
Lust For Power
Brookhaven Town Supervisor 

Henrietta Acampora is a very 
powerful person. If you don’t believe 
that statement, just ask her. She’ll 
tell you just how powerful she is.

She did just that in a recent inter
view with a North Shore newspaper. 
“They have to remember, I’m the 
supervisor of a suburban town and I 
am very powerful. Nobody is going to 

^—'se my power away or else I might 
ais well hang up my hat.”

Acampora intends to use that 
power to oust Brookhaven Town Re
publican Chairman Walter Hazlitt. 
She is not happy with Hazlitt’s lead
ership. In her interview, she also 
expressed critical comments about 
the leadership abilities of the late 
Jess Marchese, who unfortunately is 
not here to defend his name against 
her criticism. Acampora claims 
credit for moving Marchese out of 
the leadership post. “I cut him off 
and he lasted two months,” she 
bragged.

She intends to do the same with 
Hazlitt. She will not communicate 
with him and will not give his people 
patronage jobs. What she intends to 
do is utilize taxpayer dollars to force 
out a leader she doesn’t like. She 
seems to forget there are 520 Re
publican committeepersons in the 
town organization. If there is to be a 
change of leadership in the town, 
that’s where the change should come 
from, not from an elected official 
seeking to flex her political power 
muscles.

Acampora is also attempting to 
use her “power” in the current effort 
to replace County Republican Chair
man Mike Blake. Former Town Re
publican Leader Tom Neppel, a 
member of the Republican old 
guard, is seeking the post, and Acam
pora has voiced strong support for 
Neppel in conversations with politi

cal leaders elsewhere. The scenario 
we hear is that the plan is to have 
Neppel assume county leadership 
and then use the influence of that 
position to help Acampora dump 
Hazlitt. Acampora has expressed 
some interest in the town leadership 
position herself, declaring she would 
make a good compromise candidate. 
If that should not materialize, she 
supports town Councilman Anthony 
LoSquadro, a staunch Acampora 
ally, for the position.

The dual role of an elected official 
also serving as a political leader is 
wrong. It puts the political party 
right $mack into the governmental 
arena, and lends itself to favoritism 
for big party contributors even more 
than what happens now. We already 
have that problem in one town, Hunt
ington, where Suffolk County Clerk 
Julietta Kinsella also serves as town 
Republican leader. The impact of 
that dual role can be readily seen in 
the growing number of political ap
pointments in her own office. 
Although Kinsella vowed in a Suffolk 
Life interview during her last cam
paign that she would move to step 
down from the political position 
soon, she is apparently reluctant to 
do so and continues in both roles.

Acampora and others pushing for 
Neppel to take over the county reins 
have apparently learned nothing 
from the events of last November’s 
elections. They don’t seem to realize 
that the Democrats did not single- 
handedly batter the Republican 
party. Republican voters did, be
cause they are just plain tired of the 
lust for power of many of the Re
publican hierarchy. They’re tired of 
the political games played with tax
payer dollars. One need only take a 
look at the list of high paying politi
cal jobs held by friends and relatives 
of those in power to understand why
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political power is so important to 
those in control. They use it and 
abuse it, for self benefit. And the 
people, including many in the Re
publican ranks, have had enough.

Suffolk Life has long advocated the 
need for a strong two party system 
here in our county. The people are 
not benefited when one party re
mains dominant over the other. Ar
rogance is the result. The kind of 
arrogance displayed in Acampora’s 
remarks. Acampora seems to forget 
whatever power she has was given to 
her by the people with their votes. It 
was given to her to accomplish what 
is best for the town and its residents. 
Not for self political benefit. The 
money for jobs, money that comes 
out of the pockets of the taxpayers, is

High School
There has been an uproar over the 

recent Supreme Court decision rul
ing that schools which publish news
papers have a right to censor the 
content of those publications, the 
editorial products of high school edi
tors and reporters. Some journalists 
have charged that this is a violation 
of the first amendment rights of the 
students.

On the surface, it might appear to 
be, but it isn’t. We must remember 
that the school districts are provid
ing the funds and the mechanisms for 
the publication of the newspaper. In 
reality, it is the school district that is 
the publisher. As the publisher, 
school officials have a right to de
termine the content of their publi
cation. The students must live within 
these confines as long as they are 
using the school facilities and the 
school resources to print and dis
tribute the publication.

The students are free to express 
any opinion they want in their own 
publication, which they fund and pub
lish with their own funds rather than 
taxpayer dollars.

We have judged in a number of 
high school journalism award con
tests. We have seen some student 
publications that have tackled highly 
controversial and provocative sub
jects. These papers, however, were 
published under the guidance of

not hers to use for political games, to 
force things her way, and it shouldn’t 
be used to repay political favors. If 
the taxpayers are paying the bill, 
they should get the best value for 
their money that they can.

Hopefully the rank and file Re
publicans in both the county and 
Brookhaven Town will take action to 
ensure they have a say in the future 
of the party in both areas. Hopefully 
they will deliver the message that 
the old guard has had its time and 
should remain a thing of the past, and 
that democratic action, not dic
tatorial muscle, will decide who 
leads and who doesn’t. The future of 
a strong two-party system in Suffolk 
County depends on it.

And why not?

Censorship
qualified staff and the subjects were 
handled appropriately. We have also 
seen instances in which students who 
were given the liberty of publishing 
papers with liberal guidelines go 
beyond the norm of decency, lose 
their editorship and then cry foul.

The restrictions that the Supreme 
Court placed on high school students, 
in reality, are nothing more than an 
affirmation of the professional world 
of journalism. Reporters and edi
tors, news people and anchor people 
in the commercial world, must oper
ate within the confines, principles 
and beliefs of the news organization 
they work for. No paper that we 
know of, certainly none worth its 
reputation, allows its news or edi
torial staff to publish anything they 
feel like. Certain guidelines are set, 
in reputable publications based upon 
honesty, fairness, objectivity and 
balance. The tone and direction is set 
by the publisher and this is followed.

High school students should have 
no more privileges than their adult 
peers. No one is stopping these stu
dents from expressing their view
point, as long as good taste prevails. 
But if someone else is providing the 
funds for the dissemination of the 
news, those who supply those funds 
have the right to set the guidelines.

And why not?

Amateurs And Their Plan
A former regional director of the 

Federal Emergency Management 
Agency (FEMA) lost his job in 1986 
because he had the courage to tell the 
truth. Frank Petrone, who is now an 
assistant Suffolk County executive 
involved with the county’s Shoreham

fight, said the LILCO evacuation 
plan could not guarantee the safety 
of the public. He was right. And now 
there is official agreement on 
thatimportant point from the Atomic 
Safety and Licensing Board (ASLB)

Continued next page

11̂ FOR ANY REASON,

S uffo lk  L ife
NEW SPAPERS

IS NOT DELIVEREDTO YOUR HOME OR P.O. BOX 
ON WEDNESDAY BY THE MAILMAN, 

PLEASE CALL 
5 1 6 - 3 6 9 - 0 8 0 0

W
e

d
n

e
s

d
a

y
, 

F
e

b
ru

a
ry

 
1

0
, 

1
9

8
8

 
S

U
F

F
O

L
K

 L
IF

E
 N

E
W

S
P

A
P

E
R

S
 

P
A

G
E

 3
 A

B
C

D
E

F
G

H



P
A

G
E

 4
 A

B
C

D
E

FG
H

 
S

U
FF

O
LK

 L
IF

E
 N

E
W

S
P

A
P

E
R

S
 

W
ed

ne
sd

ay
, 

F
eb

ru
ar

y 
10

, 
1

9
8

8

Amateurs And Their Plan

Legislation concerning discounting

Supervising judge responds to editorial

I am working hard in Congress, and particu
larly on the Armed Services Committee, to 
make the difficult decisions about cutting 
billions of dollars in government expenditures. 
I feel that reducing my staff would impair my 
ability to make informed judgements about 
government fiscal policy.

I enjoyed meeting with you and your staff, 
and appreciate having had the opportunity for 
an exchange of ideas.
Sincerely,
George J. Hochbrueckner 
Member of Congress

to shop for lower prices. Second, it will also 
ensure that, when there is sufficient evident] 
to show that a manufacturer cut off a did 
counter for discounting in response to press
ure from a full-price retailer, the discounter 
can get a legitimate case to a jury.

The House version of this legislation was 
already passed by a unanimous voice vote. 
You and I cannot stand by and allow the Justice 
Department and large businesses to interfere 
with our rights. P rice-fixing is both 
anti-consumer and anti-business.

Protect your rights! Let Senators Moynihan 
and D’Amato know you want their support for 
S.430.
Sincerely,
Monroe G. Milstein 
Chairman of the Board 
Burlington Coat Factory 
Burlington, NJ

Cont. from previous page

which has been involved in hearings 
on the results of LILCO’s February 
13, 1986 drill.

The ASLB, in a decision dated 
February 1, 1988, almost two years 
after the drill, ruled that the LILCO 
evacuation plan contains “certain 
fundamental flaws which, while they 
remain uncorrected, bar the is
suance of a full power, full term 
operating license for the Shoreham 
Nuclear Power Station.” That de
cision also notes that “it may be 
difficult for LILCO to cure this fun
damental flaw because of the train
ing and experience of the personnel 
used to implement the plan. As 
emergency workers, LILCO person
nel are amateurs; this fact may be 
the root cause of the communica
tions problems...it is questionable 
whether utility personnel can ever 
achieve the level of performance 
that profession al em ergency  
workers, such as the police, display 
...Consequently the Lero approach is 
generally and funamentally un
satisfactory, and it may be inherent
ly so.”

Petrone knew that two years ago, 
and so did the people of Long Island. 
The plan is amateurish, and the play
ers are amateurs, even though the 
problem could be very deadly. The 
people of Long Island deserve better, 
they deserve the best possible 
chance of escape in the event of an 
accident at Shoreham. Lives should 1 
not be put in the hands of amateurs.

Unfortunately, even though the 
ASLB is a Nuclear Regulatory Com
mission panel, their findings could be 
overruled by the NRC com
missioners who have already shown 
they care little about public safety. 
They have changed the rules of the

Dear Dave:
I read with great interest your editorial “Cost 

Cutting Starts Here” (January 27, 1988), con
cerning my recent visit to Suffolk Life. As we 
agreed, former Congressman Otis Pike 
provided extraordinary constituent service. It 
is my goal to follow in his footsteps in serving 
the people of the First Congressional District.

However, even for Otis, providing that excel
lent level of service was not always an easy 
task. According to records kept by the Clerk of 
the House of Representatives, Otis Pike con
sistently maintained 15 full time staff members 
during his last three years in office 
(1976-1978). This was confirmed by his former 
office manager.

We all agree that Otis Pike’s quality of 
constituent service was unparalleled. I hope 
that, someday, I can approach such a level of 
distinguished service. However, please re
cognize that the volume of mail to members of 
Congress has been steadily increasing. As an 
illustration of this point, I would like to cite a 
recent report by the Office of the Postmaster in 
Congress that charts the volume of incoming 
mail sent to Congress between 1972 and the 
present. In 1972, approximately 14.6 million 
pieces of mail were sent to members of Con
gress. By 1978, Otis Pike’s last year in Con
gress, that figure had reached 100 million

game so that they can simply “as
sum e” local governments and 
emergency workers will participate 
in the event of an accident. And we 
have no doubts that the NRC com
missioners, and others on the Wash
ington level, will continue to put 
aside public safety to protect the 
future of the nuclear industry.

Yes, Petrone was right all along, 
as were all the others who have 
condemned LILCO’s actions in try
ing to have approved a plan that 
simply cannot work. A court decision 
has already said LILCO has no 
authority to take over police powers, 
and now the ASLB reveals the LILCO 
plan contains fundamental flaws, 
and will not ensure the safety of the 
public.

LILCO has spent thousands upon 
thousands of dollars in efforts to 
convince the people of Long Island 
that “We care.” The key question is: 
About what? Their continuing efforts 
to push down the throats of Long 
Island residents an amateurish plan 
run by amateurs shows they care 
more about themselves than they do 
about the future health of the people 
of Long Island.

If LILCO really wants to convince 
the people that they care, they should 
immediately stop wasting dollars in 
pushing for an unsafe plan, and a 
nuclear plant that threatens the fu
ture of the area and its people. Mean
while, the directors of the Long 
Island Power Authority, which has 
been stalling in making a decision on 
a LILCO takeover, should stop drag
ging its feet and move forward 
towards a decision. Let’s end this 
nonsense once and for all!

And why not?

pieces. Robert Rota, the Postmaster of the 
House, informs my office that the 1987 figure 
was over 180 million pieces. Clearly, the vol
ume of constituent requests has increased 
dramatically, and my 18 full time staff people 
are running ragged trying to keep up with the 
demand.

Let me illustrate how this increasing demand 
is reflected in the operation of my own office: 
Last year we solved 1,689 individual cases 
which involved constituents who had conflicts 
with various departments of the Federal gov
ernment. We responded to over 26,000 written 
inquiries on a broad range of public issues. 
Congress introduced almost 5,000 bills last 
year, many of which were controversial in 
nature. My staff thoroughly researches every 
important bill on which I am called to vote in 
Congress, so that I can effectively make the 
hard legislative choices that would be good for 
both my own constituency and the country.

While I appreciate your suggestion that cost 
cutting should start with my office budget, I 
believe that the best interests of the people of 
the First Congressional District are best served 
by my maintaining sufficient staff to do the job 
my constituents deserve.

Regarding your second concern...defense

spending: please understand that I am con
vinced that working to transfer $300 million of 
funds from the cancelled T-46 program to 
Grumman, for the A-6, EA-6B, F-14Dand E-2C 
programs, is absolutely in the best interests of 
our national defense. In human terms, it means 
jobs that otherwise would have been lost from 
Long Island’s economy. I come by this opinion 
not only as a member of the House Armed 
Services Committee, but as the only member 
of that committee with technical experience, by 
virtue of a 25-year professional background in 
aerospace electrical engineering.

Dear Editor:
The U.S. Department of Justice, with as

sistance from some major corporations, is 
attempting to prevent passage of legislation 
that is extremely important to consumers 
throughout New York, who shop at Burlington 
Coat Factory stores and/or at other dis
counters like us.

A very serious problem is occurring in the 
marketplace today. Full-priced retailers, fear
ful of competition from discounters, are press
uring both manufacturers and suppliers either 
to discontinue doing business with discounters 
or to force discounters to raise their prices. 
This activity harms consumers by raising 
prices and limiting the range of available 
goods and services.

Legislation, (S.430), introduced by Senators 
Metzenbaum (D-OH), Grassley (R-IA), DeCon- 
cini (D-AZ), Rudman (R-NH), along with 21 
other Democrats and Republicans, will do two 
things. First, it will protect the consumers’ right

Dear Dave:
I have read with interest your editorial print

ed on page four of your January 20, 1988, 
issue, concerning your observations while on 
jury duty.

I am in agreement that many of the things 
which you describe in your editorial should be 
changed. For example, the law should be 
amended to provide that citizens in the East 
End of the county will be called to serve at 
Riverhead and the citizens in the west end of 
the county will be called to serve in Haup- 
pauge. This would require state legislation.

I would also agree that the daily fee paid to 
jurors, $8.00 per day, is an anachronism. Here 
again, there should be state legislation provid
ing for uniform juror compensation throughout 
the state.

At the end of your editorial you have in
dicated that in your opinion, the present com
missioner of jurors, Mr. Thomas Hennessy, 
has failed to use common sense. You then go 
on to your expectation that Mr. Hennessy will 
be replaced by the new county executive, 
Patrick Halpin.

The county executive has no authority what
soever regarding the appointment of the coun
ty commissioner of jurors. Under the New York 
State Judiciary Law, the office of com
missioner of jurors is established for each 
county in the state. The law further provides 
that the commissioner shall take any steps

Dear Editor:
Having read Judge Cohalan’s decision on 

Town of Huntington vs. Long Island Oyster 
Farms, we feel it is appropriate for us to 
comment. First, it is clear that the judge made 
the only decision he could, given the fact that 
the town attorney never served the Long Island 
Oyster Farms with proper notice of termin
ation. This made it impossible for the judge to 
decide the case on its merits. Frankly, we never 
thought the town attorney pressed Hunt
ington’s case against Long Island Oyster 
Farms with the enthusiasm it deserved. After 
all, the town trustees voted 5-0 directing him to 
issue notice of termination of the Oyster Farms’ 
lease.

It is important to note that this court case did 
not include any of the affidavits, filed with the 
town by baymen and others, concerning the 
Oyster Farms working off their lots, nor did the 
town attorney do the extensive legal legwork 
that must be done before taking any case 
before a court of law.

necessary to enforce the laws and rules relat
ing to the drawing, selection, summoning and 
impanelling jurors. The same law also estab
lishes a County Jury Board composed of the 
Judges of the Supreme Court residing in the 
County, the Surrogate Court Judge and the 
Judges of the County Court. The County Jury 
Board is directed to meet at least anually and 
at such additional times as may be necessary 
to carry out the purposes of the law.

Section 504 of the New York State Judiciary 
Law provides that the County Jury Board, or a 
majority thereof, shall appoint a Com
missioner of Jurors for a term of four years.

Mr. Hennessy was appointed by the Suffolk 
County Jury Board to a four-year term on 
March 8, 1984. Simple arithmetic shows that 
his term will expire on March 8, 1988. At that 
time, in all probability, the County Jury Board, 
of which Judge Cromarty is chairman, will 
meet to reappoint Mr. Hennessy or some other 
individual.

Under these circumstances, I believe you 
should contact Judge Cromarty, the chairman, 
as to your misgivings concerning the continu
ation of Mr. Hennessy in the office.
Sincerely yours,
Thomas M. Stark 
Supervising Judge 
Superior Criminal Courts,
Suffolk County

Everyday we baymen watch as the oyster 
boats actively pursue shellfish from the public 
bottom, which by state and town law is to be 
harvested only by hand. The Long Island 
Oyster Farms has been ticketed at least three 
times for using dredges off its lots; it should be 
300, but three is a start.

There is a new administration and a new 
town attorney in Huntington; let them seek the 
truth and act on it. It is the town trustees’ 
responsibility to insure that the town’s re
sources are not abused. They should renew 
their commitment to terminate this lease.

One final note to the Long Island Oyster 
Farms: all the public relations people in the 
world cannot prevent the truth from shining 
through.
Respectfully,
Robert M. Wemyss, secretary 
Northshore Baymen’s Association 
Huntington

“M ygoal is to follow his footsteps”

“ We feel it appropriate to com m ent”



A Good Beginning
Suffolk County Executive Patrick 

Halpin’s State of the County 
message, delivered last week, con
tains a vision of the futurewhich 
promises an attempt to bring under 
control the expenditure of taxpayer 
dollars, while expanding the govem- 
mgpt’s assistance in important areas 
wmiiVell. If accomplished as stated, 
there’s much to look forward to.

Halpin announced the creation of a 
Blue Ribbon Panel to examine coun
ty expenditures in the areas of 
internal controls, including inven
tory fleet management, employee 
travel expense reimbursement, 
overtime and procurement and con
tract letting.

An immediate crackdown on the 
abuse of county vehicles was an
nounced. Halpin declared, in an ex
ecutive order, that only elected of
ficials, commissioners and deputy 
county executives will be assigned 
personal cars. “Everyone else,” he 
added, “will use pool cars or be 
reimbursed for their travel when 
appropriate, and I don’t consider 
going back and forth to work a justifi
cation for a county car.”

And, all county pool cars are to be 
clearly marked “For Official County 
Business Only,” he said, in an effort 
to cut down on personal use of county 
vehicles.

While this action will undoubtedly 
be greeted with many grumbles on 
the part of those county employees 
affected, we soundly applaud it. It is 
long overdue.

For too long, county employees 
who have been given the use of 
county vehicles have considered 
them a perk of the job. Efforts to 
pare the fleet of automobiles have 
brought forth complaints that the 
action violates the terms of the union 
contracts.

We have no quarrel with the use of 
a county car for official purposes. 
But, like Halpin, we don’t believe 
going back and forth to work is an 
official use. Nor are the little trips to 
the store, or to relatives, or any other 
kind of personal use, and the tax
payers should not have to foot the bill 
for such abuses.

If you travel east along the Long 
Island Expressway, you will see the 
constant flow of county cars heading 
for county offices. The same holds 
true in the western areas. And the 
taxpayers, who have a hard enough 
time keeping their own heads above 
water, and pay for their own gas and 
car repair bills, foot the bill. They 
shouldn’t have to.

Halpin has also taken aim at the 
use of county credit cards to 
purchase fuel for the county cars. He 
reports that employees assigned 
county cars are also given six 
major credit cards for the purchase 
of gasoline. That practice, he said, 
costs the county approximately 20 
cents per gallon more than if they 
used the county’s own gasoline 
pumps. Halpin said he will demand 
the return of the credit cards, with 
the exception of specified individ
uals, and the refueling will have to be 
done at county gas pumps.

To be fair, though, Halpin should 
make it clearly known to the elected 
officials, commissioners and deputy 
county executives that his exemption 
in their cases does not permit them 
to use county vehicles for personal or 
political use. Observe the scene at 
any political gathering, dinner or 
convention, and you’ll see a large 
number of county vehicles. Why not 
put county seals on these cars as 
well? Those who are exempted from 
the car ban should not be exempted 
from honest use. Halpin should de

liver a strong message to those he 
has exempted: Abuse it and you’ll 
lose it.

Halpin should also call for the 
elimination of back and forth from 
home to office use of cars in the 
Sheriff’s Department as well. That 
proposal will bring forth a claim that 
the Sheriff’s vehicles offer a swift 
response in the event of an emerg
ency or a call, but that claim should

When the gas crunch hit, federal 
laws were passed mandating that the 
maximum speed limit any state 
could set was 55 m.p.h. After this 
national law went into effect, people 
slowed down, but, for the most part, 
drove in excess of the law on 
thru ways and expressways.

The federal government tried to 
force states into enforcing the law by 
threatening to withhold federal funds 
from states where the law was being 
regularly ignored.

Just recently it was announced 
that here in New York State, on six 
test highways, over 60 percent of the 
drivers are exceeding the 55 m.p.h. 
law. Governors and legislators com
plained to their federal representa
tives. In response, the federal gov
ernment passed a law allowing 
states to up their speed limits to 65 
m.p.h. on interstates, expressways 
and thruways. They threw in a 
provision that makes as much sense 
as snow shovels in July. Where the 
accepted road passes through or is in 
proximity of cities or hamlets within 
a certain population, the speed limit 
must drop to 55 m.p.h.

Recently on an auto trip to 
Florida, we saw the stupidity of this 
law. South Carolina has adopted the 
65 m.p.h. speed limit, Georgia has 
not. We went for a stretch of over 50 
miles without seeing a 55 m.p.h. 
speed zone posted in Georgia. But 
something that Georgia is famous 
for happened. There, just over a hill, 
was a speed trap. Most drivers were 
doing at least 65. They were pulled

be supported by a full accounting of 
the number of such instances.

The abuse of county car use is a 
problem that has long cried out for a 
solution. Halpin’s executive order is 
a good beginning toward ending, 
once and for all, this misuse of tax
payers’ dollars. It deserves ap
plause.

And why not?

over and made their contribution to 
the State of Georgia, because they 
had broken the law.

In Florida, the situation is even 
worse. They have adopted the 65 
m.p.h. speed limit on the Florida 
Turnpike, but every ten to fifteen 
miles, it drops to 55 m.p.h. There 
appears to be no reason for this as the 
road is still straight and, to the naked 
eye, goes through undeveloped land, 
without houses or shopping centers. 
But because the population base is 
within the specified miles of the 
turnpike, the speed is mandated to 
drop.

Florida marks its roads well and 
uses flags to draw the driver’s atten
tion to the change in the speed zone. 
When you are moving with traffic 
and traffic remains at 65 m.p.h. plus, 
the temptation is great. The Florida 
“smokies” know this and around the 
bend or over the hill they have set up 
their speed traps. We saw one man
ned by several units with numerous 
cars pulled over. The law defies 
common sense. We believe that the 
inconsistencies create a safety haz
ard as confusion will lead to acci
dents.

It makes sense to drop the speed 
limits if the interstate or thruways 
go into or through a highly populated 
area. When a thruway passes by 
cities or population belts, the speed 
limit should be consistent and main
tained. If you drive south, watch it. 
The traps are there and you will be a 
victim. Be forewarned.

And why not?
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Paying For Influence. . .
Cont. from previous page

ters relating to political issues, and 
actions by federal agencies on rules 
and regulations affecting LILCO. 
Nofziger was a special White House 
assistant for political affairs in 1981 
and 1982. When he left the White 
House, he formed his own consulting 
firm, but, according to Sag Harbor 
author Karl Grossman in his book 
“Power Crazy,” which details the 
Shoreham controversy, he continued 
to serve as an “informal consultant” 
to Reagan.

Washington attorney Herbert 
Brown, who represents Suffolk Coun
ty in its fight against Shoreham, said, 
in “Power Crazy,” “They (LILCO) 
went to the top--the way if you want
ed to buy oil from some prince in a 
shiekdom, you’d go to the top. You’d 
go to the top and figure you can pull 
strings from there. They did that 
because they became desperate, des
perate because of their own 
blunders.”

Facing a state and county govern
ment that, refusing to jeopardize the 
safety of the public, declared they 
would not participate in evacuation 
activities because a safe evacuation 
is impossible, LILCO took their ef
fort to license the plant to Washing
ton. And to Nofziger.

Strange things began to happen. 
Hearings were expedited. Licensing 
panels that had voiced concerns 
were suddenly changed. Rules were 
revised to move obstacles out of the 
path of Shoreham’s licensing efforts. 
The Nuclear Regulatory Com
mission has all but eliminated any 
requirement that a safe evacuation 
plan must be in place before a plant 
can be licensed. Now, under the new 
rules, they need only “assume” local 
governments will respond in the

event of an emergency.
In our view, the role of Nofziger, 

and federal o ffic ia ls, in the 
Shoreham push, demands a thorough 
investigation. Who else got how 
much? For the protection of the 
people of Long Island, a full scale 
investigation should be launched to 
determine who was influenced, and 
by whom, and just exactly what 
LILCO got for the $20,000 a 
month-reduced to $5,000 last year 
because Nofziger was reportedly 
less active. We can only assume he 
was less active because he had 
already done the influencing that 
helped LILCO’s cause.

One of the Washington jurors said 
he was angry over Nofziger’s efforts, 
unsuccessful though they were, to 
continue funding for a particular 
aircraft. He said the jury felt it was 
wrong to possibly endanger the lives 
of American soldiers in an effort to 
make money. And although Nofziger 
was not charged with influence ped
dling in regards to Shoreham, we 
think it is absolutely wrong to en
danger the people of Long Island by 
using his Reagan-linked influence to 
help license a controversial and un
safe nuclear plant. And it is certainly 
morally wrong-if not criminal--to 
purchase such influence for self gain 
as LILCO has.

The verdict has been returned in 
Washington about other instances of 
influence peddling. Now we need an 
investigation into the full scope of 
such activity in seeking favors for 
LILCO and Shoreham. A special 
prosecutor should be named, and a 
grand jury convened. Let’s find out, 
once and for all, how much influence 
can be peddled for $20,000 a month.

And why not?

School board response
Dear Mr. Willmott:

Thank you for the op
portunity you and Mr. Lou 
Grasso, Managing Editor of 
Suffolk Life, granted to 
Riverhead Central School 
District Superintendent of 
Schools Dr. Richard Suprina 
and me to meet and discuss 
your January 12, 1988 edi
torial regarding the poten
tial for a facility re 
furbishing and construction 
project. Since much of our 
discussion was aimed at cor- j 
recting some of the infor- j 
mation contained in your j 
editorial the Board o f ! 
Education, at its January 26, 
1988 meeting, requested that 
this letter be written to ac
curately reflect the facts to 
your readers.

Please permit me to high
light what we clarified in 
your office.

1. You indicated in your 
editorial that a bond issue 
was being considered for $38 
and/or $40 million. At no 
time during the numerous 
community informational 
meetings held did the board 
or superintendent ever talk 
of any figure in excess of 
approximately $29 million. 
Indeed that maximum pro
jection was based on a 
scenario that was proposed 
in an architect/engineer’s 
report and included the 
retrofitting of all buildings 
to comply with new man
dates, energy conservation 
measures, facility mod
ernization, and the construc

tion of facilities. Also, there 
never was any discussion of 
constructing more than one 
new elementary school to ac
commodate the potential 
closing of one of the older 
existing schools requiring 
extensive modifications and 
projected pupil enrollment 
increases brought about by 
the development of new fam
ily residences within the 
boundary of the district.

2. Since the high school 
was the only building con
structed in the 1970’s and 
was needed desperately to 
meet the educational needs 
of the children, it is difficult 
to comprehend the conten
tion that overbuilding took 
place. Certainly enrollment 
has decreased from what it

was at its peak 14 years ago. 
However, because of educa
tional mandates emanating 
from governmental agencies 
and the courts, such as those 
focused on helping handi
capped children achieve 
their maximum potential, 
and the establishment of 
computer laboratories, re
medial instructional pro
grams, media centers, etc., 
all designed to utilize mod
ern technology and prepare 
students for the world they 
will face as adults, existing 
space within all school build
ings has been utilized to a 
maximum degree within â  
traditional school day for
mat. The School Closing 
Feasibility Study Commit
tee, established in 1982, 
found that existing schools 
were being used in a sensible 
and needed fashion and that 
it would not be in the best 
interest of children or tax
payers to close a school.

3. We are proud of our 
excellent special education 
program and the process by 
which it has served the needs 
of children. We can assure 
you and your readers that we 
have never added special 
education classes or other 
programs to the curricular 
offerings to fill up space. We 
only add programs where we 
are required to do so and/or 
where the children and 
citizens of this district would 
be best served by the in
clusion of such a program.

4. It is true that a letter 
from the school district’s at
torney. received in the 
superintendent’s office on 
December 30, 1987 indicated 
that until or unless the board 
u t i l i z e d  t h e  
architect/engineer’s report 
as a basis for deciding on a 
specific bond issue proposal, 
the board was not obligated 
to distribute every minute 
detail of that report to the 
press. As you know, your 
reporter Jeff Sievers was ad
vised on January 5, 1988 that 
the board would discuss at 
their January 26, 1988 meet
ing the benefits of making 
the architect/engineer’s re
port available to the press, 
even though the board has 
been notified that it was 
under no legal obligation to 
do so at this time. You will be 
pleased to know that, as we 
suspected would be the case, 
the board of education 
agreed last night to make the 
e x i s t i n g  
architect/engineer’s report 
available to anyone who j 
wishes.

5. As we pointed out to you 
during our discussion, the 
board of education and ad- 1 
ministration are, and always 
have been, committed to 
abiding by the prevailing 
law. It was and is our inten
tion to provide the existing 
Facility Advisory Commit
tee with any information or 
data they want or need to 
complete their important 
work. We recognized that 
whatever is provided to 
them must be available to 
members of media and com

munity. No member of the 
board of education or admin
istration desires to hide any 
information from the Fa
cility Advisory Committee 
or the citizenry. Indeed, in 
Mr. Siever’s article in the 
January 13,1988 issue of Suf
folk Life he noted the explicit 
commitment made to the 
committee to give them 
whatever they needed to 
make an intelligent and in
formed recommendation to 
the board. This same 
premise was emphasized 
during all of the community 
informational meetings held 
in September, October and 
November.

The board members and 
administration hope that the 
discussions held last week 
and this letter have clarified 
some of the misconceptions 
and/or concerns that you and 
Mr. Grasso may have held 
about the Riverhead Central 
School District in general 
and s pe c i f ic a l ly  any 
proposed fac i l i ty  re- 
furbishing/construction ref
erendum that may be ul
timately presented to the 
taxpayers. We recognize 
your right to editorialize as 
you see fit. We can only 
pledge our increased dedi
cation to keeping you and all 
citizens clearly aware of the > 
facts, so that future edi
torials will support the ef
forts being made to provide 
the finest education avail
able to children while simul
taneously protecting the fis
cal best interests of the tax
payers of the Riverhead Cen
tral School District. 
Sincerely,
Daniel Fricke, President 
Riverhead Central School 
District
Board of Education
Editors Note: Not only you, 
but we, appreciated the op
portunity for discussion on 
the one to one basis we had 
with you and Mr. Suprina. 
The essence of our dis
cussion centered around Suf
folk Life’s desire to provide 
the readers with the facts as 
they develop, concerning the 
pending bond issues they 
may be asked to approve. 
The major focus of our dis
cussion was the initial re
fusal to provide the media 
with a full copy of the engi- 
neer§ report of the proposal. 
As we discussed, it is in the 
interest of the school district 
to have a well informed con
stituency. It is not in the 
school district’s interest for 
you to decide what infor
mation the voters should 
have and when. As a news
paper, we restated our pos
ition, that we cannot and will 
not tolerate being told what 
news is important and ac
cept only that information 
you choose to reveal.

During this meeting we 
restated our position. We did 
not intend to editorialize un
less forced to, which we 
were, until all the facts were 
in. We asked for a copy of the 
report that indicated the 
need for the taxpayers to 
indebt themselves. We were

denied this. We asked for 
permission to attend *^e ad
visory committee ^  Tings 
held to discuss the need for 
and the ways to develop a 
proper school. We were de
nied access to the second 
meeting. Thus, the need for 
the editorial.

We are delighted the 
school board has decided to 
open up the process to the 
press and the public. This 
will result in an informed 
voter being able to make 
rational choices.

A review of past district 
bond referendums reveals 
the following: March 1958: 
Additions to the Phillips Av
enue and Aquebogue schools, 
$1 million. May 1951L Con
struction of the M die 
School, occupied in 196i, cost 
$2.5 million. March 1964, ad
ditions to the Riley Avenue 
and Phillips Avenue schools, 
cost $1.5 million. October 
1969, construction of the high 
school, occupied 1972, cost 
$7.9 million.

The buildings that had 
been built were built to meet 
the projected enrollment 
criteria. At the time that 
they were proposed they 
were alleged to meet all the 
requirements for a solid, 
basic education of all stu
dents. We did not meet the 
enrollment speculations, 
and, in fact, had a declining 
enrollment which should 
have  m e a n t  su rp lu s  
classrooms.

The board of education, at 
the recommendation of the 
superintendent, added op
tional curriculum, specifi
cally, programs that ex
ceeded the state mandates 
for educating the handi
capped. The implementation 
of these programs then 
utilized the space available 
that would not have' been 
available if the projected en
rol lment  had met  its 
criteria. *

Item Number Three: We 
are all proud of the special 
education program. It is su
perior to those being offered 
in other districts on Long 
Island. But, in all honesty, 
did we tell Riverhead voters 
at budget time that they 
were optional programs, not 
fully mandated and that the 
creation of these programs 
was partially responsible for 
increases in school budgets 
while declining enrollment 
was taking place within the 
district? Did we not tell 
them 85 percent of the 
budget was mandated when 
only 45 percent was actual 
and the rest was board op
tions that, once put into 
place, had to then be given 
under mandated conditions?

We are happy you have 
agreed to work in cooper
ation not only with Suffolk 
Life, but all news media in 
providing all residents with 
factual information. Only an 
informed electorate can 
make proper choices.

Let us put the past behind 
us and work in partnership 
for the future.



W e W on, But W e ’re Losing
A little over a year ago political 

history was made in the creation of 
the Long Island Power Authority 
(LIPA). Its mission was to study the 
financial ramifications of a takeover 
of the Long Island Lighting Com
pany, and if it was proven that a 
savings could result, to proceed 
toward that takeover. LIPA over
came mountainous obstacles in gain- 

/  % legislative approval in Albany, 
■^eluding intense lobbying efforts by 
LILCO and the nuclear industry.

Although we won that battle and 
achieved a political miracle through 
the strong support of a majority of 
Long Island residents, we could now 
stand to lose the war. What political 
and utility opponents of LIPA could 
not achieve, a small group of individ
uals, acting under the guise of work
ing on behalf of the people, may well 
accomplish. This group is made up of 
William Mack, chairman of LIPA; 
Vincent Tese and Richard Kessel, 
members of the LIPA board.

The three are involved in secret 
discussions with LILCO for a nego
tiated settlement, one that would, 
they claim, sound the death knell for 
Shoreham. The three are serving two 
masters, but only one of them well. 
Their efforts to reach a settlement 
with LILCO, while serving on the 
LIPA board charged by state legis
lation to study and proceed toward a 
settlement if a savings can be 
achieved, has already been blamed 
for stalling the ultimate decision by 
the full LIPA board. They have de
nied their efforts have delayed a 
LIPA decision. But just last week it 
was revealed that Kessel, executive 
director of the state Consumer 
Protection Board, wrote a letter to 
Peter Bradford, chairman of the 
state Public Service Commission, 
agreeing to a postponement of an 
audit of LILCO directors. He used 
the negotiations for a settlement as

a reason. William Catacosinos, 
LILCO chairman, wrote a similar 
letter, including the negotiations as a 
reason. Kessel’s PSC letter urging a 
postponement of the PSC audit of 
LILCO directors gives full credence 
to the charge those involved in the 
effort to reach a negotiated settle
ment have been stalling LIPA ef
forts.

Mack was appointed to chair LIPA 
by Governor Mario Cuomo. Both 
Tese and Kessel are members of the 
governor’s administration, Tese as 
chairman of the Urban Renewal De
velopment Corporation, and Kessel 
of the,consumer board. They are the 
governor’s men. Which poses a 
serious question: is Governor Cuomo 
a participant in the effort to stall 
LIPA?

Who wants a settlement? LILCO 
does. That can be plainly seen in the 
recent statements of the Long Island 
Association (LIA) and Newsday, 
both staunch allies of LILCO and 
proponents of the Shoreham plant. 
Why? Although the negotiation talks 
are secret, it is almost a sure bet a 
settlement would keep LILCO whole, 
its management intact, and the 
ratepayers would wind up with high
er costs.

The settlement will undoubtedly 
call for an abandonm ent of 
Shoreham, because the governor is 
committed to that cause, and be- 
causethere can be no life for LILCO 
unless Shoreham dies. With 70 per
cent of the people on Long Island 
opposed to the plant, any agreement 
that does not call for the plant’s 
death would cause an uproar. The 
LIPA le g is la tio n  guaran tees 
Shoreham’s demise. It would also 
result in the ouster of LILCO man
agement, and an end to burdening 
ratepayers with Shoreham’s costs.

Let’s examine any LILCO promise 
to abandon Shoreham under a nego-
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tiated settlement. How would that be 
accomplished? Would the plant 
simply be mothballed? Or would 
LILCO say: “ We promise to abandon 
the plant but do not have the funds to 
decommission the plant now. We’ll 
do it later.” With the same manage
ment at the helm, would you believe 
them? Do you really trust LILCO? 
We don’t. What we do see is LILCO 
going to their friends in Washington, 
in the Department of Energy and the 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
continuing to push for a license. We 
see a settlement as a temporary 
remission for Shoreham, not its final 
death.

We asked Kessel recently: “Who 
approves a settlement?” Kessel had 
no answer. In any negotiations there 
is usually a final voice. The legis
lature, and town and school boards 
have the final say over settlements 
reached by negotiators in counties, 
towns and school districts. Who has 
the final say here? Do the ratepayers 
have a voice? Mack has promised the 
LIPA board would have input and an 
opportunity to approve the settle
ment. But that’s a promise, not writ
ten in the law, and thus carries no 
weight. Who has the final say? 
Shouldn’t we know? If the LIPA 
board says no, can someone else say 
yes?

Governor Cuomo is surrounded by 
aides who opposed LIPA from the 
very beginning. The governor signed 
the legislation regardless of that op
position. He showed integrity and 
common sense then, and hope he will 
now. We fear he is the recipient of 
some very bad advice, and should 
weigh very carefully the impact of a 
settlement versus the safeguards 
contained in the LIPA legislation.

There’s only one way to end the 
threat of Shoreham. That’s LIPA. 
The LIPA legislation and the safe
guards it contains is a matter of law. 
Where is the enforcement of a settle
ment? What happens if Mario Cuomo 
leaves to fulfill national ambitions? 
Will the next governor live up to the 
terms of any settlement he was not a 
part of approving?

We believe the long-awaited 
L.I.P.A. Lazard Freres study will 
confirm the finding of the first four 
economic studies which indicate 
there are savings for the ratepayer 
by a public takeover of the utility.

The legislation passed and signed 
into law by the governor which 
created LIPA, states emphatically

that if there is a savings for the 
ratepayer, LIPA is to procede in the 
takeover. The only choice given is 
whether it is to be a negotiated 
agreement via a stock tender offer or 
a hostile condemnation, a taking of 
the co rpo ra te  asse ts  by the 
Authority.

Presumably, the long-awaited re
port does indicate substantial sav
ings to the ratepayers. So why should 
Long Island ratepayers bail out the 
speculators and the Wall Street 
interests that own the LILCO stock? 
There is no way for the LIPA board 
to escape the intent and meaning of 
the law. If there’s a savings, the 
entire board must move toward a 
takeover. The law does not authorize 
secret meetings by a couple of board 
members.

The only thing the LIPA board, or 
the governor’s, representatives, 
should be negotiating with LILCO at 
this point is whether the takeover 
should be friendly or hostile. If the 
report shows the savings are there, 
there is no option. LILCO can agree 
to a takeover based on today’s mar
ket value, or the company can fight.

The time has passed for LILCO to 
negotiate with the state on divesting 
itself from Shoreham and remaining 
whole. Once the LIPA board was 
impanelled, and the takeover pro
cess was started, the only thing that 
could save LILCO from being taken 
over was unequivocal proof that a 
public takeover of LILCO would 
cause rates to be higher than the 
rates charged by LILCO. All econ
omic studies thus far, and we’re 
confident the Lazard Freres report 
will bear them out, show a takeover 
is the best way for the ratepayers.

Kessel, Mack and Tese are work
ing at odds with the LIPA effort in 
their secret discussions with LILCO. 
There is a definite conflict of interest 
in their activities. If they continue, 
they should step down from the LIPA 
board and make room for others who 
would live up to the mandates of the 
LIPA legislation. They can then con
tinue in their “make a deal with 
LILCO” ploy, while the LIPA board 
gets on with its task. Then let’s see 
the numbers and guarantees about 
Shoreham’s future from both sides, 
and let the people really know what’s 
going on.

The time for procrastinating is 
over. The time to take over is now.

And why not?

S e n a to rs ’ Shell G am e
There is a popular con in the city 

called the shell game. A con artist 
sets up a table on a city street, places 
a bean under one of three shells and 
shuffles them. The victim bets that 
he can guess which shell the bean is 
under. It looks simple and the sucker 
figures it is quick, easy money. In 
fact, there is no bean under any of the 
shells. The con artist has palmed the 
bean.

Senators A1 D’Amato and Daniel 
Moynihan have their own version of 
the shell game going. In a proposal 
made by them under the guise of the 
gas guzzler tax, our esteemed sena
tors have proposed to double the gas 
guzzler tax, take the money from this 
increase and reward people who are 
using mass transportation. The bill

Continued Next page
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Shell Game. .
Continued From Previous Page

would penalize only foreign cars that 
do not meet EPA mileage require
ments. In reality, however, knowing 
how our government works when it 
comes to revising such bills at a later 
time, we can envision the inclusion of 
American-built cars if the vehicle 
does not meet EPA standards, or, if 
those standards are changed at a 
later time.

Under the current guzzler tax, 
funds generated go for a $15 per 
month subsidy for those who use 
mass transportation for travel into 
New York City rather than drive 
their own cars. It is designed to 
reduce city traffic. The D’Amato- 
Moynihan proposal would hike that 
subsidy to $60 per month.

What D’Amato and Moynihan fail 
to realize is that only 102,000 of the 
cars in New York State are used in 
New York City on any given day for 
business. Millions of other vehicles 
are used in suburbia or in small 
cities.

Mass transportation is already 
subsidized. The riders pay only a 
fraction of the cost of their transpor
tation. And residents here, who may

never have occasion to travel on 
mass transportation, are already 
paying sales taxes to help support the 
Metropolitan Transportation 
Authority. The gas guzzler tax in
crease proposal is just another scam 
to burden everyone for the benefit of 
a few. We who own our own cars pay 
our oun way, and then some. We are 
tired of politicians digging into our 
suburban pockets to benefit the city 
folk and the commuters.

This bill should backfire badly on 
both these senators. From Moyni
han’s point of view it could be very 
harmful as he is up for re-election 
this year. D’Amato is safe for 
another four years. Everybody says 
D’Amato is a brilliant political 
strategist. We wonder if his devious 
little mind wasn’t at work on this 
one, knowing that this bill would be 
unpopular with the public, and Moy
nihan would be connected with it and 
suffer the consequences.

It is a bad bill that doesn’t make 
any sense, and both senators would 
be wise to consider dropping their 
attempt to pass it.

And why not?

Public, Not Private Use
Several years ago when plans were 

being formed for the construction of 
the new Ponquogue Bridge, Suffolk 
Life editorialized quite emphatical
ly, and pushed very hard, for the old 
bridge to be kept intact so that it 
could be converted to a fishing pier 
for the public’s use. The new bridge 
is now opened, most of the sections of 
the old bridge and roadway have 
been kept, and as far as anyone 
knows, it was the intention that this 
be turned into a public fishing pier.

It was with dismay that we learned 
that the town is considering a 
proposal by the Shinnecock Fisher
men’s Cooperative to acquire the 
north side of the bridge for a fish 
loading and packing operation. This 
is the prime side of the bridge for 
fishing as the water is deeper and 
numerous species of fish can be 
found in the area, particularly, 
striped bass.

Up and down the coast of Florida, 
municipalities have built fishing 
piers which are utilized by a wide 
range of citizens. The senior citizens 
who no longer feel secure in going out 
on a boat, the father with children 
who cannot afford his own boat but 
who wants to enjoy the pleasures of 
fishing. Men and women who can’t 
get off-shore but still enjoy dropping

a line in the water.
There are too few spots and very 

few prime places for the average guy 
to fish here in Suffolk County. We 
support the concept of the cooperat
ive. Its current location at the Shin
necock Inlet makes more sense as an 
off-loading spot than having boats 
come down the channel to off-load. It 
was revealed recently that if the 
cooperative moves, the pending 
stabilization of the Shinnecock Inlet, 
which would be started within two 
years, could be put off for another 
decade because as part of the justifi- 
caton for this stabilization is the fact 
that the cooperative is located in 
proximity to the inlet.

Sand pumped from the inlet is 
planned to be placed on the beach 
just south of the cooperative. The 
reason given in the. federal per- 
spectus is that the beach south of the 
cooperative needs stabilization to 
prevent the dock and cooperative 
from being washed away.

We encourage the Southampton 
Town Board to turn down the cooper
ative’s request for use of the fishing 
pier. The public should be able to use 
this pier unencumbered, as this was 
the original intent.

And why not?

IF FOR ANY REASON,
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Paying for our neighbor’s education
Dear Editor:

I have read about and listened to all prob
lems facing Riverhead Central School District 
and would like to comment on other alterna
tives. The proposals consist of either adding to 
existing schools or building new ones. Repairs 
to existing buildings must be done so we will 
not object to the four million dollars for repairs.

Throwing money at the problem is not the 
only alternative we have, why not decentralize? 
Look at what centralization costs Riverhead 
residents: total taxes are 19 million, or a cost 
of $5,135.14 per student based on 3,700 stu
dents.

Brookhaven sends 300 students to our 
schools, 300 x $5,135.14 = 1.54 million; they 
pay one-half million. Southampton sends 
1,200 students to our schools, 1,200 x 
$5,135.14 = 6.2 million; they pay four million. 
Riverhead residents subsidize these towns to 
the tune of 3.24 million dollars. Are we that

generous and considerate of our neighbors? I 
believe we did not understand the cost of this 
program when we voted for it. Our district lines 
should be town lines, and our overcrowding 
will be over.

Both of our neighbors have higher tax bases 
than Riverhead and could afford to educate 
their own residents. They won’t, as long as we 
pay for their education.

The thought of spending up to 30 million 
dollars to build schools for Southampton and 
Brookhaven residents upsets me greatly, and 
we must do something about it. I have called 
Senator LaValle and Assemblyman Sawicki to 
find out what steps we can take to change our 
dilemma.
Yours truly,
Edward Powers 
Riverhead

Precautions for Lyme disease
Dear Editor:

As many of us who live on the East End of 
Long Island are aware, there is an increasingly 
serious problem with the spread of Lyme 
disease.

Lyme disease has emerged as one of«the 
most talked about health issues of the 1980s, 
and for good reason. The disease-carrying 
ticks have invaded our yards, homes and pets. 
The Lyme disease problem has reached 
epidemic proportions in several areas on the 
East End of Long Island. Reported cases of the 
disease have soared.

The disease is caused by bacteria called 
spirochete, which are carried primarily by the 
deer tick that feed on infected hosts including 
deer, mice and birds. If a person is bitten by an 
infected tick, the spirochete may pass to the 
person and cause an infection. If left untreated, 
Lyme disease can cause cardiac problems, 
arthritis and neurological disorders, Including 
paralysis.

Even though Suffolk County and other areas 
of the state are plagued by this problem, local 
researchers are hampered by lack of funding 
to study and combat the disease.

Therefore, I have recently written both the 
governor and state health commissioner, Dr. 
David Axelrod, calling on them to provide more 
funds to control this disease.

Having been the victim of this disease my
self, I am aware of the pain and discomfort It 
can cause. For your information, I have listed 
questions frequently asked about the disease 
with up-to-date answers:

Q. Can you feel a tick when it bites or 
attaches to you?

A. Sometimes you feel the bite, but many 
victims don’t remember being bitten by a tick.

In many cases, but not all, a round rash at the 
site of a deer-tick bite will occur several days 
later.

Q. Is there a permanent cure and does the 
body build up an immunity to Lyme disease?

A. If diagnosed and treated early enough, 
the symptoms are usually cured with the stan
dard treament of antibiotics. It’s possible to get 
the disease each time you’re bitten by an 
infected deer tick. Q. Can I be tested for Lyme 
disease and where? Can pets be tested? A. 
Both you and your pets can be tested for the 
Lyme antibody, which indicates exposure to 
Lyme disease. Your physician can take your 
blood sample. A veterinarian can take a sam
ple from your pet. Q. Is is possible for a pet to 
bring disease-carrying ticks into the house
hold, and if so, is there any way to prevent this 
from happening? A. Yes, pets can bring dis
eased ticks into the house. Check pets each 
time they enter the house. Use collars or tick 
powders on pets.
Assemblyman John Behan 
Second Assembly District

Reader vegetates
Dear Editor:

I’d like to plant the suggestion of your 
sponsoring a cooking-recipe contest for the 
Long Island Potato.

It wouldn’t be too shabby to use the logo -- 
“This Spud’s For You.”
Dig it,
Sheldon D. Katz 
Riverhead
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