept and formulate

those contentions which seem likely to be important to resolving the

Commission's questions. This action, the Commission stated, would assure
,

that the proceeding remains focused on the issues set forth in its
4

questions. I d_.

' In an Order dated November 13, 1981, the Board directed that all

contentions be filed no later than December 2,1981, the day of the special

prehearing conference. The Board further stated that a schedule for the

filing of written responses to these contentions would be discussed at the

prehearing conference. Order at 3. The Board in its Order did not mention

any requirement that those governmental entities seeking participation under

.- . _
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10 C.F.R. 52.715(c) must set forth the issues on which they wish to partici-

pate at the preh_ earing conference.

An " interested state" may raise particular issues of interest or concern

to it. Gulf States Utilities Company (River Bend Station Units 1 and 2),

ALAB-444, 7 NRC 760, 768 -(1977). These issues should be framed prior to

the hearing and should be relevant, material, and narrow enough to permit

adjudication in an adjudicatory setting. Id. Since the Commission has

asked the' Board to complete this proceeding within a relatively short period

of time, the Staff suggests that all government entities gaiIling 5 2.715(c)

status in this proceeding be required to file the issues on which they wish
_

to participate at an early stage of the proceeding. The Staff believes that

once the Board grants the requests for such participation, the " interested.,

states" should be given a date certain by;which the ' issues with respect to

which they wish to participate should be set forth in a manner which would

allow them to be addressed in this proceeding.

The Staff also notes that the Commission in its January 8 and Septem-

ber 18,1981 Orders recognized that the Board established to preside over

this ' proceeding might have saae questions of its own. CLI-81-1, supra

at 5 n.4, revised, CLI-81-23,14 NRC (1981). The Staff suggests that

if the Board determines that it in fact does wish to raise certain questions,

these questions should be' posed as early as possible in the proceeding.

This would allow the parties to address the questions in a timely manner

and within the schedule requested by the Commission.

III. AMEND!iENT OF PLEADINGS

In its response to the petitions for leave to intervene and requests

for participation filed in this proceeding, the Staff noted that many of

,
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those petitions and requests require some amendment in order to comply with

the Commission's regulations and case law. The Staff suggests that these
_

amendments be required by a date certain after the close of this special

prehearing conference. The Staff suggest that all amended petitions must

be filed no later then December 7,1981.
.

IV. SCHEDULE FOR DISCOVERY, HEARINGS AND
FURTHER ACTIONS IN THIS PROCEEDING

The Staff has attempted to develop a schedule which would allow for

completion of this proceeding within the time limit suggested by the

Commission in its Order of January 8,1981, as amended September 18, 1981.

The Staff's proposed schedule / is as follows:3

Event Proposed Date"

Time expires for petitioners to file contentions af 12/2/81

Time expires for petitioners to amend pleadings to
correct any deficiencies concerning " interest",
" aspects" or " authorization". 12/7/81

Time expires for responses to.the petitioners'
contentions 12/24/81

ASLB Order on petitions for leave to intervene,
requests to partici

'(Contentions Order)gpte and contentions 1/18/82
,

3/ It should be noted that this schedule provides for various actions
which may not in fact be taken by any party, e.g., the filing of
objections to the Board's Order on contentions. -These actions were
included in the schedule to attempt to minimize uncertainty in the
conduct of the proceeding.

.

af ASLB Order of November 13, 1981.

b/ Consistent with the Appeal Board's decision in Houston Lighting and
Power (Allens Creek Huclear Generating Station, Unit 1), ALAB-565,
10 NRC 521, 525 (1979), the Board may wish to provide the petitioners
an opportunity to respond to objections to their contentions in
writing or schedule a second prehearing conference to provide
petitioners an opportunity to respond to any objections to their
contentions.

.

.m
-

. - - ' -
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Discovery begins: 1/18/82

-Last c's for filing requests
for pramction of documents (2/12/82)U

-Last day for filing admissions (3/4/82)g/82)U-Last day for filing interrogatories (2/'
,

|

Objections to ASLB Contentions Order filed 1/28/82

Objections to ASLB Contentions Order filed by Staff 2/2/82 ~

Close of Discovery 3/19/82

Time expires for filing motions for summary disposition 3/31/82

Time expires
disposition gor filing answers to motions for summary 4/26/82

Time expires for filing supplemenpl responses tomotions for summary dispositions 5/11/82

Prehearing Conference Y 5/18/82
,

ASLB Order on motions for summary disposition 5/24/82

File written -testimony N 6/8/82

Start of hearing 6/23/82

g Allows time for filing of responses pursuant to 10 C.F.R. 52.741
within the proposed discovery period.

y hilows time for filing of answers pursuant to 10 C.F.R. 52.740b
within the proposed discovery period.

,

'

g Allows time for responding pursuant to 10 C.F.R. 92.742 within the
proposed discovery period.

_f] See 10 C.F.R. 52.749(a) which allows any party to serve an answer
within 20 days after service of the motions supporting or opposing
the motion and allows the opposing party ten days after service of
any statement of facts filed in support of a motion to respond to
any new facts and argumer.ts.

g Under 10 C.F.R. 92.752, a prehearing conference is to be held sixty
days after close of discovery.

hf Under 10 C.F.R. 52.743(b), parties are to serve written testimony at
least 15 days in advance of the hearing.

_ , _ - _ _ - _ - _ , _ _ _ _
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End of hearing 7/28/82

Filing of findings 8/17/82

Filing of findings by the Staffdl 8/27/82

Issuance of ASLB recommendations 9/18/824

4

V. OTHER MATTERS WHICH MAY AID"IN THE
'

ORDERLY DISPOSITION OF THIS PROCEEDING

A. Consolidation of Parties

The Commission has stated that this proceeding will be governed by

10 C.F.R. Part 2 of the Commission's regulations. Indian Point, CLI-81-23,

supra at n.4. Moreover, the Commission in its " Statement;of Policy on'

Conduct of Licensing Proceedings" (46 Fed. Reg. 28533, May 27,1981)

stated that "... adjudicatory boards are encouraged to-expedite the hearing
,

process by using those management methods already contained in Part 2 of

the Commission's Rules and Regulations".- Under_ those regulations .the

Board has the authority to consolidate parties who have substantially

the same interest which may be affected by the proceeding and who raise
l

substantially the same questions for all purposes of the proceeding.

10 C.F.R. Q2.715a. See Duke Power Company (0conee-McGuire), ALAB-528,

9 NRC 146,150 n.9 (1979); Policy Statement, supra. The Board may also ,*

place conditions on intervention in the interest of having common

interests represented by a spokesman, and restricting duplicative or

irrelevant evidence. 10 C .F.R. 52. 714(e) .
.

i

1/ 10 C.F.R. Q2.754 provides that the parties file findings and conclu-
sions of law sequentially with the Staff filing last.

'
*

-- _ _ . -. _ . , , . _ . . . . . - - -
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The Staff suggests that within a short time after the Board admits the

contentions to be addressed in this proceeding and the parties who will be

participating in it, the Intervenors should be required. to confer and present

the Board with a plan to appoint a lead intervenor, spokesperson or lead

counsel on each major issue involving a number of related contentions. This

appointment should be made for all purposes of the proceeding including, but

not limited to, discovery, the filing of pleadings, presentation of evidence,

cross-examination, the filing of proposed findings and arguments before

the Board. If within ten days after service of the Board's Order the

parties are unable to present such a plan to the Board, the Board should

ordeh the consolidation of appropriate parties. Either voluntary or Board

ordered consolidation would shorten ~both the actual hearing time and the

time required in the other stages of this proceeding. This is not a novel

approach. Such approaches have been taken by previous Commission adjudicatory

boards. See Philadelphia Electric Co. (Limerick Generating Station, Units

1 and 2), Memorandum and Order Setting Schedule for Submission of Conten-

tions and other Preliminary Information, dated October 14,1981 (unpublished

Order) . Metropolitan Edison Company (Three Mile Island fluclear Station,
.

Unit 1), LBP-79-34,10 NRC 828, 356 (1979).
'

B. Discoverv,

The Staff believes that the 60-day discovery period proposed by the

Staff would allow the parties sufficient time to complete their discovery,

especially if the parties are diligent in filing their discovery requests

and the requests are reasonable.

_ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __---____ _ _ ___ _
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Discovery against the Staff is governed by 10 C.F.R. 52.720(h)(2)(i)

and 92.740a(j) regarding. depositions; 52.720(h)(2)(ii) regarding inter-

rogatories; and 92.744 and 2.790 regarding production of documents.

Making reference to these provisions the Appeal Bcard in Pennsylvania

Power & Light Co. (Susquehanna Steam Electric Station, Units 1 & 2),

ALAB 613,12 NRC 317, 323 (1980), noted that discovery against the Staff

is on a different footing than discovery against other parties in a

proceeding. The Appeal Board pointed out that the Commission's regula-
~

tions (10 C.F.R. Q2.790(a)) require Staff documents that are re1evant to

licensing proceedings be made routinely available in the NRC Public

Document Room. Iji. at-323. These documents should, as the Appeal Board

noted, reasonably disclose the basis for the Staff's position, thus

obviating any need for formal discovery against the Staff. Id. If a

document is not available in the Public Document Room, a party may serve

a request on the Executive Director for Operations (ED0) without leave

of the presiding officer pursuant to 10 C.F.R. 92.744. Discovery

against the Staff by means of interrogatories is governed by 10 C.F.R.

92.720(h)(2)(ii) of the Commission's regulations, rather than by
.

10 C.F.R. s2.740. Under 10 C.F.R. Q2.720(h)(2)(ii), interrogatories to ~

the Staff must be filed with the presiding officer. If the presiding

officer (in this case the Licensing Board) determines- that the informa-

tion sought by the interrogatories is necessary to a proper decision in

the proceeding, and that the information is not reasonably available

from another source, then the Board may require the Staff to answer the

interrogatories. Firally,10 C.F.R. Q2.720(h) requires a showing of

_ _ _ _ _ - - _ - - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _____ _.____.___ _. . _ _ _



.

..

- 11 -
,

" exceptional circumstances" for-the presiding officer to allow the

deposition of named NRC Staff personnel.

The Staff, however, is willing to discuss with the parties the

feasibility of dispensing with the procedural requirements of filing

interrogatories with the Board or document request with the EDO in this

proceeding, where it is evident or can be demonstrated that such request

is necessary to a proper decision in the proceeding and is not reasonably

available from another source. This offer is made in the spirit of

suggesting a means to expedite discovery and is not to be deemed a

waiver by the Staff of the provisions of 10 C.F.R. 552.720(h)(2), 2.744,
~

and 2.790.

C. Hearing Procedures -

There may be other procedural devices which could be used to aid in

the orderly conduct of the actual hearings. For example, parties. could

be required to file cross-examination plans prior to the testimony on a

given issue or of a given witness. This would enable the Board to

control repetitive or irrelevant cross-examination. Furthermore, the
~

Board could require the parties to file trial briefs. Both devices have
,

been suggested by the Commission as methods that "should be required at -

the discretion of the board to expedite the orderly presentation by each

party of its case". Policy Statement, supra. Prior to the commencement

of the actual hearing sessions, a prehearing conference should be held

to discuss these procedural aids.

- ~ ~, . . . -- .
- ,. .- -
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VI. PROPOSED ORDER

The Staff's, proposed. order is attached to this prehearing con-

ference memorandum as Appendix A.

Respectfully submitted,-

/ ~ . .
t

~

,

Jan E. Moore
Counsel for llRC Staff

( N
enry . McGurren

Counsel for NRC Staff
_

'

Dated at Bethesda, Maryland'
,

this 27th day of November,1981.

.
.

.

|
'
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Appendix A

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA -

_
NUC. LEAR REGULATORY COMl11SSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

Before Administrative Judges:
Louis J. Carter, Chairman

Frederick J. Shon
Dr. Oscar H. Paris

.

In the Matter of )
)

CONSOLIDATED EDIS0N COMPANY ) Docket Hos. 50-247-SP
0F NEW YORK (Indian Point, Unit 2) 50-286-SP

POWER AUTHORITY OF THE STATE OF )
NEW YORK (Indian Point, Unit 3) )

,

_

- MEMORANDUM AND ORDER

.

The Board held a special prehearing conference on December 2,1981.

Prior to that conference the Board requested all parties and formal

petitioners to file prehearing conference memoranda and proposed orders.

Having taken these documents into account as well as the views of the

parties and petitioners as stated at the prehearing conference, the

Board, issues the following order.

It is ORDERED:*

(1) All petitions for leave to intervene and requests to ,

participate must be amended no later than December 7,1981.

(2) Responses to contentions must be filed by December 24, 1981.

(3) Petitioners should begin negotiations to determine the
feasibility of appointing a spokesperson, lead intervenor
or lead counsel for each issue in this proceeding.

(4) This proceeding will be governed by the following
schedule: -

Event Proposed Date

Time expires for petitioners to file contentions 12/2/81

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ - - _ _ _ _ _ _ .
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; Time expires for petitioners to amend pleadings to
. correct any deficiencies concerning " interest",
" aspects" or " authorization".

'

12/7/81

Time expires for responses to the petitioners'
contentions 12/24/81

ASLB Order on petitions for leave to intervene,
requests to participate and contentions (Contentions
Order) 1/18/82

Discovery begins: 1/18/82

-Last day for filing requests for production
of documents (2/12/82)

4 . -Last day for filing interrogatories (2/26/82)
-Last day for filing admissions (3/4/82)

Objections to ASLB Contentions Order filed 1/28/82
,

Objections to ASLB Contentions Order filed by Staff 2/2/82
'

Close of Discovery 3/19/82

'
Time expires for filing motions for summary
disposition 3/31/82-

Time expires for filing answers to motions for
: summary disposition 4/26/82

Time expires for filing supplemental responses
to motions 'for summary dispositions 5/11/82

Prehearing Conference 5/18/82

; 'ASLB Order on motions for summary disposition 5/24/82 .

.

File written testimony 6/8/82

Start of hearing 6/23/82
i

End of hearing 7/28/82

Filing of findings 8/17/82

Filing of findings by the Staff 8/27/82

.

i,
- . - - _ . . , - - -- _ - - , - . . _ - - , , -
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Issuance of ASB recommendations 9/18/82

~

FOR THE AT0l41C SAFETY Af1D
LICEf1SIl4G BOARD

Louis J. Carter, Chairman

Administrative Judge

-

!

I

i
!

I

i
t_
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
- . NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE. ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In the Matter of )
)

CONSOLIDATED EDISON COMPANY ) Docket Nos. 50-247-SP
OF NEW YORK (Indian Point, Unit 2) ) 50-286-SP

~"#
' '

POWER AUTHORITY OF THE STATE OF .

-

NEW YORK (Indian Point, Unit 3) )
''

_

-
.

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

-- . . . . .. .
. . .. -. - . . . - . . . . . . . . .

I hereby certify that copies of NRC_ STAFF PREHEARING CONEERENCE MEMORANDUM
AND PROPOSED ORDER, in the above-captioned proceeding have been served on
the following by deposit'in the United States mail, first class or, as
indicated by an asterisk, through deposit.in the Nuclear Regulatory Commission's
internal mail system, this 27th day of November, 1981. Copies were hand-
delivered to the Licensing Board.

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

* Louis J. Carter, Esqt,.. Chairman *Paul F. Colarulli, Esq.Administrative Judge Joseph J. Levin, Jr. , Esq.Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Pamela S. Horowitz, Esq.U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission Charles Morgan, Jr. , Esq.Washington, D. C. 20555 Norgan Associated, Chartered
-

1899 L. Street,~ N.W.*Dr. Oscar H. Paris Washington, D. C. 20036Administrative Judge
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Charles M.J satt,,EsqlPU!S. Nuclear Regulatory Ctaniission Thomai R. Frey, Esql '-

Washington, D. C. 20555 Power Authority of the
,

State of New York
,

'

*Mr. Frederick J. Shon 10 Columbus CircleAdministrctive Judge New York, N.Y. 10019Atomic Safety ~and Licensing Board
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission Ellyn R. Weis, Esq. -

Washington, D. C. 20E55 William S. Jordan, III', Esq.
Harmon & Weiss

Brent L. Brandenburg, Esq. 1725 I Street, N.W., Suite 506
Assistant General Counsel Washington, D.' C. 20006
Consolidated Edison-Co.

of. New York, Inc. Joan Holt, Project Director
4 Irving Place Indian Point Project
New York, N.Y. 10003 New York Public Interest

Research. Group
5 Beekman Street
New York, N.Y. 10038

!
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John Gilroy, Westchester Coordinator Honorable Ruth Messinger
Indian Point Project Member of the Council of the
New York Public Interest City of New York

Research Group. District #4
240 Central Avenue : City Hall
White Plains, New York 10606 New York, New York 10007

Jeffrey M. Blum, Esq. Honorable ljiriam Friedlander
New York University Law School Member of'theTCouncil'of: the''
423 Vanderbuilt Hall City of New York
40 Washington Square South District #2 -

New York, N.Y. 10012 City Hall
New York, New York 10007

Charles J. Maikish, Esq.
Litigation Division Honorable Carol Greitzer
The Port Authority of Member of the Council of the

New York and New Jersey . City of New York
One World Trade Center District #3
New York, N.Y. 10048 City Hall

New York, New York 10007
Ezra I..Bialik, Esq.

.

Steve Leipsiz, Esq. __ Honorable Stanley E. Michels
Environmental Protection Bureau Member of the Council of the
New York State Attorney City of New York

General's Office District #6_ ..

Two World Trade Center City Hall ~~
- - -

Nevt ork, New York 10007YNew York, N.Y. 10047

Alfred B. Del Bello Honorable Susan-Alterc - -
Westchester County Executive Membe.r of.tbe. Council of the
Westchester County City of>N6w York
148 Martine Avenue District #32
New York, N.Y. 10601 Ci ty ' Hall-

New York, New York 10007
Andrew S. Roffe, Esq.
New Yort State Assen61y Honorable Edward C. Wallace
Albany, N.Y. 12248 Member of the Council 6f the

City of New York '

Renee Schwartz, Esq. Councilmember-at-Large, Mannattan
Botein, Hays, Sklar & Herzberg City Hall . , , cr:
Attorneys for Metropolitan New York, New York 10007

Transportation Authority ,

200 Park Avenue Honorable Mary Pinkett
New York, N.Y. 10166 Member of the Council 6f the

City of New York
Stanley B. Klimberg District #28
General Counsel City Hall
New York State Energy Office New York, New York 10007
2 Rockefeller State Plaza
Albany, New York 12223 Honorable Mary T. Codd

Member of the Coancil of-the
City of New York

Councilmember-at-Largei Ststen Island
City Hall -

New York, New York 10007
.
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Honorable Gilberto Gerana-Valentin Pat Posner, Spokesperson
Member of the Co0ncil of the Parents Concerned About

City of New York Indian Point
District #11 .

. P. O. Box 125
City Hall Croton-on-Hudson, NY 10520
New York, New York 10007

Charles A. Scheiner, Co-Chairperson
Honorable Arthur J. Katzman Westchester People's Action
Member of the Council of the Coalition, Inc.

City of New York P. O. Box 488
District #22 White Plains, N.Y. 10602
City Hall
New York, New York 10007 Alan Latman, Esq.

44 Sunset Drive
Jonathan L. Levine, Esq. Croton-on-Hudson, N.Y. 10520
Rockland Citizens for

Safe Energy Lorna Salzman
P.O. Box 74 Mid-Atlantic Representative
New City, NY 10956 Frierids of the Earth, Inc.

208 West 13th Street
Marc L.; Parris, Esq. New York, N.Y. 10011
County Attorney r

Zipporah S. FleisherCounty of Rockland
'

West Branch Conservation11 New Hempstead Road
New City, NY 10956 Association

443 Buena Vista Road
Geoffrey Cobb Ryan New City, N.Y. 10956
Conservation Committee

Chairman, Director * Docketing.:and , Serv. ice Section
New York City Audubon Society Office of the Secretary
71 West 23rd Street, Suite 1828 U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
New York, NY 10010 Washington, D. C. 20555

Greater New York Council Mayor George V. Begany
on Enprgy Village of Buchanan

c/o Dean R. Corren, Director 236 Tate Avenue
New York University Buchanan, N.Y. 10511 _.__ _
26 Stuyvesant Street
New York, NY 10003 .

* Atomic Safety and Licensing
Board Panel -

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

' * Atomic Safety and Licensing
Appeal Board Panel -

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

.
. _ _ _ .

/ %
HentQ). McGurren
Counsel for NRC Staff
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