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Foreword

Digests and indexes for issuances of the Commission (CLI), the Atomic.

Safety and ucensing Appeal Panel (ALAB), the Atomic Safety and Licensing
| Board Panel (LBP), the Administrative law Judge (AU),the Directors' Decisions

~

! (DD), and the Denials of Petitions of Rulemaking are presented in this document.
I Dese digests and indexes are intended to serve as a guide to the issuances.

Information elements common to the cases heard and ruled upon are:
,

Case name (owners of facility)
| Full text reference (volume and pagination)

| Issuance number
j Issues raised by appellants
j legal citations (cases, regulations, and statutes)
I Name of facility, Docket number

Subject matter ofissues and/or rulings
Type of hearing (for construction permit,operatinglicense,etc.)
Type of issuance (memorandum, order, decision, etc.).

These information elements are displayed in one or more of five separate formats
arranged as follows:

1. Case Name Index

i he case name index is an alphabetical arrangement of the case names of the
! issuances. Each case name is followed by the type of hearing, the type ofissuance,

*

docket number, issuance number, and full text reference.

2. Digests and Headers
,

; he headers and digests are presented in issuance number order as follows:
the Commission (CLI), the Atomic Safety and ucensing Appeal Panel (ALAB),
the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Panel (LBP), the Administrative I,aw
Judge (AU), the Directors' Decisions (DD), and the Denials of Petitions for
Rulemaking.

He header identifies the issuance by issuance number, case name, facility
name, docket number, type of hearing, date ofissuance, and type ofissuance.

He digest is a brief narrative of an issue followed by the resolution of the.

issue and any legal references used in resohing the issue. If a given issuance coverso

,

more than one issue, then separate digests are used for each issue and are
j designated alphabetically.

M397 I

HG. !

n
'p

l
lii '

|

|

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

t



,

J

.- (
'

|
.

|
i

I 3. legalCitationsIndex

Ris index is divided into four parts and consists of alphabetical or

~
alphanumerical arrangements of Cases, Regulations, Statutes, and Others. Dese
citations are listed as given in the issuances. Changes in regulations and Statutes i

~ may have occurred to cause changes in the number or name and/or applicability |-,

of the citation. lt is therefore important to consider the date of the issuance.
'

,

( De references to cases, regulations, statutes, and others are generally
followed by phrases that show the application of the citation in the particular ).

issuance. Rese phrases are followed by the issuance number and the full text
,

reference.

f 4. Subject Index

!
Subje t words and/or phrases, arranged alphabetically, indicate the issues

and subjects covered in the issuances. De subject headings are followed by
phrases that give specific information about the subject, as discussed in the
issuances being indexed. Dese phrases are followed by the issuance number and

;
the full text reference.

5. Facility Index

his index consists of an alphabetical arrangement of facility names from the

j issuance. He name is followed by docket number, type of hearing.date, type of
,

issuance, issuance number, and full text reference.
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CASE NAME INDEX
''

ALLEGHENY ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE INC.
OPERATING LICENSE; INITIAL DECISION; Dockets 50 387-OL 50 388-OL; LBP 82-30,15 NRC

j 771 (1982) F

'ARllONA PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY.et al.g "
r OPERATING LICENSE; MEMORANDUM AND ORDER; Dockets STN 54528-OL,
| STN-50 529-OL. STN 50 530-OL; LBP 82-45,15 NRC 1527 (1982)

*

i ARMED FORCES R ADIOBIOLOGY RESEARCH INSTITUTE
MATERIALS LICENSE RENEWAL; MEMORANDUM AND ORDER: Docket 30 6931; LBP-82-24,

15 NRC 652 (1982)
BOSTON EDISON COMPANY !

SPECIAL PROCEEDING; DIRECTOR'S DECISION UNDER 10 CFP,2.206; Docket 50 293;
DD 82 4.15 NRC 1359 (1982)

CINCINNATI GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY. et al.
OPERATING LICENSE; INITIAL DECISION. Docket 50-358. LBP-82 48.15 NRC 1549 819621
SPECIAL PROCEEDING; MEMORANDUM AND ORDER; Docket 54358; LBP-82-47,15 NRC

1538 (1982) f
Cl EVELAND ELECTRIC ILLUMIN ATING COMPANY. et el- ' _;;

UPER ATaNG LICENSE; MEMORANDUM AND ORDER; Dockets 50 440 OL,50 441 OL; tg' ,-
ALAB-675.15 NRC 1105 (1982) ' -

f OPER ATING LICENSE: MEMORANDUM AND ORDER; Dockets 50 440-OL,50 441-OL; ' * t'
LBP 82 l A.15 NRC 43 (1981)

~~'

OPER ATING LICENSE, MEMORANDUM AND ORDER; Dockets $4440-OL. 50-441-OL; T)
LBP-82 II,15 NRC 348 (1982) -7

OPERATING LICENSE; MEMORANDUM AND OPDER; Dockets $4440-OL 50 441-OL; . . . ,

! LBP 8213.15 NRC 527 (1982) J,
OPER ATING LICENSE: MEMOR ANDUM AND ORDER; Docket: 50-440-OL. 50-441-OL; ." +'

'

[ LBP 8215.15 NRC 555 (1982)
i SPECI AL PROCEEDING. MEMORANDUM. Dockets 50-440-OL,50-441 OL: LBP-82 9.15 NRC 339

(1982)
COMMONWEALTH EDISON COMPANY r-

OPER ATING LICENSE DECISION; Dockets 50-454 OL. 50-455 OL; ALAB-678.15 NRC 1400
(1982)

-j
OPERATING LICENSE AMENDMENT; MEMORANDUM AND ORDER; Dockets ?

STN-50-454-OL A. STN-50 455-OLA; LBP-82 5.15 NRC 209 (1982)
{ CONSOLIDATED EDISON COMPANY OF NEW YORK
L OPER ATING LICENSE AMENDMENT; MEMORANDUM AND ORDER; Docket 50 247-OLA;

LBP-821.15 NRC 37 (1982)
SPECI AL PROCEEDING; MEMORANDUM AND ORDER; D.schets 50-247-SP 50 286-SP;

LBP-8212A,15 NRC 515 (1982)
t SPECI AL PROCEEDING. MFMORANDUM AND ORDER. Dockets 50 24'-SP. 54266-SP.
| LBP-82128.15 NRC 523 (1982)
: SPECI AL PROCEEDING. MEMORANDUM AND ORDER; Dockets $4247-SP. 50-286-SP.

| LbP 82-23.15 NRC 647 (1982)
p SPECI AL PROCEEDING: MEMORANDUM AND ORDER; Dockets 54247-SP. 54286-SP. u

LBP 82-25.15 NRC 715 (1982)
SPECI AL PROCEEDING. MEMORANDUM AND ORDER; Dockets $4247 SP 50-286-SP. ,

LBP 82 34.15 NRC 895 (1982) E

CONSUMERS POWER COMPANY
CONSTRLCTION PERMIT MODIFICATION. OPERATING LICENSE; MEMORANDUM AND

ORDER. Docket 50 329 OM & OL. 50 330 OM & OL; ALAB-674.15 NRC 1101 (1982)
CONSTRUCTION PERMIT MODIFICATION. OPERATING LICENSE: MEMORANDUM AND.f - . ORDLR. Dockets 50-329 OM & OL 50-330 OM & OL; LBP-82 28.15 NRC 759 (1982)*
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CASE NAME INDEX

7 CONSTRUCTION PERMIT MODIFICATION, OPERATING LICENSE; MEMORANDUM AND
ORDER; Dockets 50 329 OM & OL,50 330 OM & OL; LBP-82 35,15 NRC 1060 (1982)

OPERATING LICENSE AMENDMENT: MEMORANDUM AND ORDER; Docket 50155 (Spent
,

Feel Pors Amendment); LBP42 7.15 NRC 290 (1982)

(f- OPERATING LICENSE AMENDMENT: MEMORANDUM AND ORDER; Docket $4155 OLA
% (Spent Feel Pool Amendment); LBP42-8,15 NRC 299 (1982)

SPECIAL PROCEEDING; DECISION: Docket 50 255-SP: ALAB-670,15 NRC 493 (1982)*'

SPECIAL PROCEEDING; DIRECTORS DECISION UNDER 10 CFR SECTION 2 206; Docket
50155; DD-82 5,15 NRC 1757 (1982)

SPECIAL PROCEEDING: MEMORANDUM AND ORDER APPROVING JOINT MOTION TO
TERMINATE PROCEEDING; Docket 54235-SP; LBP-82-43. IS NRC 1339 (1982)

SPENT FUEL POOL AMENDMENT; MEMORANDUM AND ORDER; Docket 50-155; LBP-82-19B.
15 NRC 627 (1982)

SPENT FUEL POOL AMENDMENT; MEMORANDUM AND ORDER: Docket 54155; LBP42-32,
15 NRC 874 (1982)

DUKE POWER COMPANY
CONSTRUCTION PERMIT; MEMORANDUM AND ORDER; Dockets STN 54488, STN 50-489

STN 50-490; ALAB-668,15 NRC 450 (1982)
OPERATING LICENSE; DECISION; Dockets 50 369-OL,50 370 OL; ALAM69,15 NRC 453 (1982)

DUKE POWER COMPANY, et al.
OPERATING LICENSE: MEMORANDUM AND ORDER; Dockets 50 4114L,50-414-OL; ASLBP

Docket 81-463-01 OL LBP-8216,15 NRC 566 81982)
SPECIAL PROCEEDING; MEMORANDUM AND ORDER; Dockets 50 413,54414; LBP-82 50,15

NRC 1746 (1982)
FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY

ANTITRUST PROCEEDING; DECISION; Docket 50 389A; ALAB-665,15 NRC 22 (1982)
ANTITRUST PROCEEDING; MEMORANDUM AND ORDER: Docket 50 389A; LBP-82-21,15

NRC 639 (1982)
OPERATING LICENSE AMENDMENT; DIRECTORS DECISION UNDER 10 CFR 2.206; Docket

50 250,54251; DD-82-2, IS NRC 1343 (1982)
GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY

OPERATING LICENSE RENEWAL; DECISION AND ORDER; Dockets 701308,72-1 SP;
LBP-8214,15 NRC 530 (1982)

HOUSTON LIGHTING A POWER COMPANY, et al-
ANTITRUST PROCEEDING: MEMORANDUM AND ORDER; Dockets $4498A,50 499A;

LBP-82 38,15 NRC 1843 (1982)
OPERATING LICENSE; MEMORANDUM; Dockets 50 498 OL,50-499 OL; ALAB-672,15 NRC 677

(1982)
RECUSAL PROCEEDING: MEMORANDUM AND ORDER; Dockets 50-498 OL,50-499 OL;

CLI-82 9,15 NRC 1363 (1982)
OPERATING LICENSE: MEMORANDUM AND ORDER; Dockets STN $0-498-OL, STN

i
50-499-OL; LBP-82 22,15 NRC 644 (1982)

HOUSTON LIGHTING AND POWER COMPANY
CONSTRUCTION PERMIT; DECISION; Docket 54466-CP; ALAB 671,15 NRC SOS (1982)

KERR MCGEE CORPORATION
MATERIALS LICENSE AMENDMENT; ORDER; Docket 40-2061; CLl42-2,15 NRC 232 (1982)

LONG ISLAND LIGHTING COMPANY
CONSTRUCTION PERMIT EXTENSION: MEMORANDUM AND ORDER RULING ON SOCS

CONSTRUCTION PERMIT EXTENSION CONTENTIONS AND REQUEST FOR HEARING
OF SHOREHAM OPPONENTS COALITION; Docket 50-322-CPA: LBP-82-41,15 NRC 1295
(1982)

OPERATING LICENSE: MEMORANDUM AND ORDER; Dockets $4322-OL,54322-CPA;
LBP42-19,15 NRC 601 (1982)

MAINE YANKEE ATOMIC POWER COMPANY
OPERATING LICENSE AMENDMENT; MEMORANDUM AND ORDER; Docket 50 309 OLA;

LBP42-4,15 NRC 199 (1982)
METROPOLITAN EDISON COMPANY

SPECIAL PROCEEDING; MEMORANDUM AND ORDER; Docket 50 289; CLI-82-6,15 NRC 407
(1982)

SPECIAL PROCEEDING; MEMORANDUM AND ORDER; Docket 50 289 (Restart); LBP-82-20 IS
NRC 636 (1982)

SPECIAL PROCEEDING; MEMORANDUM AND ORDER: Docket 50 289 (Restart); LBP42 34A,
, 15 NRC 914 (1982)

. d.Y.v-
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CASE NAME INDEX

I

SPECIAL PROCEEDING: MEMORANDUM AND ORDER; Docket 50 289 (Restart) (Reopened
Proceeding); LBP-82 7A,15 NRC 295 (1982)

SPECIAL PROCEEDING: MEMORANDUM AND ORDER MODIFYING AND APPROVING
NRC STAFF'S PLAN OF IMPLEMENTATION; Docket 50-289 (Restart); LBP-82-27,15 NRC 747-

1 (1982)-

SPECIAL PROCEEDING: REPORT OF THE SPECIAL MASTER; Docket S289 (Restart)
(Reopened Proceeding); LDP 82-348,15 NRC 918 (1982)

NEW YORK STATE ENERGY RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY
OPERATING LICENSE AMENDMENT; MEMORANDUM AND ORDER; Docket 50 201 OLA

LBP 82 36,15 NRC 1075 (1982)
NORTHERN INDIANA PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY

CONSTRUCTION PERMIT EXTENSION; MEMORANDUM AND ORDER; Docket 50 367;
LBP 82-29,15 NRC 762 (1982)

CONSTRUCTION PERMIT EXTENSION: MEMORANDUM AND ORDER; Docket 50 367;
LBP 82-37. IS NRC i139 (l''.s

NUCLEAR FUEL SERVICES,INC.
OPERATING LICENSE AMENDMENT; MEMORANDUM AND ORDER; Docket 50 201 O!.A;

LBP 82-36,15 NRC 1075 (1982)
OFFSHORE POWER SYSTEMS

MANUFACTURING LICENSE; INITIAL DECISION; Docket STN 50-437 ML; LBP-82-49,15 NRC
1658 (1982)

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
ANTITRUST PROCEEDING; ORDER Docket P 564-A (Antitrust); CLI-82-5,15 NRC 404 (1982)
OPERATING LICENSE; ORDER Dockets 50 275 OL 50 323 OL (SECURITY); CLI-82 7,15 NRC

| 672 (1982)
1 OPERA 11NG LICENSE STATEMENT OF THE COMMISSION; Dockets 50-275-OL,50 323-OL;
f CLI-121,15 NRC 225 (1982)
{ PENNSYLVANIA POWER AND LIGHT COMPANY'

OPERATING LICENSE; INITIAL DECISION; Dockets S387 OL,50-388-OL; LBP-82-30,15 NRC
771 (1982)

PHILADELPHIA ELECTRIC COMPANY
OPERATING LICENSE; SPECIAL PREHEARING CONFERENCE ORDER; Dockets 2352 OL

50 353 OL; LBP 82-43A,15 NRC 1423 (1982)
POWER AUTHORITY OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK

| SPECIAL PROCEEDING: MEMORANDUM AND ORDER; Dockets 50 2474P,50 2864P;.,

j LBP 8212A,15 NRC 515 (1982)
! SPECIAL PROCEEDING; MEMORANDUM AND ORDER; Dockets 50 2474P, SC 286-SP,
' LBP-8212B,15 NRC 523 (1982)

SPECIAL PROCEEDING; MEMORANDUM AND ORDER; Dockets 50 247 SP,50 286 SP;
LBP-82 23,15 NRC 647 (1982)

SPECIAL PROCEEDING: MEMORANDUM AND ORDER; Dockets 50 2474P,50 286-SP;
LBP 82-25,15 NRC 715 (1982)

SPECIAL PROCEEDING; MEMORANDUM AND ORDER; Dockets 50 2474P,50 286-SP',
LBP-82 34,15 NRC 895 (1982)

PROJECT MANAGEMENT CORPORATION
CONSTRUCTION PERMIT: ORDER; Docket 50 537 (exemption request mader 10 CFR 50.12);

CLI-82-4,15 NRC 362 (1982)
SPECIAL PROCEEDING: MEMORANDUM TO THE PARTIES; Docket S$37 (Exemption request

under 10 CFR 50.12); CLI 82 8A, IS NRC 1098 (1982)
SPECIAL PROCEEDING; ORDER; Docket 50 537 (Exemption request mader 10 CFR 5012);

CLI 82 8,15 NRC 1095 (1982),

y SPECIAL PROCEEDING; ORDER FOLLOWING CONFT.RENCE WITH PARTIES; Docket S$37;
# LBP-82 31. IS NRC 855 (1982)
i PUELIC SERVICE COMPANY OF NEW HAMPSHIRE, et al

CONSTRUCTION PERMIT; DECISION ON REMAND; Dockets 50 443,50 444; alAB-667,15
NRC 428 (1982)

PUGET SOUND POWER & LIGHT CO., et al-
SPECIAL PROCEEDING; MEMORANDUM AND ORDER; Dockets S$22 S$23; LBP-82-26,15

NRC 742 (1982)
REGENTS OF THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA

xy 9 OPERATING LICENSE RENEWA14 MEMORANDUM AND ORDER; Docket 50142 OL;
4

7 LBP-82-44,15 NRC 1523 (1982)
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CASE NAME INDEX

ROCHESTER GAS AND ELECTRIC CORPORATION
SPECIAL PROCEEDING: DIRECTOR'S DECISION UNDER 10 Cm SECTION 2.206; Docket

. . . , ' 50 244; DD-82 3,15 NRC 1348 (IM2)<3

h3 . i . '
SOUTH CAROLINA ELECTRIC AND GAS COMPANY.et at

- OPERATING LICENSE; ORDER: Docket 50 3950L; CLI4210,15 NRC 1377 (1982)*
, SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY, et al.e

OPERATING LICENSE; DLCISION; Dockets 50 Mi 01,50-M2 OL; ALAIL673,15 NRC 688 i
1

( (1982)
OPERATING LICENSE; INITIAL DECISION; Dockets 50 36141,50 362-OL; LDP-82-39,15 NRC j

I163 (1982) i

OPERATING LICENSE: MEMORANDUM AND ORDER; Dockets 50 36101,50-362-OL; j
CLI-82 II,15 NRC 1383 (1982)

| OPERATING LICENSE: MEMORANDUM AND ORDER; Dockets 50 361 OL,50 362-OL;
r LBP-82-46,15 NRC 1531 (1982)

OPERATING LICENSE: PARTIAL INITIAL DECISION; Dockets 50 36101,50 362-OL; LBP42 3,
IS NRC 61 (1982)

OPERATING LICENSE: ORDER; Dockets 50 361-OL,50 362 OL; LBP-82-40,15 NRC 1293 (1982)
TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY

CONSTRUCTION PERMIT: ORDER; Docket 50 537 (exempdos regnest under 10 Cm 50.12);
CLI-82-4,15 NRC 362 (I982)

OPERATING LICENSE AMENDMENT; DECISION; Dockets 50 259 01,50 260 OL,50-296 OL;
ALAB464. IS NRC I (1982)

OPERATING LICENSE; MEMORANDUM; Dockets 50 259 OL,50 260 01,50 296 OL; ALAB477
IS NRC 1387 (1982)

SPECIAL PROCEEDING: MEMORANDUM TO THE PARTIES; Docket 50 537 (Exempdan request
under 10 CFR 50.12); CLI-82-8A,15 NRC 1098 (1982)

|
SPECIAL PROCEEDING; ORDER; Docket 50 537 (exemplice request under 10 CFR 50.12); CLI42-8,

15 NRC 1095 (1982)
SPECIAL PROCEEDING: ORDER FOLLOWING CONFERENCE WITH PARTIES; Docket 50 537;

LBP42 31,15 NRC 855 (1982)
TEXAS UTILITIES GENERATING COMPANY. et at

ANTITRUST PROCEEDING; MEMORANDUM AND ORDER; Dockets SM45A, SM46A;
LBP 82-38,15 NRC |143 (1982)

OPERATING LICENSE ORDER Dockets SM45, $M46; LBP4217.15 NRC 593 (1982)
OPERATING LICENSE; ORDER; Dockets 50-445,50-446; LBP4218,15 NRC 598 (1982)

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
** CONSTRUCTION PERMIT; ORDER; Docket 50 537 (exceiption request ander 10 Cm 50.12);

CLl42-4,15 NRC 362 (1982)
SPECIAL PROCEEDING; MEMORANDUM TO THE PARTIES; Docket S$37 (Exempdan request

under 10 CFR 50.12); CLI-82-8A,15 NRC 1098 (1982)
! SPECIAL PROCEEDING: ORDER; Docket 50 537 (Exempdos regnest ander 10 CFR 50.12);

CLI 82-8,15 NRC 1095 (1982)
SPECIAL PROCEEDING; ORDER FOLLOWING CONERENCE WITH PARTIES; Docket 50 537;

LBP 82 31,15 NRC 855 (1982)
VIRGINIA ELECTRIC AND POWER COMPANY

OPERATING LICENSE; DECISION; Dockets 50-338 OL,50 339 OL; ALAB476,15 NRC 1117
(1982)

WASHINGTON PUBLIC POWER SUPPLY SYSTEM
SPECIAL PROCEEDING; DIRECTUR'S DECISION UNDER 10 CFR 2.206: Dockets S500,50 513,

1 DD424,15 NRC 1761 (1982)
I WISCONSIN ELECTRIC POWER COMPANY

OPERATING LICENSE AMENDMENT; MEMORANDUM AND ORDER; Dockets 50 266 OLA,
50 301 OLA: ALAB-666,15 NRC 277 (1982)

OPERATING LICENSE AMENDMENT; MEMORANDUM AND ORDER; Dockets 50 2SOLA,
I S301-OLA: LDP42-5A,15 NRC 216 (1982)

OPERATING LICENSE AMENDMENT: MEMORANDUM AND ORDER; Dockets 50 266-OLA,
50 301-OLA:LBP-824,15 NRC 281 (1982)

OPERATING LICENSE AMENDMENT; MEMORANDUM AND ORDER; fum S266 OIA,
50 301 OLA: LBP-82-10,15 NRC 341 (1982)

OPERATING LICENSE AMENDMENT; MEMORANDUM AND ORDER, Dockets 50 266-OIA,
S301-OLA; LBP-82-12,15 NRC 354 (1982)

OPERATING LICENSE AMENDMENT; MEMORANDUM AND ORDER; Dockets 50466 OLA,

* ' % $0 301-OLA; LBP-8219A,15 NRC 623 (1982)
' g
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CASE NAME INDEX

, E) OPERATING LICENSE AMENDMENT; MEMORANDUM AND ORDER; Dockets 5426&OLA,
$4301-OLA:LBP 82 24A. IS NRC 641 (1982)

{ OPERATING LICENSE AMENDMENT; MEMORANDUM AND ORDER; Docims 54266-OLA,
$43014LA; LDP-32-33,15 NRC 887 (1982) l*

OPERATING LICENSE AMENDMENT; MEMORAhDUM AND ORDER; Dockets $426&OLA, (
$43014LA; L8P-8242,15 NRC 1307 (1982) )

i OPERATING LICENSE AMENDMENT; SUPPLEMENTARY ORDER; Dockets $426&OLA.
$ $43014LA; LBP 82-2,15 NRC 48 (1982)
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DIGESTS 1
L;[ 4ISSUANGS OF THE NUCMAR REGULATORY COMMISSION y g s

G a 3k, +

r- .

$ '.
=if CLI-821 PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY (I,I ABLO CANYON NUCLEAR POWER

PLANT, UNITS I & 2) Docket Nos. 50-275-OL, 50-323-OL: OPERATibG LICENSE; February 3
*

ID,1982: STATEMENT OF THE COMMISSION
-

A The Comniinion directs the staff to issue a Notice of Violation with regard to certain matenal ,:
false statem-nts made by apphcant at a Novemter 3,1981 meeting with staff concerning apphcant's [ ,,S
review of a regurt by its consultant addressing as ongcht seismic revertGcation program fx the plant. [ -?

CLI.32 2 KERR McGEE CORPORATION (WEST CHICAGO RARE EARTH FACILITY), Docket .10No. 4tL2061; MATERIALS LICENSE AMENDMENT; February II.1982; ORDER
A The Commission denies petitions requesting a formal adjudicatory hearms on a materials '. @S*

bcenst amendment (granted September 28, 1981) permitting heensee to demolish certa;n evildmgs on 94
its West Chicago site and receive for temporary onsate storage a small quantity of thorium ore mill b ?tailings. M

B The Commission is required to issue a notice of propwd action, or notice of opportunity for dhearing, only with respect to an apphcation for a facility hcense, an application for a license to receive g
radioactive waste for commercial disposal, an application to amend such licenses where sigmficant ,

y
.y

hazards considerations are involved, or sa apphcation for "any other li:ense or amendment ss to which g
the Commission determines that sa opportunity for public hearing should be afforded." 10 CFR
2.105(a). 4g.-

4C The Comminion has no duty under its regulations to issue a netice of hearing under 10 CFR [ Jm1.104 unless (1) a hearing is mandated in eves an uncontested ca:e by either section 189a of the ;* - 4'Atomic Energy Act, on 10 CFR Chapter I; (2) it has issued a norice of propamed action or notice of b- ~

opportunity for hearing under 10 CFR 2.105 and a party haa responded to the notice; or (3) the Q .);Commission determines that tbc public interest requires a hearing 10 CFR 2.104. [ yD Section 189a of the Atomic Energy Act does not require the for'nal, trial-type hearing specified
'

5:a=
by $554 of the Administrative Procedure Act for every single Commission licensing tvoceedmg. In the r J

. case of materials licenses, the Commission has the legal latitude to use informal procedures sufficient 4;
} to fully apprise it of the concerns of a party challenging the licensing action and to provide an

,

"'TF
. adequate record for determining their validity. (' fN
| E Even in licensing cases where section 189a requires a trial-type hearing, a person requesting a :bi hearing must make some threshold showing that a hearing would be necessary to resolve opposing and 4fI supported factual assertions. Ot F Conststutional due process is not violated in a materials license amendment proceedmg where b g

an opposing party has adequate opportunity to present and support its objections; the factual issues :3
involved are of a technical nature; questions of credibihty or veracity are not raised; that party is
represented by espenenced counsel, and additional procedures are unhkely to aid the fact finding ".- T:.4
process or result in a better record for agency review, but rather would create an increased government 9
burden. L

G Under NRC regulations, an environmental impact statement (EIS) or a negative declaration k'
'

that an EIS will not be prepared, wi;h an environmental impact appraisal supporting th:t "
determination, need not be prepared if a hcense amendment is considered by the agency to M

,

n,
nonsubstantive or insignificant from the standpoint of environmental impact.10 CFR St.5(d)(4). k

H An agency may authorire an individual, sufficiently distinct portion of an agency plan wi hout -t ;
awaiting the completion of a comprehensive environmental impact statement on the plan so long as the h
environmental treatment under NEPA of the individual portion is adequate and approval of the '
individual portion does not commit the agency to approval of other portions of the plan. Kleppe r ''

Sierra Club,427 U.S. 390,407 a 16,414 n.26 (1976); see Peshlakai v. Duncan,476 F. Supp.1247, b1260 (D.D C.1979); Conservation Law Foundation v. GSA,427 F. Supp.1359,1374 (D R.I.1977).
I The potential for an action by a state or local regulatory authority that will affect a facility ,

seeking an NPC wense nortactly is not sufficient reason for the Commission to stay its licensing *

ection pending ? se cutcome of any proceeding to impuse additional requirements. See Southern
Cahforma Edison Co. (San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station, Uniu 2 and 3), ALAB-Ig9,7 AEC 'f
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DIGESTS

ISSUANCE 3 OF THE NUCIIAR REGU2ATORY COMMISSION

, .

410, 412 (1972). Rather, it is the prerogative of the other governmental entity asserting junnhetion to
take whatever measures it deems appropriate to enforce its regulatory authority. See Cleveland Electric
Illuminating Co. (Perry Nuclear Power Plant, U: tits I and 2), ALAB-443,6 NRC 741,748 (1977).

PROTECTION OF UNCLASSIFIED SAFEGUARDS INFORMATION (10 CFR PARTSCLI-82 3
2,50,70 AND 73) (45 FR 85459); SPECIAL PROCEEDING: March 2,1982; ORDER"

The Caamission denies a petition requesting reconsideration of rules issued pursuant to SectionA
147 of the Atomic Energy Act (46 Fed. Reg. 51718 (October 22,1981)), and immediate suspension of
two of them - one prohibiting the unprotected telecommunications of safeguards information except
in emergency situations and the other mandating the use of a GSA approved security container for the
storage of such information in areas that do not have protected or controlled access. The Comnussion
rejects petitioners * claim abat the new rules will require the purchase of " secure * communication
equipment or GSA approved containers and esplains bow the rules requirements can generally be met
without the use of such equipment.

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY, PROJECT MANAGEMENTCLI-82-4
CORPORATION, TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY (CLINCH RIVER BREEDER
REACTOR PLANT), Docket No, 50-537 (exemption request seder 10 CFR 30.12);
CONSTRUCTION PERMIT; March 16,1982; ORDER

e W denies the Department of Energy's request for an exemption under 10 CFRTheA
50.12 for authorit* to conduct site preparation activities for the Clinch River Breeder Reactor prior to
the issuance of a construction permit or Limited Work Authorization.

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY (STANISLAUS NUCLEAR PROJECT,CLI-82-5 17,1982; ORDER
UNIT I). Docket No. P-564 A (Antitrust); ANTrfRUST PROCEEDING; March

The Commission deems a *Notics of Prematurity and Advice of Withdrawal" rded by theA
applicant in this antitrust proceedans to be a request for permission to withdraw, and refers the matter
to the Licensing Board for consideration and decision under the Commission's rule governing
withdrawal of license appliceths (10 CFR 2.107(s)).

An application for a 't struction permit may be submitted in three parts, one of which shahB
include any antitrust information required by 10 CFR 50.33a.10 CFR 2.101(a)(5).

The purpose of the Commission's rule providing for early (ding of antitrust information is toC
enable utilities to obtain formal, binding resolution of Ltitrust issues prior to the need to begin
construction. Such information must be consideied part of an application; if there is no application,
there can be no formal proceeding and no binding adjudication. See Section 105(c) Atomic Energy
Act of 1954, as amended,42 USC 2135(c).**

METROPOLITAN EDISON COMPANY (THREE MILE ISLAND NUCLEAR STATION,CLI.82-6
UNIT NO. l), Docket No. 50489; SPECIAL PROCEEDING; March 30, 1982; MEMORANDUM
AND ORDER

pursuant to a mandate from the Court of Appeals for the District ofThe en. ainnA
Columbia Circuit, issues a statement of the reasons for its determination that psychological beslth is
not cognizable under the Atomic Laergy Act.

The c. 's authority under the Atomic Energy Act to protect the public health and' B
safety is limited to the "special hazards of radioactivity? New Hampshire v. AEC,406 F.2d 170,
173-175 (1st Cir.1969), cert. denied, 395 US. 962 (1969). It does not extend to protection against
psychological stress, which is not a physical risk associated with radioactivity.

O Even if it could be determined that the Comnussion has the authority under the Atomic Energy
emn-.ma is notAct to consider psychological health, the legislative history makes it clear that the

required to consider such issues, and strong policy considerations argue against the Comaussion's doing
set

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY (DIABLO CANYON NUCLEAR POWERLLI.82 7
PLANT, UNITS I AND 2), Docket Nos. 50 275 OL, 50 323 OL (Security); OPERATING
LICENSE; April 22,1982; ORDER

Tbc Commission denies two petitions for review of an Appeal Board decision (ALAB-453A
(restricted),14 NRC 629 (1981)), in this operating license proceeding concerning the physical security
gAan for this facility. The Comnussion also decides it will not, contrary to earlier indication
(CLI-81-22,14 NRC 598,600 (1981)), undertake review of the Appeal Board's interpretation of the

| word "several" as used in 10 CFR 73.l(a)(1)(i) describing a design basis thrnet; the Conumssion
states its behsf that the design basis threat should nonetheless be reevaluated, and announces that iti

'

will bandle such reevaluatson genencally.
- wgpp
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% CLl-82-3 UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF ENEROY, PROJECT MANAGEMENT
@ CORPORATION, TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY (CLINCH RIVER BREEDER ),

M. .g A* REACTOR PLANT). Docket No. 50 537 (Ememption request mader 10 CFR 50.12); SPECIAL j~

PROCEEDINO; May 18,1982; ORDER '

A The e-% by evenly divided vote, denies reconsuleration of the Department of Emergy's
request for se esemption under 10 CFR 50.12 for authority to conduct site preparation naivities for
the Clinch River Breeder Reactor prior to the issuance of a Construction Permit. em '
Anselstine issues a separate statement explaining his reasons for act recusing himself from any |Comaussion , ' . tion of the exemption regeest. i

B A majority vote of the Coninussion is seesesary to take the aframative action of reconsideration
of a prior Commission decision.i

CLI 82 IA UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF ENEROY, PROJECT MANAGEMENT
CORPORATION, TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY (CLINCH RIVER BREEDER
REACTOR PLANT) Docket Nos. 50 537 (Exemption request under IC CFR 50.12); SPECLu,
PROCEEDING; May 17,1912; MEMORANDUM TO THE PARTIES

CLI.82-9 HOUSTON LIGHTING AND POWER COMPANY (SOUTH TEXAS PROJECT, UNITS,
t I & 2), Docket Nos. 50-498 OL, 50 499 OL: RECUSAL PROCEEDINO; June 18, 1982;
e MEMORANDUM AND ORDER
I A Upon review of as Appeal Board hamaan (ALAD-672,15 NRC 677 (1982)) disqualifying a
j member of the Licensing Board from further participation la this proceeding, the e-% by
t majority vote, reinstates the member to the Board. The Comaussaan finds that disqualificatica is
f neither required by law nor as a matter of icy la the circumstances involved,
i 8 la the federal courts, dijs ualifying ' or prejudice of a aial judge must generally stem frees
f an entra-judmial source. Uniteo States v. Orinnell Corp., 384 US. 563, 583 (1966). Tbs same
{ standard applies to presiding ofncers in administrative proceedings. Duffield v. Charlestce Area

Medical Center, Inc.,503 F.2d 512 (4th Cir.1974).
I C Preliminary assessments, made on the record, during the course of an adjudicatory pr==Aati - based solely upon application of the decision-maker's judgment to material properly before him in

the ing - do not compel disqualificatice as a matter of law. Commonwealth Edison Co.
( lie County Nuclear Power Station, Units I and 2), CLI.73-8,6 AEC 169,170 (1973). See also
United States v. Urinnell Corp.,384 US. 563,583 (1966).

{ D Even under objective standard for recussi such as spplies to federal judsee under 26 US.C.
g $455(s) (which requires a judge to * disqualify himself la any ng in which his impartiality

might reasonably be questioned"), the requirement for recusal as 'mited to entra-judicial conduct. See, ,

n' e.g., la re International Business Machines Corporation 618 F.2d 923,929 (2d Cir.1980).
; CLI.8210 SOUTH CAROLINA ELECTRIC AND GAS COMPANY, et al., (VIRGIL C. SUMMER

NUCLEAR STATION, UNIT I) Docket No. 50-3950L; OPERATING LICENSE; Jane 22,1982;*e
ORDER .

A The Commission, by 31 vote, declines to review as Appeal Board memorandum (ALAB-643,
14 NRC 1840 (1981)), in which the Board set out the reasons for its previous order denying a petitice
for directed certification filed by the NRC staff seeking interlocutory review of a deternunation by the
Licensirig Board to invoke the assistance of several independent consultants on certain seismic issues

! raised in this operating license proceeding.
CLI.82-Il SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY (SAN ONOFRE NUCLEAR

GENERATING STATION, UNITS 2 AND 3), Docket Nos. 50 361-OL,50 362 OL; OPERATING
LICENSE; June 29,1982; MEMORANDUM AND ORDER

A The Commission denies the intervenors' application for stay of the low power operating license
for Unit 2 of the plant filed by the intervenors follownis denial of their earlier stay request by the
Appeal Board.

8 The ability to conduct cross-cammination 1e en adjudication is not such a fundamental right
that its denial constitutes prejudicial error per se.

Cg The *right* to file proposed findings of fact in an adj'adication is act unlawfully abridged
g entess there was prejudicial error in refusing to admit the evidence that would have been the subject of

the findings.,
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DIGESTS

ISSUANCES OF THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND IJCENSING APPEAL BOARDS

(
,

'

ALAB 664 TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY (BROWNS FERRY NUCLEAR PLANT, UNITS 1, f
2 AND 3). Docket Nos. 50-259 OL. 50-260 OL. 50 296 OL; OPERATING LICENSE .

AMENDMENT; January 6,1982; DECISION 2
A in this proceeding to amend the Browns Ferry operating license to permit ensite storage of g

low level radioactive waste for a five-year period, the Appeal Board vocates the Licensing Board's
October 2,1981 decision. LBP 81-40,14 NRC 828, denying certain petitions for intervention and

,

3
associated requests for bearing. The Appeal Board reinstates the petitions and requests fc. hearing, ],

and remands the proceeding to the Licensing Board with directions to rule on the petitions and ,
,

requests after receipt of the staff's environmental assessment of the proposed amendments because it t 7
cannot yet be jetermined whether a litigable contention has been raised. ! O

B In the instance of a segmented non-federal waste disposal plan, the Commission may confine its 1

scrutiny to the portion of the plan for ubich approval is sought so long as (1) that portion has !
independent utihty; and (2) as a result, the approval does not caduly circumscribe the Commission's M
sbihty to withhold approval of subsequent portions of the overall plan at a later stage. Duke Power Co. ' e

(Amendment to Materials License SNM 1773 - Transportation of Spent Fuel frorn Oconee Nuclear .

Station for Storage at McGuire Nuclear Station). ALAB-651,14 NRC 307 (1981).
C Economic cost of waste disposal is an element to be considered in determining the issue of , ",t

independent utihty of a segmented portion of an overall waste storage plan. Consumers Power Co. . ;": . .
(Midland Plant. Units I & 2). ALAB-458,7 NRC ISS (1978). ;e j

D A bceasee which is a federal agency has environmental responsibilities under NEPA which are pn ' , .
separate and may be different from those of the Commission. Duke Power Co. (Amendment to
Matenals License SNM 1773 - Transportation of Spent Fuel from Oconee Nuclear Station for M.N

3

]
Storage at McGuire Nuclear Station) ALAB-631,14 NRC 307,312 (1981). If a petitioner wishes to,

; challenge such a hcensee's compliance with its separate environmental responsibihties, it must do so in f' :
another forum.

| 4! E Substantial delay in providing prospective intervenors with materials requested under the
*
.

Freedom of Information Act may constitute good cause for the late fihng of contentions premised on i

,

the belatedly disclosed information.
| AL A B-665 FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY (ST. LUCIE PLANT, UNIT NO. 2), Docket ;

No. 50-389A; ANTITRUST PROCEEDING; January 29,1982; DECISION ]- A The Appeal Board affirms a Licensing Board order (LBP-81-23.14 NRC 333 (1981), as
! mudified. LBP 81-41.14 NRC 839 (1981)), denying a late intervention petition in this antitrust 5

proceedmg on the apphcation for construction permit for the St. Lucie 2 plant, for failure to captain
how the activities under the hcense for the plant will have an anticompetitive effect on petitioner's X
elecinc generating facihty. t r

B The antitrust review undertaken by the Commission in licensing the construction of a nuclear ,1
power plant is, by statute. to determine "whether the activities under the hcense would create or 7
mamtsin a situation inconsistent with the antitrust laws . . . ." Section 105c(5) of the Atomic Energy {l
Act of 1954,42 U.S C. 2135c(5). This means that the hcensed activities must play some active role in
creating or maintaining the anticompetitive situation Put another way, the nuclear power plant must
be an setor, an in.'luence, on the anticompetitive scene.

C The Commission's writ to enforce the antitrust laws does not run to the electric industry
'

generally. Neither does it reach all actions by utihties that generate electricity with nuclear-powered ,

facihties. Rather, Congress authorized the Commission to condition nuclear power plant hcenses on | ,
antitrust grounds only where necessary to insure that the activities so licensed would acitber create nor .

maintain situations inconsistent with the antitrust laws. Detroit Edison Co. (Enrico Fermi Atomic
Power Plant, Unit No. 2). ALAB 475. 7 NRC 752,756 (1978).

D The preservation and encouragement of competition in the electric power industry through " fair
access to nuclear power * is the principal motivating consideration underlying Section 105c of the

a,q' y- Atomic Energy Act. Detroit Edison Co. (Enrico Fermi Atomic Power Plant Unit No. 2). ALAB-475,
>T 7 NRC 752. 757 (1978).h .? r'm 1 .:t p~dy c
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| ISSUANCIS OF THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND IJCENSING APPEAL BOARDS

I

E The Commission's regulations make clear that sa natitrust intervention petitica must first

|
t, describe a situation inconsistent with the antitrust laws; escond, a description of a situatica Wa=ht i,

'

with the antitrust laws - however een pleaded - accompanied by a mere parsphrene of the statutory4-
lD j language alleging ht th: situation described therein would be created or maintained by the activitise

under the license, would be deficies.t; and' third, identify the specirs relief sought and whether, how
and the catent ta which the request fails to be satis 0ed by the liceans conditions propraed by the
Attorney General. Kansas Gas and Electric Co.,(Wolf Creek Generating Station, Unit No.1),
ALAB 279,1 NRC 559,574-75 (1975). 1 . .

F The most critical requirement of na satitrust intervention petition is na explanation of how the
activities under the license would create or maintain se anticompetitive situation. Louisiana Power and
Light Co. (Waterford Steam Electric Generating Station, Unit 3), CLI 73-25, 6 AEC 619, 621

,

| ,

(1973).'

ALAB-666 WISCONSIN ELECTRIC POWER COMPANY (POINT BEACH NUCLEAR PLANT,
UNITS I AND 2), Docket Nos. 50 266 OLA, 50-301 OLA: OPERATING LICENSE
AMENDMENT; February 12,1982; MEMORANDUM AND ORDER

A The Appeal Board grants intervenor's motion la this operating liceans a==8-t prMme to
dispense with oral argument med to submit the appeal on briefs.

B A party seeking relief should timely fde a writtaa motion served on aH parties la accordance
with the Commission's Rules of Practice. Such motion, later alia *shall state with particularity the
grounds and the relief sought, and aball be acampanied by any afrularits or other evidsace relied on .

* 10 CFR 2.730(b).,,

C A party which, for sufficicat reesce, cannot attend as oral argument should request that the
appeal be submitted on briefs. Any such request, however, must be adequately supported.

D If not requested by a party, oral arguments are acheduled by an Appeal Board when one er
more members of the Board here questions of the parties. See 10 CFR 2.763.

E All pries in Commission pran== Mass are expected to be presset er represented at cral
argument unless specifically excused by the Board. See Camps v. C&P Telephone Co., No. 80 1799,
slip opinion at 15, n. 59 (D.C. Cir. December 31,1981). Such attendance is one of the responsibilities
c(parties when they participate in Commission adjudicatory ,n- _

ALAB-667 PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY OF NEW HAMPSHIRE, et al. (SEABROOK STATION,
UNITS I AND 2), Dxket Nos. 50 443, 50-444; CONSTRUCTION PERMIT; March 3,1982;
DECISION ON REMAND

A Upon remand from the Commission la this .a.wd,4, permit prMat the Appeal Board,*

after receiving additional evidence on the intervenor's methodology for b ; the appropriate
Safe Shutdown Earthquake (SSE) for the plant and on the staffs methodology for correlating
vibratory ground motion with the Safe Shutdown Earthquake, reaffirms its earlier determinations on
the SSE for the plant and an= rated maximum vibratory ground =h ALAB-422,6 NRC 33,
54-63 (1977), and ALAB-561,10 NRC 410,436-a et seg. (1979).

B 10 CFR Part 100, Appendix A requires that the seismic design of a nuclear power facility take
account of the maximu n effective vibratory acceleration which might accompany the deternused Safe
Shutdown Earthquake for that facility. Appendix A is concerned solely with ground motion which
might have an effect on the facility's safety-related structures and components.

C Technical issues discussed include Seismic design criteria: Safe Shutdown Earthquake,
measurement of earthquake size (intensity vs. magnitude), predstaos of earthquake intensity /
frequency, formulation of seismic response spectrum. maximum vibratory ground motion (acceleration).

ALAS-668 DUKE POWER COMPANY (PERKINS NUCLEAR STATION, UNITS 1,2 AND 3),
Docket Nos. STN 50 488, STN $4449, STN 54490; CONSTRUCTION PERMIT; March 24,1982;
MEMORANDUM AND ORDER

A la response to a motion fded by the applicant with both the Lan aanan and Appeal Boards for
(1) leave to withdraw without prejudice its application for construction pernuts and (2) termination as
moot of the still ongoing proceeding on that application, the Appeal Board defers to the Licensing
Board to pass upon the motion in the first instance, and vacates on the ground of mootness three
partial init',al decisions in this construction permit prMap (LBP-78-25, 8 NRC 87 (1978);
LBP 78 34,8 NRC 470 (1978); LBP-80 9, II NRC 310 (1980)).

B Where a motion for leave to withdraw a license application has been fdod with both an appeal
and a licensing board, it is for the bcensing board, if portions of the pran== hat remain before it, to

W4 pass upon tae motion la the first instance.
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ALAB-669 DUKE POWER COMPANY (WILLIAM B. MCGUIRE NUCLEAR STATION, UNf73 I
AND 2), Docket Nos. 50-369 OL, 50 370 OL; OPERATING LICENSE, March 30, 1982;.

. e DECISION
sf L A Acting on sa latervonor's appeal from two dam of the Il-aint Buard (LDP 7913,9

NRC 489 (1979); LBP-8113,13 NRC 652)), which is combination autharued the i=== cf 1

operating licenses for tbs facility, the Appeal Board affirms thasa decisions to the extent ===a==

with its opinion. De Appeal Board makes additional fladiass to thans of the IJoensing Board and
concludes that the facility's hydrogen esitigation sad control system can be operstad without
endangering the public health and safety during the laterim period la which the applicaat and the
Commission continue to esplore the adequacy of the system in place and possim long-term

I
shernatives.

{ B A Licensing Board's role la en operating license prar==&as is limited to resolving matters that
g are rained either by the parties or by the Board sua spoets. All other matters that must be comendered

prior to the issuance of the requested operating liccase are the responsibility of the Director of Nuclear*

| Reactor Regulation alone.10 CFR 2.760a; t'a== ablated Edason Co. (ladian Poiat Units I,2 & 3),
t ALAB 319,3 NRC 188,190 (1976).

~

C Neither the standards set la the &==ia=='s regulatione portaintag to hydrogen control (10
CFR 50.44) nor the assumptions upon which they are based are subject to challeese is as adjudication
unless the Commission specirnDy authorizes it.10 CFR 2.758.

D In the NRC adjudicatory system, so less thea la any other, the direcuves of superior tribunals
must be gives effect whether er not the subordinate tribunal agrees with them. Cf. South Carchan

i Electric and Gas Co. (Virgil C. Summer Nuclear Station, Unit I), ALAB-663,14 NRC 1140,1850

I'
(1981).

E It is well-settled that, is order to obtain a r=al-man of an evidentiary record, a party uses
{ establish, inter alia, the existence of newly discovered evidence having a material bearing span the

proper result in the prar=ading. Kansas Gas and Electric Co. (Wolf Creek Generating Station, Unit I),,

ALAB-462,7 NRC 320,338 (1978), and cases cited.
F An Appeal Board, like other appellate tribunals, has no ob!igation to rule ca overy discreas

point adjudicated below, so long as it is aW to render a decisica on other grounds that effectively
dispose of the appeal. See, e.g., Asphalt Rooring Manufacturers Annaretion v. ICC,567 F.2d 994,
I002 (D.C. Cir.1977). See also Consumers Power Co. (Big Rock Point Nuclear Plant). ALAH36,
13 NRC 312,329 fa. 32 (1981); Houston Lighting and Power Co. (ADens Creek Nuclear Generating

, Station, Unit No.1), ALAB-625,13 NRC 13,14 (1981),
e, ; G A licensing board has as ironclad obligatice to explain its reescas for finding that a witness *

g background is inadequate to meet the qualifications of as apert in particular technical areas. See e.3,
, Public Service Electric and Gas Co. (Hope Creek Generating Statius, Units I and 2), ALAB-429,6

NRC 229,237 (1977); Public Servise Co. of New Hampshire (Seabrook Station, Units I and 2),
ALAB-422, 6 NRC 33, el (1977), affirmed. CLI 78-I, 7 NRC I (1978), afrarmed sub som. New
England Costitiae en Nuclear Power v. NRC,582 F.2d 87 (1st Cir.1978).

H Where the Licensing Board has not explained its reasons, the Appeal Board may monetheless
avoid a remand if the path the Licensing Board followed la ruling on a matter is sufreciently
discerniW ce the record. See Bowmaa Transportation, lac. v. Arkansas.Best Freight System. Inc.,419
US 281,286 (1974).

I In the absence of a e '- rule espressly stating the standard for judging whether a
prospective witness qualifies as an expert, the standard incorporated in Federal Rule of Evidence 702
may be applied; that rule allows a witness qualified by * knowledge, skill, exponence, traising, or
education * to testify *[i]f scientific, technical, or other s!=ahd knowledge will assist the ener of
fact to understand the evidence or to detcrmine a fact la issue."

J Hearsay evidence is generaUy admissible in NRC prar=adinen Duke Power Co. (Catawba
Nuclear Station, Units I and 2), ALAB-355, 4 NRC 397, 41112 (1976). Thus, the question of*
whether evidence falls within an axceptice to the bearsay rule is beside the point la such prar=adiape

f lastead, the admissibility of evidence in NRC adjudication is governed by 10 CFR 2.743(c), whPh
'

provides that "[o]nly relevant, material and reliable evidence which is not unduly repetitious wiu be
admitted."

K Documents consisting of technical analyssa, conclusions sad opinions ce various aspects of the
matter of hydrogen generation and controlla nuclear power reactors are the type of evidence that calls
for sponsorship by an empert who can be examined ce the reliability of the factual asaartions and
soundness of the scientific opinions found in the documents. Cf. Wiaraania Electric Power Co. (Point
Beach Nuclear Plant, Unit 2), ALAB 78,5 AEC 319,332 33 (1972) (citing Dolcia v. FTC,219 F.2d

4,g , 742,748 (D.C. Cir.195a), certiorari denied 343 U1981 (1955)).
W
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[ L Reports of the Advisory Connittee on Reactor Safeguards (ACRS) commet be admitN 8ato*
evidence for the truth of the saatter stated therois becanes ACRS asembers are Pomerally not subject

| ~ ,i T*
to esaminatica as witarssaa. Arkansas Power and IJoht Co. (Arkansas Newsar One Unit 2),

i f-% J.M ALA>94,6 AEC 25,32 (1973).*
i

i M A sebpoema reques must establish the * general relevamos of the n=nanamy ,, , sought * to the
homes involved.10 CFR 2.720(a).

N An appeal la a licensing pra== ting ces he decsded only on the basis of the Uosames Beard
record - not on the basis of masubstantiated referescos to developments purportedly occumns aftert

)

the record was clamad if changed circumstances or new evidence saists, a party may seek to reopen the'

|

| |
record. Cf. ICC v. Jersey City,322 UJS. 503, $14 (1944). E =rei== to a L=aaint board's decision,
taken without sa offer of record support, will be stricken.10 CFR 2.762(a),(s).

' ,

O Claims of error that are without substamos or are inadequately briefed wi!! act b6 comedered ca
appeal. Ses Public Service Electric and Gas Co. (Salem Nuclear Generating Station, Unit I).
ALA&650,14 NRC 43,49 50 (1981).

- P Technical issues deceased include: Hydrogen generation from a LOCA; Hydressa com8=netaa-
hydrogen control; emergency hydrogen control systems; ice h containments; casemi-t
pressure limits; computer codes: MARCH, CLASIX.

}
ALAF670 CONSUMERS POWER COMPANY (PALISADES NUCLEA!* POWER FACILTlY),

Docket No. 50 255 SP; SPECIAL PROCEEDINO; March 31,1982; DECISION
A The Appeal Board reverses a t i==aint Board's order, LDP-8126,14 NRC 247 (1983),

denying the request of a labor maica repressating the plaat's control room operators for a hearing on
sa NRC enforcement order restricting, later alia, overtime work by the operators, and romands ths

{
case to the Iimaaing Board for further y, ".

B The Commission has broad discretion to provide hearings or permit latervention la casse where
| the avenues of public participation are act available as a matter of right. Public Servios Company of,

f j Indiana (Marble Hin Nuclear Generatias Station, Units I and 2), CLI-80 to, il NRC 438, 442
(1980). The Commission has generaUy empowered its adjudicatory boards with the same d cretion to

I

l allow intervention la licensing and enforcement cases.

,

C For purposes of ruling ca na appeal from the denial of a hearing petition, all material

|
allegations of the intervenor's petition generaUy must be accepted as true.

ALAB-671 HOUSTON LIGHTING AND POWER COMPANY (ALLENS CREEK NUCLEAR
GENERATING STATION, UNIT 1), Docket No. 50-466 CF, CONST%UCTION PERMIT; March
31,1982; DECISION

=- A The Appeal Board affirmt the I t=asiny Board's denial of an natimely latervention petition
(January 12, 1982 memorsadum and order (unpublished)), ce two independset grounda: (1) the
Licensing Board's decision was fret of material error and (2) the sole issue the petition raises, that of
the applicant's financial qualificatcas, is not cognizable la this construction permit proceeding under
10 CFR 2.104(b)(1)(as amended ty 47 Fed. Reg. 13750,13753 (March 31,1982)).

8 A liocesing board must ea==id- the free factors set forth in 10 CFR 2.714(a) la decedaag
whether to accept a late petition to intervome.

C The constitutional requirement for a * case or controversy * mader Article III dose not apply to
NRC hcens53 proceedings. Edlow laternational Co., CLI-76-6,3 NRC 543,569-70 (1976).

D lt is the ability to contribute sound evidemos - rather thsa asserted legal skills - that is of
signirance in considering a late-filed petition to intervene mader 10 CFR 2.714(a).

ALAB-672 HOUSTON LIGHTING & POWER COMPANY, et al. (SOUTH TEXAS PROJECT,
UNITS I AND 2), Docket Nos. 50 498 OL,50 499 OL; OPERATING LICENSE: April 21, 1982;
MEMORANDUM

A The Appeal Board issues a memorsadam explicating the reasons for its mapablished order
(April 15,1982) requiring that another member of the Licensing Board panel be designated to replace
a technical member of the Licensing Board in this operating hcense proceeding.

B A party leveling a charge as serious as that of bias against a licensing board or its members
has a manifest obligation to be most particular la establishing the foundation for the charge. Duquesne
Light Co. (Beaver Yaney Power Station, Units I and 2), ALAB-172,7 AEC 42,43 (1974)..

} C An express and ironclad requirement of 10 CFR 2.704(c) is that recusal motions *be supported

| by affidavits setting forth the alleged grounds for disqualificatica? Beaver Valley, supra,7 AEC at 43(
|

fa. 2; Dairyland Power Cooperative (Lacrosse Boiling Water Reactor) ALAB-497,8 NRC 312,
|

|
31314 (1978). The movant must refrein from sweeping and unsubstantiated asserticas.

' D An administrative trier of fact is subject to disqualificatica for the appearsau of bias or
grejudgment of tbs factual issues as well as for actual bias or prejudgeset. rama-,s Power Co.

3 %_ .
(Mullend Plant, Units I and 2), ALAB-101,6 AEC 60,64-65 (1973).

-wp
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I

E A motion asaking the recusal of a mem v of the rwa- or of se appeal beard from
further particiration la as adjudicatory proceedsag is to be determined by that individual rather thaa- .g

?
' '

, by the full Canuruesma or board. Pacific Osa and Electric Co. (Diablo Canyon Nuclear Poeur Plant,
Units I and 2), CLI.80 6,11 NRU 411 (1980) (Comaussioner); id, CLI-80 9, Il NRC 436,437
(1990) (Appeal Board member).

ALAB.673 SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY, et al. (SAN ONOFAE NUCLEAR
GENERATING S'. * ION, UNITS 2 AND 3), Docket Nos. 50 361 OL,50 362 014 OPERATING
LICLNSE; April 26. . A2; DECISION

A The Appeal Board denies istervenors' motion for a stay pending appeal of the Usensing
Board's partial initial decision (LBP.42 3,15 NRC 61 (1982)) which authorised the bemaans of a
low-power operating license for Unit 2 of this facihty.

8 The determination whether to grant a stay pending appeal is governed by 10 CFR 2.788(e)
which codifies the criteria established la Virginia Petroleum Jobbers Ass's v. Federal Power
Commission,259 F.2d 921,925 (D C, Cir.1958). See also Public Service Co. of Indiana (Marbla HiB
Nuclear Generating Station, Units I sad 2), ALAB-437,6 NRC 630 (1977); Northern ladiana Public
Service Ca (Bailly Generating Station, Nuclear 1) ALAB-192,7 AEC 420 (1974).

C The doctrines of res judicata and collateral estoppel are generaDy applicabie to NRC
proceedings. Alabama Power Co. (Joseph M. Farley Nuclear Plaat, Unita I and 2), AIAB 182, 7
AEC 210,212-16, remanded ca other grands CLI.74-12,7 AEC 203 (1974); Houston Lighting &
Power Co. (South Texas Project Uniu I and 2), LBP-79-27,10 NRC 563, 566 (1979), af!*d
ALAB-575,11 NRC 14 (1980). See also Toledo FAman Co. (Davis Besse Nacisar Power Santion,
Units I,2 and 3), ALAB-378,5 NRC 557,563 (1?77).

D The judicial doctrines of res judicata, collateral ratoppel sad privity provide the appropriate
bases for determining whea ma-a.dly dafferent persons or groups should be treated as already having
bad their day la court. The " privity" concept requirer legal amountability between groups or virtual
representation of one group by the other. See generally Southwest Airlines Co. v. Tsaas International
Airlines, 546 F.2d 84, 95 (5th Cir.), art. denied, 434 US. 832 (1977). See also United States v.
Trochee-Carson,649 F.2d 1286,1303 (9th Cir.1981); United States v. ITT Rayanier,Inc.,627 F.2d
996,1003 (9th Cir.1980); Pollard v. CockreII, 578 F.2d 1002,1000 09 (5th Cir.1978); Expert
Electric, Inc. v.1.svine, $$4 F.2d 1227,1233 (2d Cir.), cert. denied,434 US. 903 (1977).

E The Commission may plea limitaticas upon the issues that may be litigated at the operating
license stage by either (1) entirely eliminating artala issues from operating limase -d-ation ce
the ground that they are suited for examination caly at the earlier construction permit stage,(see 47

**
Fed. Reg 12940 (March 26,1982)) or, short of that, (2) providing by rule that any issues which were
or could have beca raised by a party to tbs mestruction permit pr===&ng will not be setertained at
the operating license stage sacept upon a showing of * changed circumstances * or *aewly discovered
evidence.* Commission practia presently applies conventional res judicata and collateral estoppel
principles in determining the litigability of such issues at the operating licones stage.

F in general, error may not be ' ted spoe a ruling which escludes evidence unless a
substantial right is affected, and the so tance of the evidena is made known by way of an offer of
proof or is otherwise apparent. Fed. R. Evid.103. See generally United States v. Vitale,596 F.2d 688,
689 (5th Cir.1979), cert. denied,444 US. 868 '!980); United States v. Callaban, SSI F.2d 733,738
(6th Cir.1977); Hochstadt v. Worcester Foundatium for Experimental Biology,545 F.2d 222,226 a.4
(1st Cir.1976). See also I Weinstein's Evidence 1103[3], at 103 27 (1981); 21 Wright & Graham,
Federal Practice & Procedure $5040 (1977), at 209.

O la deciding whether to allow continued operation of a e during the pendency of a reopened
bearing, the standard to be applied is ebetber the contin operatico of the plant over the period
required to complete the additional proceedings will be mahnt with the requuement that there be
reasonable assurance that the public health and safety not be endangered. See 10 CFR 2.IO4(c)(3); 10
CFR 50.57(a)(3). If not, the facility cannot be allowed to cuotinue to operate. Metropolitan FAnna

|'
Co. (Three Mile Island Nuclear Station, Unit No. 2), ALAB-486,8 NRC 9,46 (1978).

ALAB-674 CONSUMERS POWER COMPANY (MIDLAND PLANT, UNITS I & 2), Docket Nos,
t 50 329 OM & OL, 50-330 OM & OL: CONSTRUCTION PERMIT MODIFICATION,

OPERATING LICENSE; May 5,1982; MEMORANDUM AND ORDER
A The Appeal Board summarily afFtrms, ce an alterne..we ground, the I hamaint Board's order

(LBP-82 28,15 NAC 759 (April 12,1982)) denying an intervenor's request to halt farther
mnstructica of the Midland facility pending resolution of the potential effects ce the piant of an
electromagnetic pulse (EMP) estensibly generated from the high altitude descastion of a nuclear
weapon.

M. B A licensing board ror sa operating license pra-ment s limited to resolving matters that arei
5 -3

raised therein as legitimate contentions by the parties or by the board sua spoets.10 Cf1t 2.760s;
em

|
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{
Coesohdated Edison Cow of New York (Indina Point. Units I,2 & 3), ALAB 319,3 NRC 188,190

. 3 (1976).
I C A licensing tmord far se operating liceans proceeding does not have general jurwhcten over the

} already authorized ongoing construction of the plant for which as operating license application is
pending, and it cannot suspend the previously issued constructica permit.'

D An intervenor la en operating hcanse proceeding who seeks to halt already authorized plaat
construction should file a petition under 10 CFR 2.206 with *.he appropriate Coad=u tracial.o

I ALAB-675 CLEVELAND ELECTRIC ILLUMINATING COMPANY, et at (PERRY NUCLEAR
POWER PLANT, UNITS I AND 2), Docket Nos. 50 440 01, 54441 OL; OPERATING

!' LICENSE; May 17,1982; MEMORANDUM AND ORDER(

The Appeal Board denies the applicants' motion, pursuant to directed certification under 10A
'I CFR 2.718(i) and 2.785(b)(1), far interlocutory review of the I tremaint Board's order (LBP 4215.15

f NRC 555 (1982)) restating and admitting as intervonor's hydrogee control contention la this operating
hcense proceeding.

B Review of as laterlocutory licensing board ruling via dirseted cartification is abscretsamary sad
granted infrequently. A party invoking review by this means must demonstrate that the board's actice

I "either (a) threatens the party adversely affected with immediate and serious irreparable harm which
g could not be remedwd by a lat:r appeal, or (b) affects the basic structars of the pr==&ng la a

pervasive or unusual manner." Public Service Electric and Gas Co. (Salem Nuclear Generating
Station Unit I), ALAB 588,il NRC 533,536 (1980), and cases cited.

C A licensing board ruling may conflict with Comunassace case law, imiicy, or regulations or
' otherwise may be la error, but, unless it is shown that the error fundamentaDy alters the very abspe of,

the ongoing adjudicatha, appellate review must await the issuance of a " final * licensing board
, decision.

D The added delay and expense me==ned by the adaussion of a contention - even if erroneousi

- does not la and of itself warrant interlocutory review.

f E Notwithstanding co-tain ongoing rulemakings and the d-Maa la Potomac EJactric Power Co.
(Douglas Point Nuclear Generating Station, Units I and 2), ALAB-218, 8 AEC 79, 85 (1974),
Commission guidance in Metropolitan Edisco Co. (Three Mile Island Neclear Statice, Unit No.1),
CLI-8416,11 NRC 674,675 (1980) [TMI.I Restart]. permits the litigatice of hydrogee control la
individual licensics proceedings where there is a credible lossef<molant accidset soseario for the
3eneration of hydrogen. See Duke Power Co. (William B. McGuire Nuclear Station, Units I and 2),>
ALAB 669,15 NRC 453,464 (1982).

ALAB-676 VIRGINIA ELECTRIC AND POWER COMPANY (NORTH ANNA NUCLEAR POWER
STATION, UNITS I AND 2), Docket Nos. 50 338 01,54339 OL; OPERATING LICENSE; May
26,1982; DECISION

A Upon its sua spoete review in this operatias liosaas proceeding of the seresolved generic safety
| issue of danger to internal plant safety-related components from missiles caused by the breaking of

turbine das, the Appeal Board flads that fu!! power operation of the plant's two units will not pose an
undue risk to the public beslth and safety, provided that (1) the applicant's current inspection
procedures pertaining to overspeed detection and control of the turbines are maintained, and (2) the
turbine disce are subjected to shrasceic laspectice at specifwd intervals.

B Technical issues discussed include: InternaDy generated turbine massiles; brittle or ductile,

cracking; intergranular stress corronaos cracking, critical crack sins; turbiw i=apa+a= intervals and
<

techniques.
| ALAB-677 TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY (BROWNS FERRY NL' CLEAR PLANT, UNITS 1

| 2 AND 3), Docket Nos. 54259 OL,50 260 OL, 50 296 OL; OPERATING LICENSE; June 10,;

i 1982; MEMORANDUM
A The Appeal Board issues a memorandum n , *iaa its ased to be advised by the parties

of all significant developments that may bear ce decisions la pending re- ; The memorandum is

| prompted by the failure of the parties to advise the Board la a timely fashion of matsrial changes in
the evidence.

| B Parties in Comaussion pr===Aars have as absolute obligation to alert adjudicatory bodies
'

directly regarding (i) new information that is relevant and material to the matter beias adjudicatad,
(ii) modifications and rescusions of important evidentiary sube=aar and (iii) outdated or imoorrect
information ca which the board may rely. Cf. Vermont Yaakes Neclear Power Corp. (Vermost

-

g9,t,. Yankee Nuclear Power Station) AI),B-133,6 AEC 520,523 (1973).

,
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i
I ALAB-678 COMMONWEALTH EDISON COMPANY (BYRON NUCLEAR POWER STATION,!

| UNITS I AND 2), Docket Nos. 50-454 OL,50 455 OL; OPERATING LICENSE; June 17. 1982;;
I

- DECISION- Jj ND. * A The Appeal Board revenes a Licensing Board d-<h (LDP-8152,16 NRC 901 (1981).
reconsideration denied, LDP-82-5,15 NRC 209 (1982)) that dismissed intervenor from this operating
license proceeding for deliberately and willfully refusing to comply with its discovery order. The

i Appeal Board decides that dismusal is too severe a sanction to impose la the circumstances and
replaces it with a less severe sanction.

8 The sanction of damissal from as NRC licensing proceeding is to la reserved for the most
severe instances of a participant's failure to meet its obligations. Statement cf Policy ce Conduct of
Licensing Proceedings, CLI-88 8,13 NRC 452,454 (1981).

I C In selecting a sanction, licensing boards are to consider *the relative importance of the samst
( obligation, its potential for harm to other parties or the orderly conduct of the proceeding, wbother its
e occurrence is an isolated incident or a part of a patters of behavior, the importance of the anfety or

environmental concerns raised by the party, and all of the circumstances." Boards should attempt to
mitigate the harm caused by the failure of a party to fulfill its obligations and bring about improved
future compliance. Itnd.

D An operating license may not issue salens and until the NRC staff makes the fladings specifed'

$, in 10 CFR 50.57 - including the ultimate finding that such issuance *will not be inimical to ' * *
the health and safety of the public." As to those aspects of reactor operation not considered la as
adjudicatory proceeding (if one is conducted), it is the staff's duty to lasure the saistemos of sa
adequate bass for each of the requisite Section 50.57 determinations. South Carolina Electric sad Oss
Co. (Virgil C. Summer Nuclear Station, Unit 1). ALAB.642,13 NRC 881,895 96 (1981), amrmed
sub nom. Fairrald United Actica v. Nuclear Regulatory r-- --'' . No. 812042 (D.C. Cir., April
28,1982).

E Answers to interrogatories should be complete la themselves; the interrogating party should not
need to sift through documents or other materials to obtain a complete answer. 4A Moore's Federal
Practice 133.25(1) at 33129130 (2d ed.1981). A broad statement that the information sought by as
interrogatory is to be found la a mass of documents is also insumcient. Harlem River Consumers

I Coop., Inc. v. Associated Grocers of Harlem, lac, 64 F.R.D. 459, 463 (S.D.N.Y.1974). Instead, a
rty must specify ly which documents cited contain the desired information. Martia v. Eastoe
blahing Co.,85 .R.D. 312,315 (E.D. Pa.1980). See also Nagler v. Admiral Corp 167 F. Sepp.

I 413 (5 D.N.Y.1958). Where an interroptory seeks the sames of espected espert witasanes, the estare'
of their testimony, and the substance or their opinions, the responding party any not stop at merely
identifying its experts; it must provide all the informatka requested. See Bates v. Ftrustone Tire a,
Rubber Co 83 F.R.D. 535,538,539 (D.C.S.1979).
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*a
LBP-821 CONSOLIDATED EDISON COMPANY (INDIAN POINT STATION, UNIT NO. 2), .)Docket No. 50 247 OLA: OPERATING LICENSE AMENDMENT; January 4,1982; '

MEMORANDUM AND ORDER " '^

A Licensing Board denics untimely petition to interver.e and request for hearing regarding [ d
Licensee's apphcation to espond the capacity of the spent fuel pool. ; -f

B A tardy Petitioner to intervene saay not show good cause for its untimely filing by asserting a
.'

p
behef that its concerns would be addressed in another proceeding. ?

C The Feders! Register Act (44 USC |1508) provides that publication of a notice in the Federal F' O
Register shall constitute notice to all persons residing in the United States. J

k LBP 821 A CLEVELAND ELECTRIC ILLUMINATING COMPANY et at (PERRY NUCLEAR '2
s

} POWER PLANT. UNITS I & 2), Docket Nos. 50-440 OL, 50 441-OL: OPERATING LICENSE; f
Janusry 6,1932; MEMORANDUM AND ORDER

. J.
A The Board decides that & the absence of specific onntrary directions from the Commission, a ,'

can'ention should not be dismissed from a proceeding merely because a Commission rulemaking '

proceeding is pending. Consequently, a contention concerning a method to mitigate an anticipated J,.

transient without scram (ATWS) should not be dismissed becatise of a pending rulemaking on that (,. dgeneral subject. This type of contention is not considered to be subject to a principle assertedly 'b 2
estabhshed with respect to radioact ve waste disposal contentions, that such issues are genenc and N :
should not be considered in individual proceedings. -y TJ

B Contentions need not be dismissed merely because there is a pending rulemaking on the same T.- *

subject unless the Commission has specifically directed that they be dismissed. No such direction has ,M c
been issued concerning contentions regarding ATWS. V ::"

LBP 82 2 WISCONSIN ELECTRIC POWER COMPANY (POINT BEACH NUCLEAR PLANT, k M'"
UNITS I AND 2). Docket Nos. 50-266 OL A. 50-301 OLA: OPERATING LICENSE

' ~d

AMENDMENT; January 7.1982; SUPPLEMENTARY ORDER ~a
,

A The ASLB issues an order which supplements its earlier order of December 21, 1981 i I
(LBP 8162) 14 NRC 1747 (1981), by adopting a protective order covering the release to the I
intervenor of allegedly proprietary material that it previously found should be released.

8 The Board denies requests for discovery and an evidentiary hearing concerning allegations that (J M
the intervenor cannot be trusted to receive the information under protective order. It balances the f>

nature of the allegations against the nature of the allegedly proprietary r sterial and concludes that L c,
the discovery and hearing are not warranted. t J.

C Other issues raised in a motion for reconsideration filed by Westinghouse Electric Corporstsn. ~4

.| appearing specially in support of the propnetary nature of its sleeving report, are left for decision on a f.
r

subsequent occasion. The Basrd also scLedules an evidentiary hearing concerning the allegations that
'

| matenal in the Westinghouse s?eeving report is propnetary. It estabbshes procedures for the fair and -3
y

expeditious conduct of that hear;ng. Hi

D Pursuant to 10 CFR 52.718, Boards may issue a wide variety of procedural orders that are ,

neith<r empressly authorized nor prohibited by the rules. They may permit intervenors to contend that
allegedly propnetary submisaic.ns should be released to the public. They may also authorize dismvery b
or an ev;dentiary hearing that are not relevant to the contentions but are relevant to an important e
pending procedural issue, such as the trustworthiness of a party to receive allegedly proprietary (

-

matenal. W
E However, discovery and bearings not related to contentions are of limited availability. They

,

*

may be granted, on motion, if it can be shown that the procedure sought would serve a sufGciently r:
important purpose to justify the associated delay and cast.

F Intervenors who have been admitted as parties may htigate issues concerning the alleged
j proprietary nature of submitted documents and may receive, under protective order, relevant

, _U,
. information that has been withheld from the pubhc but is relevant to determining the propnetary -

~ '

nature of submissions. 1
$ '' *
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( 0 Discovery that is not related to contentians may be autherued, on motion, under the general4
'

? authority of the Board; however,it is not authorized esplicitly by the rules. The moving party must
| carry tbs burden of democ.strating that the information sought is suffsiently important to justify the

.fM(-
'

| delay in the proceeding. On belanca, discovery may not be had concerning a single instance of the
alleged untrustworthiness of an intervenor to receive propnetary documents when the allegation is of
limited seriousness and the information which would be released prseant to protective order has very
limited competitive value.,

i

H A party is not entitled to an evidentiary bearing es a question of the alleged entrustworthiness
of as latervenor unless the issues to be tried are suffriently serious, la light of the material which may
be released to the intervenor mader protective culer, to justify the delay and expense of such a bearing.

I A party may be permitted to file a trial plan with the Board, without showing specific aspects
of it to another party, if the escrecy is abows to be necessary to effective litigation. However, the trial
pies will be released to the other party aner it is used. Similarly, cross examination plans may be
required to be fJed with the Board for subsequent release to parties.

J The Board considered a form of protective order suggested to it by an interested participant
and modified and issued that order, attaching it as se appendam.

K Under special circumstancre, the Board may adopt a protective order governing the release to a
party of infwmation contained is se allegedly proprietary afredavit Aled is support of the propnetary
nature of another document.

LBP-82-3 SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY, et al. (SAN ONOFRE NUCLEAR
GENERATING STATION, UNITS 2 AND 3). Docket Nos. 50-361-OL, 50 362-OL
CONSTRUCTION PERMIT; January ll,1982; PARTIAL INITIAL DECISION

A la a Partial Initial Decision, the Licensing Board rules that the seismic design basis for Units 2
and 3 of the facility provides a reasonable assurance of safety against earthquake hazards. The Board
also determines that the current state of emergency preparedness is adequate to notharize issuance of a
low. power (5% of rated power) license.

9 The comprehensive investigatory obligations concerning site seismicity set forth in vuious
provisions of 10 Cm hrt 100. Appendix A. apply only to applicants fce construction pert:rts.
Applicants for operating licenses have an * update * obligation under 10 CFR 5154(b)(I).This reqsires
them to perform such further investigations as may be necessitated by discoveries of new information
following issuance of the construction permit to ensure the safety of the facility.

C Evidence that could have been introduced at the contested construction permit proceeding and
which was knows to the parties and Licensing Board at that time is excluded from operating license,

proceeding on that basis.
D Esclusion is enforced despite the fact that the party offering the evidence was not a party to

the prior proceeding and the bue to which it relates was not actually litigated and decided. home
departures from traditional elements of common-law res judicata and collateral esto9pel are justified
on the basis of unique aspects of the Comnussion's public interest licensing scheme.

E Otherwise admissible evidence can be escluded altogether if it lacks any significant probative
value.

F 10 CFR 2.714(b) requires that the bases of contentions be set forth with * reasonable
specirsity." When a contention is put forward for the first time late in the proceeding aher discovery
is closed, specificity requirements are quite stringent because discovery is not available as a means of
refining the contention.

G A licensing board has discretion to decline to reopen the record if it appears that reopemag is
unlikely to affect the result.

H la the absence of explicit guidance from the Commission, a licensing board should determine
upon an opphcanon for a low-power license whether the comparative risks involved in low-power versus
full-power operations are equivalent, considering the nature of the activities involved and tbs state of
emergency preparednces.

I Most appropriate criteria for emersency plans in the low power context is whether the onsite
plans meet full power requirements (ignoring any dersiencies relevant only to full power), plus the
ability to communicate with offsite authoritica. No advance offsite planning is required.

J Technical issues discussed include: Safe Shutdown Earthquake- Controlling Geologic Feature,
Slip Rate Method Fault ungth Methodi Strong Ground Motion- Empirical Analysis, Theoretical
Modeling, Development of Design Spectrum, Saturation of Seismic Waves, Focusing of Seismic
Waves; Risk Analysis of Low-Power Operations.
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LBP 82-4 MAINE YANKEE ATOMIC POWER COMPANY (MAINE YANKEE ATOMIC POWER
STATION), Decket No. 54509-OLA; OPERATING LICENSE AMENDMENT; January 22,1982;

,

MEMORANDUM AND ORDER
A The Licensing Board denies a petition for leave to intervene fuod almost two years aAer the

date of the original motice of opportunity for intervention and over five months aher the fding date set
forth in the supplemental notice of opportonity for intervet, tion. Petitioner's regnest to make a limited
appearance is granted.

B In order to gain admission lato a proceeding a late latervention petitioner must address frve
pertinent factore la 10 CFR 42.714(a)(1), and affirmatively demaamte that on balance, they favor
such admissice-

C The Commission's Rules of Practice (10 CFR 12.714) require that a petition for leave to
intervene "shall set forth with particularity the interest of the petitioner la tLa pr~-Ant and how
that laterest may be affected by the results of the proceeding *

D Under 10 CFR 82.714(b), en intervcation petition must include the bases for each contestico
set forth with reasonable specificity. t;ontentions must be sufraciently detailed ans specifs to
demonstrate that the issues raised are admissibis and that further inquiry as warranted, and to put the
other parties on notics as to what they will have to defend against or oppose.

LBP-82 5 COMMONWEALTH EDISON COMPANY (BYRON STATION, UNITS 1 AND 2h
Docket Nos. STN-50-454-OLA, STN-50-455-OLA; OPERATING LICENSE AMENDMENT;
January 27,1982; MEMORANDUM AND ORDER

A The Ucensing Board denies Intervenor's motion for r-t-stion of the Boarfs order
dismissing Intervenor as a party for failure to comply with orders requiring discovery

B Discovery in Licensing Board pr=== dings "shall relate only to those matters la controversy *
which have been identifiet by the presiding officer.10 CFR |2.740(b)(l). Interrogatories propounded
to the NRC Staff by Intervenor, the Rockford League of Women Voters (Langue), were not pending
and unanswered as of the date of the Boarfs dismianal of the League as as intervening party for
failure to make discovery, where such interrogatories had been filed more than 9 months prior to the
Board's order ruling on the admissibility of the League's revised contestiana, and direreias the

: of formal fiscovery.
C De mere fding of a motion for reconsideration does not stay la any way the order to which it

is directed, nor steder it less thaa final. Consequently, the pendency of Applicant's notion for
reconsideration of the Boarfs ruling on the admissibility of contentions did not excuse the Laagae's
failure to respond to Applicant's intarrogatories, particularly since a subsequent Board order directing*
the League to furnish the requested discovery promptly also denied Applicant's motion for
reconsideration.

D The extensive ramifications of Intervenor's involvement la discovery, hearings, notacas,
correspondence and disputte la a contemporaneous state pr=== ding could not be used to esculpate its

, persistent defiance of the Boarfs orders, particularly where its invoNement in the state prac=adine was
never brought to the attention of the Board as a matter afreaans the Boasts munapement orI

'

scheduling of the instant proceeding.
E Counsel's allegations of professional and persons! problems as excuses for Intervenor's failure to

provide discovery did not justify remasideration of the Boar (s im ition of sanctions for such failure,
; where such anegations were capressly deelt with in the Boar (s compelling discovery.
| F In light of latervenor's deliberate and willful refusal to provide the evidentiary bases for its

admitted contentions, despite the clear mandates of the Boar (s orders requiring diametry, the League
could not challenge the imposition of the sanctson of diamismat by arguing that other NRC cases
involved lesser penalties.

LEP 82-5A WISCONSIN ELECTRIC POWER COMPANY (POINT BEACH NUCLEAR PLANT,
f UNITS I AND 2), Docket Nos. 50-266-OLA 50-501 OLA; OPERATINO LICENSE
b AMENDMENT; January 23,1982; MEMORANDUM AND ORDER
s A The Board upheld, aner reconsideration, its previous dad =iaa concerning the release to the
[ public of a portion of an allegedly propnetary afradavit that had been submincd la support of the

confidentiality of coher documenta.
8 The Board rules that it is appropriate for it to address issues concerning the confidentiality of a

portion of its record, regardless of whether the issue was raised by a party. Such as action is la
response to a ' proposal" that a document be treated as propnetary and is act a prohibited sua sponte
action of the Boara.

C For as affidsvit to be exempt from the Board's general authority to rule ao proposals
concerning the withholding of information from the public, that affadarit must meet the regulatory.,g 3; .
requirement that it have " appropriate markings", When thefain language of the regulation requires~4 w

$ * appropriate markings", an aDeged tradition by which Stau has accepted the propnetary sature of
g

i %
e
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, ", a - / affdavits when only a portion of the affdavits is propnetary is not relevant to the correct

3
interpretation of the regulation.

*
'~$ P

'# D la addition, the Board rules that legal argument may not appropnately be withheld from the
puWic merely because it is inserted in an affdavit, a portion of which may contain some proprietary
information.

j E The Board clarifies its earlier ruling so that it would not be interpreted to suggest that
Westinghouse Corporation bad been morally culpable in claiming confidentiality for an entire affdavit,"

only a portion of which contained proprietary information. It also apologizes for unaa===arily
castigating Westingbouse about lack of concern for the public's right to know.

i F Afridavits supporting the proprietary nature of other documents can be withheld from the
public only if they have " appropriate markings". An entire affdavit may not be withbeid because a
portion is propnetarv " a Board may review an initial Staff determination concerning the propnetary
nature of a do6 a to determine whether the review has addressed tbc regulatory criteria for
withholding.

O A party may not withhold legal arguments from the public by inserting those arguments into
an affidavit that contains some proprietary information.

H A Board decision to review a proposal concerning the withholding of a portbn of the record
from the puWic is an appropriate exercise of Board authority and is not subject to the sua sponte
limitation on Board authority.

I Parties should not impugn one another's integrity without first submitting supporting evidence.
J Regulations should be interpreted by examining the meaning of the words contained in the

regulations. Unless there is some ambiguity in the words, practices in implementing the regulations are

| not relevant to their correct interpretation.
LBP-82-6 WISCONSIN ELECTRIC POWER COMPANY (POINT BEACH NUCLEAR PLANT,

UNITS I AND 2), Docket Nos. 50 266 0LA, 50 301-OLA; OPERATING LICENSEg

AMENDMENT; February 2,1982; MEMORANDUM AND ORDER
A The Board decides that an intervenor need not specify particular portions of an allegedly

proprietary document that it wants released to the public, nor need it provide reasons for release of
portions to the public, providing that it has specified with reasonable particularity which sections it
wants released and has provided its overall reasons for release. The issue arcee with respect to the
possible release to the public of safety tests which were claimed to be propnetary and entitled to be
withheld from the public.

.

B The Board also decided that it has the discretion to decide confidentiality issues regardless of
{ whether they have been raised by a party, providing that it finds the staff determination of,

confdentiality issues to be unsatisfactory.
C W'aen a Board has reached a deternunation of a motion in the course of an on-the-record

bearing,it need not reconsider that determination in response to an untimely motion but it may,in its

{
discretion, decide to reconsider on a showing that it has made an egregious error.

t D An intervenor's burden in specifying portions of allegedly proprietary documents for release to
the public is analogous to the burden of a person requesting information pursuant to the Freedom of,

! Information Act. Generally, the burden is on the person wishing to withhold information and act on

j the requater.
F The Bcard may, pursuant to the general powers of a presiding officer, decide whether or not,

Was of the record should be withheld from the public. It is not n===ary that an intervenor raise*

% rive. However, it is not always appropriate for the Board to act when the issue has not been
, sial Whether or not it abould act depends in part on whether it finds the staffs review satisfactory.

The Board's authority to consider substantive issues is limited by the sua sponte rule, but the
sama limitation does not apply to its consideration of ennfidentiality issues under standards set forth in
Ip CFR 32.7v0.

5,@ l CONSUMERS POWER COMPANY (B10 ROCK POINT PLANT), Docket No. 50-155
I (Spent Fuel Pool Amendment); OPERATING LICENSE AMENDMENT; February 5,1982;

fWLMORANDUM AND ORDER
A . $ntmary disposition is denied with ri:spect to a contention that the chain reaction constant

(Kenila a spent fuel pool may exceed standards geners"y applied by the Coctmassion's staff. The
principal error alleged to have been committed by applicat and staff in their calculations wu failure

|
to allow for boiling of the fuel pool at temperatures of up to 247*F which may occur at the tettom of
the pool, where the water is under pressure because of the column of water above it.

( Technical issues discussed include: Fuel Pool Boiling; Chain Reaction Constant in Spent Fact5
'i Pool; Kor la Spent Fuel Pat
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f LBP 82 7A METROPOLITAN EDISON COMPANY (THREE MILE ISLAND NUCLEAR STATION,by -

UNIT NO.1), Docket No. 54289 (Restart) (Reopened Proceeding); SPECIAL PROCEEDINO:; February 5,1982; MEMOlt"!DUM AND ORDER' '

A The Licensing Board eenies NRC Staff Motion for Review of Special Master's ruling with
respect to " Staff attitude".

B Special Master's order inquiring into the NRC Staff's attitude la administering NRC operator
license examinations was not concerned with stutode qua attitude, but with the resources committed
and care taken la administering the examinations. Such considerations are relevant to the reopened
prooneding concerning cheating on the TMI-I operators' license examinations.

C Interlocutory review of the Special Master's order was inappropriate in any event under the
standards of Public Service Co. of Indiana (Marble Hill, Units I and 2), ALAB-405,5 NRC 119492
(1977). The Staff already had prepared and presented testimony on NRC Staff attitude, so that any
*immediate and serious irreparable impact" was no longer threatened but a fait accompli, and Staff
failed to show that this matter had affected the pr--Ang improperty in a pervaarve and unusual
manner. The issue was either moot or perishingly moot by time of filing.

LDP-82-8 CONSUMERS POWER COMPANY (BIO ROCK POINT PLANT) Docket No.
50155-OLA (Spent Fuel Pool Amendment); OPERATINO LICENSE AMENDMENT; February 19,
1982; MEMORANDUM AND ORDER

A The Board completes acting ce Applicant and Staff motions for sammary disposition of
contentions. The most important issues to survive these motions are: (1) a contention that the
espanded spent fuel pool would hve a chain reaction constant Keftthat exceeds 0.95, the level
generally permitted by Commission practice; (2) a contendon that the safety of the reactor is
compromised by a SAC, low level bombing practice run that is II.5 miles frzn the plant;(3) some
issues relating to a contention that the fuel pool, which is located within the containment building,
would not be safe during a coro<tamage (TMI 2 type) incident in which radiation inhibited entry into
the containment for sa extended period of time; (4) some issues relating to the reliability of Staff and
Applicant analyses of the level of radiation to be emitted from the pool; (5) whether workers would
receive radiation doses that are *as low as reasonably achievable" (ALARA) while installing the new
spent fuel racks; and (6) whether there would be suf0cient makeup water available following a
caskdrop incident er a scismic lacident in which the overhead crane might drop into tSe pool.'" 8 Summar) disposition is granted with respect to contentions that the expansion of the fuel pool,

g would indua as acceptable routine and accidental releases of radioactive materials, that small or
medium-sized la.ks la the spent fucI pool would cause environmental hazards, that there would be,

i unacceptable corrosion of the pool and its components, and that fuel could escape the racks and remain
; andiscovered for a substantial period of time. Two Board questions, relating to the performar :e of

certain specified valves and to the possibility of an Oyster Creek-type incident, also are dismissed
e

i C la addition, the Board rules that certain late filed afrutavits abould be received into evidencei
and it announces that it will convene a telephone conferencs for scheduling matters.

D The Board discusses the confbeting objectives which must be acconunadated la deciding a
summary disposition motion.

E The Board reinterprets some contentions to raise issues that were uncovered through discovery
and that were act strictly within the contentions as initially worded.

F The Board found good cause for la filing of three sfruisvits because the delay la filing did not
cause any cornsponding delay in the work or the Board and because latervences had denn ated! their sericuaness and their ability to analyze complex issues la a balpful meaner.

* O Technical issues discussed include: Chain reaction constant in spent fuel pool, Keft la spent fuel
f pool, Criticality excursions in spent fuel pool, Zirconium / steam reactions, Radiolysis of steam'

facilitates reaction with zirtonium, Aircrafbcrash risk, As low as is reasonably achievabic, Biological
surveys, Corrosion (spent imel pool), Done calculations, Caskdrop incident (spent fuel pool), Espansion |and operation of spent fuel pool, Emissions from spent fuel pool, Spent fuel stornae rack installation, 1

latergranular stress corrosion cracking (spent fuel pool), Spent fuel pool boiling Boiling temperature in i
spent fuel pool, Occupational radiation dosage to workers engaged in modiru:ation to spent fuel pool,
Safety of spent fuel pool located inside the containment, Health Physica Program, Radiological and
bicaccumulation monitoring, Release of radioactive materials la effluents (spent fuel pool), Spent Fuelg,,,

'

Pool (availability of makeup water), Use of redwasta system to reduce radaation is spent fuel pool.

s$ $ $Q;kff
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CLEVELAND ELECTRIC ILLUMINATING COMPANY, et at (PERRY NUCLEAR- *" LBP 32-9POWER PLANT, UNITS I AND 2), Docket Nos. 50-440-OL, 50-441-OL; SPECIAL'

. ; PROCEEDING: February 19,1932; MEMORANDUM
The Board announces procedures to make its trip to the General Electric Control Room~:' * * A

simulator near Tulsa, Okt.boma, as informative as possible. It empreesca an interest in being informed
about the General Electric Nucienet 1000 Control Room, and it explains that its interest in beingi informed relates to the possibility that it may subsequently raise a sua sponte issue concerning controli
room reliability.

}
i B ' t Board may seek information which will help it to decide whether or not to raise a saa sponte
I lasse.

WI54.ONSIN ELECTRIC POWER COMPANY (POINT BEACH NUCLEAR PLANT,? LBP-3210

{
UNITS I AND 2), Docket Nos. 50-266-OLA, 50-301-OLA; OPERATING LICENSE

19, 1932; MEMORANDUM AND ORDERAMENDMENT; February
Failure to respond fully and in good faith after the Board orders a response to interrogatoriesi

P A
may result in adverse findings of fact. However, the Board need not yet decide whether to make
adverse findings in this proceeding, in which a special summary disposition procedure was adopted.

;

That procedure places the burden of going forward on summary disposition on the Intervenor. The
,

'
effect of adopting that procedure may be to alleviate some of Applicant's diffrutties if there have been

,

incomplete responses to interrogatories about Intervenor's case.t
The Board need not act on a motion for a continuance that is not yet ripe. Should Intervenor:

! B
subsequently find, nearer to the conclusion of this case, that important information about steam

} generstor tube repair is being na-mbled but has act yet bee,a made available, a motaan for;
continuance may then be appropriate.

l C A change in plans concerning whether or not to conduct a full scale sleeving repair project in
e

one of Applicant's units is not a reason to dismiss a portion of the requested amendment.|
D Once a Board has required a response to interrogatorica, Intervenor may not effectively limit its

obligation to comply with the Board's order by using limiting language in its response.
Although failure to comply with a Board order to respond to interrogatories may result inE

adverse findings of fact. *be Board need not decide what adverse findings to adopt until action is
necessary. When another procedure has been adopted requiring Intervenors to shoulder the burden of

-

going forward on a motion for summary disposition,it may be appropriate to await Intervenor's filing| on summary disposition, before deciding whether or not to impose sanctions for failure to respond toi
interrogatones pursuant to a Board order. Sanctions only will be appropriate if failure to respond,

t
prejudges Applicant in the preparation of its case.

J F The Board required Intervenors to file a Motion Concerning Utigable Issues, by which the.,
4

|
burden of going forward on summary disposition was placed on the Intervenors. However, Applicant
and Staff will have to respond and Intervenors will reply. Thereafter, the standard for summary
disposition will be the same as required under the rules.

i This special procedure was appropriate because time pressures had caused the Board to apply aG
las standard for admission of contentions, depriving Applsants of full notice of the contentions in the'

proceeding, and because Applicants had already shown substantial grounds for summary disposition of'

all contentions in the course of a bearing that had already been completed.
Although it is appropriate to admit contentions more freely than ordinary practice permits

,

H
because of time pressures on a proceeding, the catraordinary freeness in admitting contentions should
be terminated when the time pressures are reduced because Applicant has changed its operational

,

plans.
CLEVELAND ELECTRIC ILLUMINATING COMPANY, et al. (PERRY NUCLEARj LBP-32.l t

POWER PLANT, UNITS I & 2), Docket Nos. 50-440 OL,50-441-OL; OPERATING LICENSE;
February 26.1932; MEMORANDUM AND ORDER?

A motion to admit two late contentions is denied. One contention relates to the disposal of
{

A
nuclear waste and the other to the need for magnesium oxide bricks beneath the reactor vessel.

The principal reason for rejecting tbc nuclear waste contention is that Boards are explicitlya

|
B

barred from considering such a contention by the Comnussion. The reasons for rejecting the
magnesium oxide bricks contention are that the appearance of a newspaper article is not sufficient

.

grounds for the late-filing of a contention atout matters that have been known for a long time and
that intervenors had not demonstrated that they could contribute to this issue because their filing did
not disucas any of the technical problems related to MgO2 bricks and did not relate the need for the

g bricks to any specific characteristics of the Perry plant.
g C The appearance of a newspaper article is not surreient grounds for the late-filing of a
; contention about matters that have been known for a long time. Furthermore,in deciding whether to

admit a late contention, adverse weight may be given to intervenors' failure to show any mastery of
i
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relevant technical materials and failure to show the relevance of their contention to the particular
*

- characteristica of the plant involved in a licensing proceeding.
, D Boards may not exercise jtrisdiction over contentions if those contentions are the subject of a

pending rulemaking and the Commission bas explicitly barred Board consideration of the subject of the
contention.

E Technical issuca discussed include: Waste disposal: Magnesium oxide bricks: Core catcher.
LBP-42-12 WISCONSIN ELECTRIC POWER COMPANY (POINT BEACH NUCLEAR PLANT,

( UNITS I AND 2), Docket Nos. 50 266-OLA, 50-30! OLA: OPERATING LICENSE
AMENDMENT: February 26,1982; MEMORANDUM AND ORDER

,\ A A Board decision ebetber or not to withhold from the public a portion ofits record pursuant to
*

|
a proposal that the information be treated as confidential doca not create a sua sponte issue requiring
formal notification of the Comnussion.

} B Boards have the authonty pursuant to 10 CFR $2.718 to regulate a bearing in a " fair and
- impartial" manner. They are authorized, pursuant to this authority, to consider whether or not it is

appropriate to withhold a portion of their remrd from the public pursuant to a proposal that the
information be treated as proprietary. Exercise of this authority does not give rise to a sua sponte issue-

j requiring notification of the Con 1 mission.
C When a Board has already completed action on a ural matter and no further obligationI has been imposed on a party, it is not appropriate to noti the Commission of the initiation of a sua

{ sponte matter. Such a notification would not avoid delay or serve any other purpose of the
t Commission's rule that it be notified of the pendency of a sua sponte issue.
{ D Board questions related to admitted contentions do not create sua sponte matters requiring'

notifiestion of the Commission. That the Board gives advance notification to a party that related
questions may be asked does not convert those questions into sua sponte issues requiring notification of
the Commission.

LBP-82-I2A CONSOLIDATED EDISON COMPANY OF NEW YORK (INDIAN POINT, UNIT NO.
2), POWER AUTHORITY OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK (INDIAN POINT, UNIT NO. 3),
Docket Nos. S247-SP, S286-SP; SPECIAL PROCEEDING; March I 1982; MEMORANDUM
AND ORDER

A Tbc Licensing Board grants intervention petitioner's motion to permit petitioner's
representatives to observe the emergency planning exercise % duled for the Indian Point facility.

B Where the granting of petitioner's motion would likely result in refinement authority of the
; Licensing Board to entertain the motion was established by and focusing of contentions relating toi

emergency planning. the authority of the Licensing Board to entertain the motion was established by
w.

the provisions of 10 CFR 2.718(e) which describes the powe of presiding ofUcers generally, or by the
| Commission memorandum and order that constituted the Board and directed it to investigate, inter

sha, questions related to emergency planning.
! C Given the Licensing Board's mandate from the Commission to investigate emergency planningj issues related to the Indian Point facility, and the fact that the emergency planning esercises that were
f tbc subject of petitioner's motion were scheduled to take place within two (2) days, the Licensing

Board was not required to adhere strictly to the provisions of the Rules of Practice governing the
i
i timing of discovery when to do so would frustrate the announced purpose of the hearing and where no

party would be seriously disadvantaged by expediting the action. Accordingly, the Licensing Board
would entertain petitioner's motion though petitioner had not yet been admitted as a party, no
ententions had yet been admitted in the prardng, and the Sday penod for response to the motion
bad not elapsed.

D Although licensees did not allege facts sufficient to support the grant to them of a protective
order, the Board would not permit an *unbndled inspection * of licensees' plant, and would impose
conditions upon petitioner's observation of the emergency planning exercises sufficient to keep the
operation free of anything that might constitute interference.,

j LBP-82-128 CONSOLIDATED EDISON COMPANY OF NEW YORK (INDIAN POINT, UNIT NO.
g 2), POWER AUTHORITY OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK (INDIAN POINT, UNIT NO. 31,
( Docket Nos. S247-SP, S286 SP; SPECIAL PROCEEDING; March 2,1982; MEMORANDUM
f AND ORDER

A The Licensing Board denies licensees * request for a stay and for certincation to the Commission
of the Board's order permitting intervention petitioner's representatives to observe emergency planning
exercises at licensees' plant, but grants licensees * request for referral of the order to the Commission
under the discretionary interlocutory appeal provisions of the Rules of Practice.

B Where it was unmistakably clear that the adequacy of emergency planning for the ladian Point
facility was an issue to be fully investigated in the prm=hng, and where, in the opinion of the Board,

. . . ,
. $? t the observations c( potential intervenors as to emergency planning caercises scheduled for the next day
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would be useful to the Board in its deliberations, the Board would deny Incensess' request for stay and
{ cerufication to the N=" of its order permitting such observations, since to grant the request

would render the issue snoot.
C Where the emergency planning exercises that were the subject of the Board's order permitting, , "

observation by representatives of intervention petitioner were scheduled , take place the next day, thei
|

Board would grant licensees' request for referral of tbs order to tbc Commission pursuant to the
discretsonary interlocutory appeals provisaans of the Rules of Practice (10 CFR 2.730(f)) because of
the need for a p~ ompt decision.r

LBP 8213 CLEVELAND ELECTRIC ILLUMINATING COMPANY, et al. (PERRY NUCLEAR
POWER PLANT, UNITS I & 2), Docket Nos. 50-440 OL, 50-441 OL; OPERATING LICENSE;
March 2,1982; MEMORANDU!f AND ORDER'

| A The Licensing Board denies intervenor's request for a stay of prMm treating the regnest
as a motion for continuance.

B While an allegation of serious construction deficiencies might properly be the subject of a
discovery request,it does not provide a basis for continuing the proceeding.

,

j C lt is the responsibility of the Licensing Board to adjudicate contentions raised by the parties
and important safety and environmental issues raised by the Board sua sponte, pursuant to'

I Commission regulations. The Board will not decide whether construction complies with all legal
requirements unless that issue is raised by an adoutted contention or incorporated within a sua sponte
issue.

LBP-82-14 GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY (GE MORRIS OPERATION SPENT FUEL
f STORAGE FACILITY), Docket Nos. 70 1308. & 72 1 SP; OPERATING LICENSE RENEWAL;

March 2,1982; DECISION AND ORDER
y The Licensing Board grants Applicant's motion for summary disposition of all remaining
. A
[ contentions.

B la order to grant a motica for summary disposition, the record before tbc Board must
demonstrate clearly that there is no pnssibility that a litigable issue of fact esists. Any doubt as to
whether the parties should have been perndtted or reo ' red to proceed further woul# beve required at
denial of the motion.

LBP-42-15 CLEVELAND ELECTRit' FLLUMINA%G COMPANY, et al. (PERRY NUCLEAR
POWER PLANT, UNITS I & 2). Dacket Nos. 50-440 OL, 50-441 OL; OPERATING LICENSE;
March 3,1982; MEMORANDUM AND ORDER

A The Licent ng Board rules on intervenor*: request to admit additional contentions and to
espand the scope e: previously admitted contentions.**

B Intervenor's allegation that it learned of an issue through a recently published newspaper article
does not constitute a showing of good cause for the late-filing of a contention where intervenor has not
shown that the newspaper article reflects any new research or previously unavailable insights; bas not
established any menus between the issue and the Perry facility; and has not demonstrated any

,I competence to assist the Board in resolving the issue.
t C A contention presenting a generic issue is not admissible when intervenor fails to demonstrate

any specific neaus between the issue and the facility that is the subject of the proceeding.
D Because recent Commission statements contained in a proposed rule and a proposed policy

statement, though tentative, suggest that the requirements for the control of accident-generated,

[
hydrogen might be made more stringent in the future, the Licensing Bosni may consider admissible a-

contention raising issues related to bydrogen generation, even though a contrary rule, or no rule might'

| ultimately be enacted, To wait for the final rule would ruk delay in the issuance of a license.

1 E Intervenor's motion to enlarge a previously admitted contention was not ripe for decision where
' the contention, as admitted, was sufficiently broad to permit discovery of all relevant information, and

|
intervenor would have the opportunity later to present any new material obtained through discovery
estber in a response to a motion for summary dtsposition or as the basis for a new contenuon.*

| LBP 3216 DUKE POWER COMPANY. et al. (CATAWBA NUCLEAR STATION, UNITS 1 AND

f
2), Docket Nos. 50 413 0L, 50-414-OL; ASLBP Docket No. st-463-01-OL; OPERATING
LICENSE; March 5,1982; MEMORANDUM AND ORDER!

A The Licensing Board rules on pending petitions for intervention and contentions filed in support
of those petitions.

9 The requirement of the Commission's Rules of Practice that the basis for each contention be set
forth with reasonable specificity facilitates Board determinations whether contentions are litigable, and
helps assure that other parties are sufficiently put on notice that they will know at least generally what
they will have to defend against. These purposes do not imply that a high standard of specificity for
contentions is required at so early a stage of the proceeding as the initial prehearing conference. TbcgK

N- { principal function of contentions at this juncture is to place some reasonable limits on discovery, and
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'N
2 this may be accomplished with contentions more broad and general than the revised contentions that

can be developed after discovery and that will, after the final prehearing conference, structure the
QA bearing.

C Whers, at the tims of & first prehearing conference, key documents such as the Commission
Staff's Safety Evaluation Report, its Environmental Impact Statement, most of the offeite emeraency
plans and portions of the Applicrat's Final Safety Analysis Report had not yet been written, the

} argument that intervenors must plead all coptentions with reasonable sprcincity prior to the
,

!

, conference, and that further contentions based on information disclosed in subsequently available )
} documents must be subjected to the restrictive standards for admissibility of late-filed contentions, was

)) unreasonable and not required by the Commusion's Rules of Practice as written or by prior decessoas.
I D The Commission's regulations plainly contemplate that the adequacy of off. site emergency
i plans for countics and municipalities near the facility that is the subject of the prMing can be

contested in their specific details by latervenors.10 CFR 50.47(a).
E Where the documents likely to provide the necessary specifica for the formulation of contentions

were not yet available, the Board would not disallow proposed contentions for lack of specificity but
would admit such contentions conditionally, subject to the requirement that intervenors advancing such ;
contentions review the relevant documents promptly after they become avadable and, within 30 days I

thereafter, submit revised contentions meeting the specificity requirements of the Rules of Practice, or I
else abandon the antentions.

F The adequacy of any revised contentions based upon documents filed subsequent to the initial
,

prehearing conference would be judged by the general principles applicab!e to contentions, including
|specificity. However, since the " lateness * of such contentions would be entirely beyond the control of

the sponsoring interven,r, the additional criteria normally applied to late contentions ander the Rules,

of Practice would not b. applied.
G Because intervenor muld not reasonably be required to advance specific contentions about a

security plan is had never seen, and because it had expressed a formal interest in the plan, the Board
could order Applicants to grant intervenor access to the plan as -ry to a proper decision in the
proceeding. The Board would, however, mndition such disclosure order en intervenor's having obtained
the services of a qualified security plan expert, and woubt impose other limitations on accans to the
plan. Accordingly, the Board would allow laterwner 10 days in which to consider whether it wished to ;

**
pursue the matter further.

1
LBP-8217 TEXAS UTILITIES GENERATING COMPANY, et at (COMANCHE PEAK STEAM )ELECTRIC STATION, UNITS I AND 2), Docket Nca. 54445, 50 446 (Application for Operating

! Ucense); OPERATING LICENSE; March 5,1982; ORDER
li A The Ucensing Board denies intervenor's request that it adopt certain of intervenor's contentions
iI as its own, and grants Applicants' motion for summary disposition of the contentions.' jB Where intervenor filed neither an answer opposing Applicants' motion for summary disposition

ct certain antentions, nor a statement of material facts as to which it contended that there existed a
i,enuine issue to be beard, and where extensive affidavits and statements filed by the Applicants and

, the Comminaion Staff in support of the motion demonstrated that no such issue caisted, intervenor's
-

request that the Board adopt such contentions as its own would be rejected. If a party has established
its entitlement to summary disposition of a contention,it would distort the Commissica's regulations to |
abort this result by permitting an opposing party to withdraw the :ententions without prejudice. I

C Motions for summary dispcaition under $2.749 of the Commission's Rales of Practice are '

analogous to motions for summary judgment under Rule 56 of the Federal R,iles of Civil Procedure
and Federal Court decisions interpreting that rule may be relied upon in NRC prMap.

LBP.82.l g TEXAS UTILITIES GENERATING COMPANY, et al. (COMANCHE PEAK STEAM
ELECTRIC STATION, UNITS I AND 2) Docket Nos. 50 445,50 446 (Application for Operating
License); OPERATING LICENSE; March 8,1982; ORDER

A The Licensing Board denies intervenor's motion for eat =6 of time for discovery.
8 In light of the Commission's express direction that licensing boards conduct their pramahap at

i
, an expeditious pace consistent with the demands of fairness by setting and adhering to reasonable

| [ schedules; and that the special circumstancas faced by a participant do not reheve that party of its
} bearing obligations;intervenor's motion for ent=6 of time for dasoover would be rejected obere no3[p .,Q good cause for that extension had been shown.

j
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N f LBP 32-19 LONG ISLAND LIGHTING COMPANY (SHOREHAM NUCLEAR POWER ETATION

' . . [
UNIT l), Docket Nos. 50-322 OL, 50-322-CPA; OPERATING LICENSE: March 15,1982;
MEMORANDUM AND ORDER

Tbs Licensing Board rules on the admissibihty of contentions and confirms establishment of
'

f A'

hearing schedule.
TMI related issues may be litigated in individual proceedings even if they are not included in

f
< B

the NUREG 0737 hst of TMI requirements applicable to new operating licenses provided that the|
issue to be litigated is not a challenge to the caisting regulations. The Commission's Revised Statement

| of Policy for htigation of IMI issues, CLI-30-42,12 NRC 654 (1930),
broadened the range of TMI

issues which could be litigated in individual pr~=dngs to include the requirements contained in,

! NUREG4737, whether or not those requirements might have been considered challenges to the
| regulations. The policy statement did not cut back the pre-eaisting right to litigate issues which do noti

challenge the regulations just because those issues are not included in NUREG-0737. Pacific Gas and
{ Electric Company (Diablo Canyon, Units I and 2), CLI gI 5,13 NRC 361,363 (1981).

The Commission's " Class 9* accident interim policy statement,45 Fed. Reg. 4010 (June 13,1
2 C

1930), requirss that a probabihstic assessment of environmental risk of accidents previously not
} considered within the design basis of nuclear power plants be included in Final Environmental

13, 1930 policy statement. However, this does not bar aStatements (FES) issued after the Junei contention in proceedings in which the FES issued before that date alleging that the Apphcant andj
Staff have not applied an adequate methodology, such as a probabilistic analysis, to analyze thei

{
rehabihty of systems to determine which sequences of accidents should be considered within the design
basis of the plant.j

D in the circumstance where a contention is a general inquiry into the plant design systems
I analysis methodology, with no spec 3 cation of design exampica, it is appropriate to require the
I intervenor to file and present its direct testimony first,in which intervenor may include a maximum of

three design examples to support its allegation of inadequate methodology. The Staff and Applicant
will file their responsive 'estimony after the cross-eaamination of intervenor's testimony. If the Board

I

( finds that the testimony .. the parties, including that on any design cramples discussed by intervenor's
testimony, reises doubts about the methodology applied to the design of the plant, this could require

4 the Apphear.. and the Staff to go forward with an capanded system-by system analysie on the record
of tLe proceeding.

E Where a generic .ssue has a direct bearing on the safe operation of the individual plant and the
ability of that plant to meet present regulations, the issue cannot be put aside for resolution after the

g
issuance of the operating license simply because it is the subject of an uncompleted generic rulemaking

{ proceeding. In the absence of a finding by the Commission that it is acceptable for an individual
*-

3 license to issue while a rulemaking is pending, the board would either have to defer any authorization
e

otherwise justified in the individual case until a determination is reached in the rulemaking proceeding'

f
and then factor that determination in, or be able to conclude that such authorization can be granted in
the individual case in advance of resolution of the issue on a generic basia. As in instances involving;
Unresolved Safety lasues, this latter determination could be premised on findings that the problem has

i
been resolved for tbc individual reactor, or that there is reasonable assurance the problem will be

j
resolved before it has adverse safety implications for the individual reactor, or that alternative means

e
will be available for assuring that lack of resolution of the problem generically would not pose anj
undue risk from operation of the individual reactor. Cf. Virginia Electric and Power Co. (North Anna,

! Units I and 2) ALAB 49),3 NRC 245 (1973); Gulf States Utilities Co. (River Bend, Units I and 2),
6

|
ALAB 444,6 NRC 760,775 (1977).

F Although the ATWS issue is pending before the Commission in a rulemaking prawing,it is
permissible to litigste a conten; ion that the measures taken at a facility for the interim period pending
completion and implementation of the rulemaking, including operational procedures and operator
training. do not provide the level of protection required by the regulations.

A governmental agency, in this instance a County, which has elected to participate as a fullG*

intervenor on specified contentions does not lose its right to participate an an interested governmental
agency on other issues in the case pursuant to 10 CFR 12 715(c). Project Management Corporation
(Chnch River Breeder Reactor Plant), ALAB-354, 4 NRC 38), 392-93 (1976). However, such
participation must be in accordance with the responsibilities imposed upon a $2.715(c) participant,I

I including timeliness consistent with the need to prevent unfair surprise to the cther parties in the
proceeding. See Gulf States Utilities Co. (River Bend. Units I and 2), ALAB ded, 6 NRC 760,
763-70 (1977).

There is flexibility in the emergency planning rule,10 CFR 150.473)(2), for adjustment of theH
general approximate 10 and 50 mile Emergency Placating Zone (EPZ) where particular local+*W conditions warrant adjustment. Therefore, contentions that such adjustments must be made due to

zr

_?
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{ specified local conditions would be adanssible. However, contentions seeking a totally new case by casep'
probabilistic accident risk analysis to determine on an ad hoc basis tbc zones to be established for thes

b.. I plume esposure pathway and ingestion pathway EPZ's are challenges to the rule since they woulds DD4
} render meaningless the general specification la the rule of 10 and 50 mile EPZ's. I
' I A contention would be admissible which alleges that because of the geography of lens Island,

evacuation planning within an approximate 10 adle EPZ may not be adequate because of the impacts
of persons outside and to the east of the EPZ choosing to evacuata and having to do so by coming
through the EPZ. I

LBP.8219AWISCONSIN ELECTRIC POWER COMPANY (POINT BEACH NUCLEAR PLANT, )
[ UNITS I AND 2), Docket Nos. 50-266-OLA. 50-301-OLA; OPERATING LICENSE

]AMENDMENT; March 19,1982; MEMORANDUM AND ORDER,

! A The Licensing Board affirms its earlier decision that reiaa of a liberal policy toward the
! admission of contentions was proper once the time pressa,e that justi&d the policy was relieved by a

change in the applicant's plans. The ruling permits the intervenor to challenge the policy change by
[ showing specific prejudice that has resulted from expectations raised by the institution of the liberal
i Policy. I

| B Though a Board rey admit a single broad contention in the interest of expedition its liberal ;

policy toward the admission of contentions may be reacinded when the time pressure justifying it is
1

-

| relieved by a change in applicant's operational plans. lasues already raised under the liberal policy are
' not retroactively affected by its rescission.

LBP-8219B CONSUMERS POWER COMPANY (BIO ROCK POINT PLANT), Docket No. 50155
(Spent Fnel Pool Amendment); SHOW CAUSE PROCEEDING; March 19, 1982; I

MEMORANDUM AND ORDER
A The Licensing Board refuses to admit any of 18 late-filed contentions.3

]
8 A summary disposition decision that an allegation presents no genuine issue of fact may

g preclude admission of a subsequent, late-filed contention based on the same allegation.
f C If an intervenor has special permission to file a contention prior to an extended deadline, itj must file the entire contention by that deadline, including the basis for it. If it fails to meet that
{ obligation, it must show good cause for late filing.

D Because Boards may raise important safety and environmental issues sua sponte they should'

review even untimely contentions to determine that they do not raise important issues that should be*'
consulered sua sponte.

LBP-82-20 METROPOLITAN EDISON COMPANY (THREE MILE ISLAND NUCLEAR STATION,
UNIT NO.1), Docket No. 50 289 (Restart); SPECIAL PROCEEDING; March 23, 1982;
MEMORANDUM AND ORDER

A Pursuant to licensee's amtion, the IJoensing Board clarifies a provmon of its Partial Initial
Decmon of December 14,1981, relating to the separation of Three Mile Island Units I and 2.

{ LBP-82-21 FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY (ST. LUCIE PLANT. UNIT NO. 2). Docket
i No. 50 389A: ANTITRUST PROCEEDING; March 24,1982; MEMORANDUM AND ORDER

A la light of a comprehensive settlement agreement among the parties, the Lacensing Board
grants the joint motion of applicant and intervenors to dismiss the proceeding.

B Once the Attorney General of the United States has withdrawn from the proceeding and

f permission has been granted to the remaining intervenors to withdraw, the Board no longer has
; jurisdiction to entertain an antitrust proceeding under the provisions of the Atomic Energy Act.
'

LBP 82 22 HOUSTON LIGHTING AND POWER COMPANY, et al. (SOUTH TEXAS PROJECT
UNITS 1 AND 2), Docket Nos. STN 50-498 OL, STN 50-499 014 OPERATING LICENSE; March
26,1982; MEMORANDUM AND ORDER

A The IJcensing Board denies intervenors' request for Lah e by sworn afrulavit of the
substance of any and all en parte communications alleged to have occurred as a result of NRC
c- - -- . visits to the site of the South Texas facility.*

B Intervenors' request for identification of all persons involved in arranging the visits of NRC
]e -

. to the site of the South Teams facility, and for sworn afrulavits from each such person,

,{was essentially a requent for discovery. As such,it was required to be relevant to some contention or
question before the Licensing Board. Because intervenors had not demonstrated that any ex parte
contacts actually took place and bad alleged no en parte contacts by the I k=ing Board itself, the |

I,%- k$
tD? request was not relevant to the prama&ag before the Board and would be denied.

|
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M LSP-82 23 CONSOLIDATED EDISON COMPANY OF NEW YORK (INDIAN POINT, UNIT 2)'

' ' POWER AUTHORITY OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK (INDIAN POINT, UNIT 3) Docket
Nos. 50 247 SP,50 286 SP; SPECIAL PROCEEDING; March 29,1932; MEMORANDUM AND'

SME f ORDER
A TheWaam Board denies h=anaa' anotion in the alternative for a stay of thera ==ia's

orders governias the praaaaens for h=M of the proceedag or for certification of issues to the
enemmenacq

5 IJoensing Boards exercise only those powers which the Pa==66 bas given them. Where the
Commission's only direction to the Licensing Board in this proceeding was to formulate
r-~%"= on the questions posed in the Commiamaan's order, the Commission did not delegate

-

to the Board the power to issue a stay.
- C Where virtually the same arguments as those contained in heensees' motion had prenously been

f presented to, and rejected by the Commission, a Licensing Board decision reversing the prior Miaa
of the Commission would make a mockery of the Board's obligation to follow Commissaan precedent.

D The Licensing Board's power to certify issues to the Ca==W is discretaanary and is to be
esercised sparingly. Where licensees * motion to certify presented oc novel questions of policy, law or
procedure, and no other compelling reasons for certification, the motion would be denied.

LBP 82-24 ARMED FORCES RADIOBIOLOGY RESEARCH INSTITIJTE (COBALT 60 STORAGE
FACILITY), Docket No. 30-6931; MATERIALS LICENSE RENEWAL; March 31, 1982;
MEMORANDUM AND ORDER

A The Licensing Board rules that notions of elementary fairness require consaderation of an
untimely petition to intervene and request for hearing where the late filing may have resulted from
petitioner's reliance on NRC Staff representations, but denies the petition for lack of standing.

B Pursuant to 10 CFR 30.34, by-product materials licenses are subject to the provisions of the
Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended, as wcIl as to all valid rules, regulations and orders of the
enemissina

t C By its terms,12.% 1 of the eneminaion's Rales of Practice does not contemplate that the
provisions of 12.714 relating to the timehness of intervention petitions should apply to materials
licenses issued pursuant to 10 CFR 2.103 and 10 CFR, Part 30, unless the Commission orders that a
hearing be beld or determines that an opportunity for a public bearing should be afforded.

D Section 2.103 of the Commission's Rules of Practice provides that the Duector of Nuclear
Reactor Regulation or the Director of Nuclear Materials Safety and Safeguards may issue a license if
it finds that the application complies with the requirements of the Atomic Energy Act and the

}
Commission's regulations, and restricts the right to a bearing to an Applicant who has been notified of

I
a denial of the application. Consequently, the issuance of a by-product materials license renewal is not*

I a proceeding under the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended, ll89(a),42 USC 2239(a), and a

}
bearing is not required before the license is renewed.

E Where petitioner's counsel alleged that Comnussion Staff had represented to her that no action
; would be taken on licensee's application for renewal of its by-product materials license until completion

1 of pending reactor licensin;; proceedings to which petitioner was a party, and such allegations were not
,

!
denied by Staff, the action of Staff could be asserted as an estoppel on the issue of the timchness of
petitioner's petition for leave to intervene.;

' F Where petitioner relied to its detriment on Staffs representations, notions of elementary
fairness required that its petition to latervene be considered even though it was filed after the issuance

I of the license renewal to which it pertained.
O Although an organization may establish standing through its members, it must a!!ege a'

|
ential injury which is particularized to it and not one which is shared in substantially equal measure
all of a large class of citizens.'

H Since the Cobalt facility that was the subject of this petition did not have the potential for
,f accidental release of fission products, the proximity nexus for establishment of standing in nuclear

reactor prMnss was not applicable bere. Since petitioner's only allegation of injury to its memberst
was proximity to the Cobatt facility, it failed to establish standing and its petition was denied.

LDP-82 24A WISCONSIN ELECTRIC POWER COMPANY (POINT BEACH NUCLEAR POWER
PLANT, UNITS I AND 2), Docket Nos. 50 266 OLA, 50-301 OLA: OPERATING LICENSE
AMENDMENT; March 31.1982; MEMORANDUM AND ORDER

A The Licensing Board denies a motion to m=t- its prenous decision not to certify a sua
sponte question tr the Commission.

3 The regulations limiting tbs Board's authority to raise sua sponte issues restrict its right to
consider safety, environmental or defense matters not raised by partice but does not restrict its
responsibility to oversee the fairness and efficiency of proceedings and to raise important proceduralr

- %
,

questions on its own motion.i

4
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C The Commassion's directaan to Boards to actify it of sua sponte anatters does not create rightsy la private parties.. ,

*4 D A Board snay raise a procedural question, such as whether a portion of its record abound be-*
- treated as proprietary or should be re, eased to the public, regardiens of whether the full scope of the

question bas been raised by a party.
LBP.82-25 CONSOLIDATED EDISON COMPANY OF NEW YOR!" (INDIAN POINT, UNIT NO..

2), POWER AUTHORITY OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK (INDIAN POINT UNIT NO. 3)
} Docket Nos. 50 247.SP, 54286.SP; SPECIAL PROCEEDINO; April 2,1982; MEMORANDUM

AND ORDER
A The Licensing Board rules os petitions to intervene and request to participate pursuant to 10

CFR 12.715(c).
B Section 2.715(c) of the Comaussion's Rales of Prsctico does act limit t==amt boards to the

recognition of a sole state representative.
C The authority of tbs Licensing Board to admit the Atweey General of the State of New York

as a representative of as laterested state is not limited by tbo provisions of a New York State law
delegating responsibility for reprrientation of the state to the New York State Energy Ofrece.

D A Licensing Board may require a repressatative or agency of an interested state to indicate la
advance of the bearing the subject matter ce which it wishes to participate, but each a showing is not
required for adnussion pursuant to 10 CFR 12.715(c).

[ E A party admitted as se laterested state under the provisacas of 10 CFR 32.715(c) may act
neserve the right to intervene later ander $2.714 with full party status. A petition to interveos under
the provisions of the latter sectice must conform to tbs requirements for late-filed petitions.

F Where the petition for intervention of the Friends of the Earth was signed by as ofrudal of the
organistion who berself bad the requisite personal interests to support an intervention petition, the
organistion also had standing.

G The fact that the sole or primary parpose of an organization is to oppose nuclear power la
general or t e facility the subject of the pr=adine la particular is not a basis for denying the
organizatice's petition to intervene.

H The Union of Concerned Scientists (UCS) was not required to prmfuce sa amdavit from one of
its members or sponsors specificaDy authorizing it to represent the interests of that member or sponsor
in this prar-dng. The organization's opposition to continued operation of the Indiaa Point plaat and
its steps taken to effectuate that oppcaition were clearly germane to UCS's expressed purposes, sad the
Board could assume that UCS's spcesars in the vicinity of indian Point were aware of those activities.
Accordingly, UCS could be presumed to represent the intesests of such sponsors. Virgi .is Electric and
Power Cornpany (North Anna Nuclear Power Station, Units I and 2), ALAB-536, 9 NRC 402
(1979).

I Where a non-membership organization has a well-dertned purpons which is germane to the
proceedings, its sponsors can be consulered equivalent to members where they rananciauy support the
organization's objectives and have indicated a desire to be represented by the organization. Therefore,
where an individual UCS sponsor has standing, this provides a sufficicet neses between the
organizarire and the proceeding to permit representational standing by UCS.

LDP.82 26 PUGET SOUND POWER & LIGHT CO., et al. (SKAGIT/HANFORD NUCLEAR,

. POWER PROJECT, UNITS I AND 2). Docket Nos. 50 522, 50-523; SPECIAL PROCEEDINO;
i April 5,1982; MEMORANDUM AND ORDER
i A The Licensing Board rules on petitions to intervene.

8 An interventsen petitioner, to have standing, must allege some injury that has occurred or will
result from b action taken as a result of the proceedings. A mere academic interest in the outcome of
the proceedings will not amfer standing.

I C The econm cmcerns of ratepayers of the applicant utilities are not within the * zone of
| interests * protected by the Atomic Energy Act or NEPA, and such interests do not provide a basis for

;

'

f standing for the representative of the affected ratepayers.
I LBP-82 27 METROPOLITAN EDISON COMPANY (THREE MILE ISLAND NUCLEAR STATION,"

UNIT NO.1), Docket No. 50-289 (Restart); SPECIAL PROCEEDING; April 5,1982;
MEMORANDUM AND ORDER MODIFYING AND APPROVING NRC STAFF'S PLAN OF
IMPLEMENTATION

A Licensing Board, having reserved Junediction in Partial faitial Decis6ae LBP-3159,14 NRC
1211. December 14, 1981, to consider the Stafra pian for implementing the initial da=aa after
modification and amendment, adopts the Stafra implementation report. OF AUTHORITY

B Jurisdiction to approve post <lecision implementation plan was reserved in view of the fact that
the evidentiary record did not permit detailed determination of which considerations require the,* ,,

! imposition of rigid license conditions; that the license abauld not be freighted unnecessarily and too
N

4$
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rigidly with license conditions; that enforcement involved its own expertine; that tbs Notice of Hearing

b .
(10 NRC tel,148 49) assigned responsibility to be shared by the Director of Nuclear Randor

i Regulation and by the Board to impicment the Board's Miaa and that to leave the entire
- ( enforcement responsibility to the Staff would be sa excessive delegation of the Board's responsibilities.

C An uninvited request to reevaluate the evidentiary record and arrive at a different conclexion.

) made more than two months after the initial decisica would, standing alone, be an untimely petition

i for reconsideration under 10 CFR 2.771 and beyond the Board's jurisdiction.

| D Having retained jurisdiction to approve implementation plan, even though a request for
1

modification of the initial decision could be deemed an untimely petition for reconsideration,it would

) be pointless for Licensing Board to require the implementation of a condition it no longer supported,

j and, la any event, the Board's ruling would afford useful guidance to the Appeal Board and
- Commission on review.

E Having retained jurisdiction to approve implementation plan, a request to clarify the scope and
purpose of a Board-imposed condition in the initial decision is not a petition for reconsideration and is
properly within the Board's jurisdiction.

LBP-82-28 CONSUMERS POWER COMPANY (MIDIAND PLANT, UNITS 1 AND 2), Docket Nos.
50-329 OM & OL, 50 330 OM & OL; CONSTRUCTION PERMIT MODIFICATION,
OPERATING LICENSE; April 12,1982; MEMORANDUM AND ORDER

A The Licensing Board denies an intervence's motion for suspension of constructico pending
resolution of an assertedly unresolved generic safety issue concerning the potential effects of
electromagnetic pulse (EMP) on nuclear power plants.

B A contention concerning the efsect on a nuclear plant of electromagnetic pulsen (EMP) possibly
f
(

resulting from a nuclear detonation at a high altitude cannot be considered in an operating license
proceeding, as a result of 10 CFR 950.13, ubich expressly does not require operating license apNicants,

{
to provide design features or other measures for protection against the effects of enemy attack or the
deployment of weapons incident to national defense activities.

LBP.32 29 NORTHERN INDIANA PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY (BAILLY GENERATINGI

f STATION, NUCLEAR-1), Docket No. 54367; CONSTRUCTION PERMIT EXTENSION; April

i 12,1982; MEMORANDUM AND ORDER
! A Licensing Ecard issues proposed order to terminate the proceeding onvolving an application for

extension of the construction permit's construction completion etc. The termination would be
, conditioned upon applicant's implemen ing a Board-approved site restoration plan under Staff"" +

g supervision, but noi upon applicant'e %vig intervenor's attorneys' fees and expeuses.
B Board weighs reasons fo' granting termination conditioned upon implementation of site.

|
re,toration plan against those t,r requiring restoration before termination, and proposes immediate,
conditional termina'. ion.

f C Absent statutory uception, the "American Rale * of not awarding attorneys' fees and expenses
is binding upon administrative agencies. Turner v. FCC, $14 Fed,1354 (D.C. Cir.1975).

,

D Even if the Comnussion has the authority to do so, it has not adopted a policy of awarding'

attorneys' feet and expenses.
E The exception to the "Amencan Rale" of not awarding attorneys' fees and expenses embodied

!
in the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, which permits the award to prevent a duplication of expenses
where the dismissal is without prejudice, does not apply to the termination of a constructico permit
extension proceeding.

LBP-82-30 PENNSYLVANIA POWER AND LIGHT COMPANY and ALLEGHENY ELECTRIC
i COOPERATIVE, INC. (SUSQUEhaNNA STEAM ELECTRIC STATION, UNITS l AND 2),

| Docket Nos. 50 387-OL,50 388-OL; OPERATING LICENSE; April 12,1982; INITIAL DECISION
A The Licensing Board issues its Initial Decision, presenting findings of fact and conclusions of

{ law on the matters in controversy and authorizing the issuance of an operating license consi: tent witha

the conclusions of the Board. The issuance of a license is made subject to certain conditions which
require the Director of Nuclear Reactor Regulatice to make findings on several emergency planning
matters. The license is also subject to the outcome of rados prema&ngs pending before the Atomic
Safety and Licensing Appeal Board.

8 Technical issues discussed include: Quantities and health effects of isotope, Technetium; need
for power; emergency evacuation; stress sarosion cracking; f _ !=g; low-level waste storage;
health effects of transmission lines; emergency planning; scram discharge vol,une breaks.F$$ t
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f LBP-82 3I UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF ENEROY, PROJECT MANAGEMENT.vV 0 CORPORATION, TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY (CLINCH RIVER BREEDER
'7 REACTOR PLANT), Docket No. 50 537; SPECIAL PROCEEDING; April 14,1982; ORDER

FOLLOWING CONFERENCE WITH PARTIES .

- *
,

t A The Licensing Board confirms its rulings made during a maference of ma-I for the parties )
\ and sets forth a list of contentions admitted for bearing. ;
' LDP 32 32 CONSUMERS POWER COMPANY (810 ROCK POINT PLANT), Docket No. 50155; 1

f SPENT FUEL POOL AMENDMENT; April 20,1982; MEMORANDUM AND ORDER
A After the close of i;iscovery, the Board rulsa that several subcontentions dealing with emergencyr

} planning have a basis and should be admitted for hearing. Previously, a broad emergency planning
! contentaan bad been admitted for purposes of discovery, subject to a requirement that interrenors show

|
rurther " specificity" before the bearing. The Board found that with respect to several subcontentions
the intervenors had met that requirement.,

? E When a broad emergency planning contention is admitted for purposes of discovery, subject to
a requirement that " specificity" be provided prior to a bearing. *specirmity" abould be interpreted in
light of 10 CFR 62.714(b), as meaning that the intervenors must specify their basis for subcontentions
admitted for bearing. Whether or not basis has been provided will be deternuned in light of the
complete record, including the opportunity provided during discovery to uncover a basis and including
an examination of applicant's response to each subcontention.

C 10 CFR 550.47(c)(2) authorizes the reduction la size of emergency pisaning zones and
ingestion pathways for nuclear power reactors generating less than 250 MW thermal However, this
authorization is on a case by-case basis, requiring that the Cnmmina determine ebether a proposed
license a, endment, such as the expansion of a spent fuel pool, would affect the appropriateness of
continsee as of smaller-than-normal emergency ==

D Although the relative risk imposed by a plant may be considered in the case-by-case
determination of whether smaller-than-normal emergency sones may be employed, it is generally the
case that emergency planning is undertaken to guard against unlikely avents. Since no one can
estimate the combined likehbood of individually unlikely events, the t'ammeaamaa has required
emergency plans as part of its defense-in-depth concept.

E If a power reactor represents an increased risk to health and safety as the result of a proposed
h=== amendment, then the adequacy of emergency plans to deal with that risk may be examined in a
hearing. There is no requirement that there be some special feature of the proposed amendment which
affects premusly adopted emergency plans.

** F Appendix E requires that * protective measures be taken . , , withis each EPZ to protect bealth
and safety in the event of an accident." This general requiement permits a board to consider whether
an applicant should be required to plan for the early evacuation of chddren and pregnant women
during an emergency.

LBP-32-33 WISCONSIN ELECTR;C POWER COMPANY (POINT BEACH NUCLEAR PLANT,
UNITS I AND 2), Docket Nos. 50-266-OLA, 50-301-OLAl OPERATING LICENSE
AMENDMENT; April 22,1982; MEMORANDUM AND ORDER

A The Board rules that applicant must d'artaa* to the intervenor the sames and addresses of
temporary employees of its contractor, hired to work on steam generator tube-slesving demonstration

ject and applicant also mut dactaaa information on the performance of plugs that had been
into degraded tubes. However, the Board also rules that questions related to reactor pressure

vessel embrittisment are not relevant to a tube-sleevmg proposal and that those questions mood not be
answered.

B The names and addresses of temporary employees who beve worked on a tube sleeving project
are relevant to intervenor's quest for laformation about quality assurance la a tube-sleeving

i demonstration project. Since applicants have not given any specifs reason to fear that intervenors will
i harass these individuals, their names should be dancioned so that intervenors may seek their voluntary

cooperation la providing information to them.
C Information about the performance of plugs inserted into steam generator tubes may be

relevant to the performance of sleeves which may be laserted into mimilar tubes or,in some cassa, into
the previously plugged tubes. Consequently (aterrogatories about plugs must be answered in a license
amendment proceeding lavolving the sleeving of steam generator tubes.

D laterrogatories concerning possible embritti-nat of a reactor pressure vessel are not relevant to
whether a tube sleeving proposal is safe and anch queseoes need act be answered in a license

-

amendment praraad%g concerning a propcsal to sleeve steam generator tubes.

U M.
, E Technical issues discussed include: Reactor pressure vessel embrittlement; steam generator tube4

elesving; plugging steam generator tubes; ,sensure vessel embrittlement.
t.n.,
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LBP-32-34 CONSOLIDATED EDISON COMPANY OF NEW YORK (INDIAN POINT, UNIT NO.

f,
2), POWER AUTHORITY OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK (INDIAF n'OINT, UNIT NO. 3)Mw-
Docket Nos. 50 247-SP, 54236-SP; SPECIAL PROCEEDINO; April 2',1982; MEMORANDUM

5 AND ORDER
?y ^#g I The Licensing Board sets forth the final formulation of all contentions to be litigated is thisd A

1 investigative proceed ng along with the final intesvenor assignments with respect to those contentions.

I and a acbedule for discovery and bearing.

( LBP-82-34A METROPOLITAN EDISON COMPANY (THREE MILE ISLAND NUCLEAR STATION,

J
UNIT NO.1), Docket No. 50-289 (Restart); SPECIAL PROCEEDINO; April 26, 1982;

t MEMORANDUM AND ORDER
; A Liansing Board denies intervenors' motions to reopen evidentiary record after conducting

preliminary bearing to determine obetber previously issued initial den would be materially affectedi
by the proffered evidence.

8 A motion to reopen the evidentiary record because of previow.4y undiscovered conclusions of an
NRC Staff inspection group must establish the salstence of differing technical bases for the
conclusions. The conclusions alone would be an insufficient evidentiary proffer to justify reopening of

,

9 the record.
LBP.82 34B METROPOLITAN EDISON COMPANY (THREE MILE ISLAND NUCLEAR STATION,'

I UNIT NO.1) Docket No. 50 289 (Restart) (Reopened Proceeding); SPECIAL PROCEEDINO;
! April 28,1982; REPORT OF THE SPECIAL MASTER
i A The Special Master. =bo was appointed by & Licensing Board to conduct a supplementary
I proceeding on issues connected with cheating on saaminations, reports his conclusions and
j remmmendations to the Licensing Board. The conclusions and recommendations canarn saions by

individuals, by the Licensee, and by the NRC Staff. With respect to individuals, the Sr Master
-

recommends that the Licensee not be permitted to ase certain individuals to operate TM. , and that'
t & Commission consider remmmendmg criminal pronceution of certain other individuals. With respect

to the Licensee, the Special Master finds that the Licensee did not encourage, condone, participate in,a

r or know of the cheating by individual operators when that cheating occurred; however, the Special
Master finds that the Licenses failed to review the NRC esaminatson in good faith, that the overall
lategrity of the Licensee's operations staff was inadequate, that the Lhnsee was responsibic for
conditions obich caused cheating to occur, that the Lunsee's response to the cheating was inadequate,
and ht the Licensee's training program was inadequa,s. With respect to the NRC Staff, the Special

i Master found that the NRC examination was inadequately practored and graded, that the content of
the NRC examination was inadequate, and that the NRC Staff's investigation was adequate with
respect to some of the cheating but inadequate with respect to other cheating. The Special Master
.-..i.ud that the Commission take steps to assure itself that the NRC caamination does in fact
test the type of knowledge ubich reactor operators should have.

LBP 82 35 CONSUMERS POWER COMPANY (MIDLAND PLANT, UNffS 1 AND 2), Docket Nos.
50-329 OM & OL, 50 330 OM & OL; CONSTRUCTION PERMIT MODIFICATION,

1 OPERATING LICENSE; April 30,1982; MEMORANDUM AND ORDER
-! A The Licensing Board imposes, on an to'.erim basia, certain conditions governing soils-related

construction activities. The conditions, which sre to remain in effect pending issuance by the Board of
a Partial Initial Decision, require that Consumers Power Co. obtain NRC Staff approval before
commencm3 certain activities and that, with limited exceptions, those activities be governed by a

,

;

}
Staff-approved quahty assurance program.

B Under normal circumstances, the holder of a construction permit may engage in construcuan
,

activitie in accordance with the principal architectural and engineering criteria and environmental

f commitments set forth in the application for the facility and the constructson-permit bearing record,
t without seeking prior approval or the NRC Staff.

|
i C When a construction permit holder undertakes construction activities, it dom so at its own risk;

<

; the construction is subject to Commission approval before as operating license may be granted.10
CFR p0.57.

g D Technical issue discussed is quality assurance.
g LBP8236 NUCLEAR FUEL SERVICES, INC., AND NEW YORK STATE ENEROY RESEARCH
3

AND DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY (WESTERN NEW YORK NUCLEAR SERVICE
CENTER), Docket No. 50 201 OLA OPERATING LICENSE AMENDMENT; April 30, 1982;
MEMORANDUM AND ORDER

A The Licensing Board isles on two independent bearing requests on license amendment No. 31.
The Board grants the motion of Nuclear Fuel Services, Inc. to withdraw its request for bearig,
concluding that even though subsequently issued hcense amendment No. 32 cleariy affected the esme
subject matter as hcense amendment No. 31, the Board's esercise of its power to modify amendmentggg

Mgpms

R-QW
'-

,

W '

u

n



/

-

. _ . - . .. - -...~. ---. - -~~ ~

$ |o#==

. ISSUANCES OF THE ATOMIC SA7ElY AND IJCENSfNG BOARDS |

,.

No. 32, pursuant to 10 CFR 82.717(b) was =a-ry on these facts. De Board also denies the
hearing request of Dr. Irwin D. J. Brass, in its entirety, concluding that under the West VaBey |; Demonstration Project Act, the Commiasson lacks the subject matter juriadactaos to consider those

,

_ A issues related to the Department of Energy's condact of the West Valley Project which Dr. Bross seeks '

to bragste. |
B Pursuant to 10 CFR 32.717(b), a licensing board may modify, as appropriate for purposes of I

psading proceeding, any order or action of Laff related to the proceeding's subject matter (Cincinnati '

Gas and Electric Co. (Wm. H. Zimmer Nuclear Station), LBP 79-24,10 NRC 226,229-230 (1979).
i C A license amendment which grants a co liceamaa precisely the relief which it seeks as a party to
I a rending adjudicatory proceeding deprives that party of standing to assert its claims in the
I adjudicatory prar-ding. Such a licanatna amendment is integra!!y related to the subject matter of the
| pending adjudicatory prar== ding and may be modified by the Ile=amat Board bearing that proceedang,
6 as it deems appropriate.

| D Where it has been held that 10 CFR 12.717(b) applies, a notice of hearing relating to a
licensing amendment need not be explicitly expanded as a prerequisite to the IWaaine board la that
case caerting jurisdiction over o subsequent license amendment related to the same subject matter as
the earlier proceeding.

E la determining hearing and intervention rights under section 189(a) of the Atomic Emergy Act
of 1954, the Commission will apply judicial concepts of standing. Public Service Company of Iadiana
(Marble HiD Nuclear Generating Station, Units I and 2), CLI-8010,11 NRC 438,439 (1980).

F To have " standing" in a court, one must allege both an laterest arguably within the aces of
interests protected by the statute and an injury that either has occurred or would arguably result from
the action complained of. Under this " injury la fact" test, a mere academic interest in a matter,
without any real impact on the person asserting it, will not confer standang. Portland General Electric
Company (Pet >ble Springs Nuclear Plant, Units I and 2), CLI 76 27,4 NRC 610,613 (1976).

G The NRC lacks subject matter junsdactaon to consader the conduct of the West Valley
Demonstration Project by the Department of Energy la formal Maman prar= data. Pursuant to
Section 2(c) of the West Valley Demonstration Project Act, Pub. L. No. 96 368,94 Stat.1347 (1980),
NRC's review of the Department of Energy's conduct of the demanatration project is to be conducted
on an informal basis.

H Section 202 of the Energy Reorganization Act of 1974 speciracaDy limits NRC junsdactaan over
**

DOE operated high-level radioactive waste storage facilities to those which wiu be operated on a
"long. term * basis, meaning " tens to bandreds of years.*

I While DOE's conduct of the West Vaucy Demonstration Project itself may not be the subject
of formal NRC licensing proceedings, DOE's conduct of tbs subsequent decontamination and
decommissioning of the West Valley facility may be subject to full NRC regulation and hcensing
requirements. West Valley Demonstration Project Act, 52(a)(5), Pub. L No. 96 368,94 Stat.1347,

; (1980).
r LBP-82 37 NORTHERN INDIANA PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY (BAILLY GENERATING'

STATION, NUCLEAR 1), Docket No. 50 367; CONSTRUCTION PERMIT EXTENSION; May 6,
1982; MEMORANDUM AND ORDER

A The Licensing Board issues a final order terminating this constructaan permit extension
proceeding. The Board modifies its proposed order (LBP-82-29,15 NRC 762) by a=ipnine the NRC
Staff a greater role as independent reviewer of the implementatice of the site restoration plan, and by
allowing the parties more frequent inspections of the site restoration, the pressone of experts at
inspectaans and testing at inspections.

LBP-82-38 HOUSTON LIGHTING & POWER COMPANY, et at (SOUTH TEXAS PROJECT,
UNITS I AND 2), Docket Nos. 50-498A, 50-499A; TEXAS UTILITIFS GENERATING
COMPANY, et al. (COMANCHE PEAX STEAM ELECTRIC STATION, UNfTS I AND 2),
Docket Nos. 50 445A, 50446A; ANTITRUST PROCEEDING; May 6,1982; MEMORANDUM
AND ORDER

A The Administrative Law Judge approves a settlement of a!! outstanding antitrust bases and
dismisses the praraading.

B Where ao party to an antitrust prar=ent oppnses a settlement proposal, consisting of the
.. attachment of agreed conditions to operating bcenses, the settlement wiB be approved as being fair and
if6% r==anable and in the public interest.
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LBP-32 39 SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISCN COMPANY, et at (SAN ONOFRE NUCLEAR
GENERATING STATION, UNITS 2 AND 3), Docket Nos. 50 361-OL,50-3624L; OPERATING
LICENSE; May 14,1932; INITIAL DECISION

.

A This faitial decision decides the emerge,cy planning issmet the only issues remaining in this**,"m. casa,largely la the Applicants' favor. The Direc;or of Nuclear Reactor Regulation is being authorized
,

'

to issue full-power licenses for San Onofre Units 2 and 3. subject to certain conditions. The conditions
relate to deficiencias in emergency planning for San Onofre, dernicacies 6: could prove significant if
not remedied over the term of the license, but which, if corrected prior to or during :be initial phase of
full-power operations, would not pose a danger to public beelth or safety. The Licensing Board retains
jurisdiction over an issue concerning arrangements for medical services in order to review and
determine the adequacy of remedial actions the Applicants are beir3 irected to take in that area.d

B In determining the boundaries of the plume asposure pathway emergency planning sone
pursuant to 10 CFR 50.47(c)(2) local officials may consider local conditions on the basis of personal
judgment; they are not required to commission special studies of Im:al enditions. On the other band,if
a special study of local conditions is commissacned, for example, by the Applicants, local officials may
take th results of such a study into scoount.

C Offsite emergency response organizations are required by 10 CFR 50.47(b)(12) to develop and
stand ready to implement arrangements for medical services for srembers of the pubhc in the plume

! exposure pathway emergency planning zone who may be injured in a serious reactor accident. This
conclusion is required by the clear balance of relevant consideratians, including the language of thet

I

|
regulation, the historical contest of its adoption, consistency of interpretation among commercial
facilities, and available evidence of need.

i

D A Federal Emergency Management Agency finding with respect to en offsite plan carries with
it a rebuttable presumption of correctness, whether labelled a * final" or " interim * finding. However,
such a presumption would have the effect of deciding a contes:ed issue only in the absence c(
persuasive contrary evulenca.

E It is not necessary to resolve ai; contested matters on the record and subject cross-examination.
Certain matters may be left for post-bearing resolution by the Staff if the result is not likely to be
affected by on-the-record procedures, including cross examination.

LBP-32-40 SOUTHFRN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY, et al. (SAN ONOFRE NUCLEAR
GENERATING STATION, UNITS 2 AND 3), Docket Nos. 50 361 OL,50 362-OL; OPERATING
LICENSE; May 25,1982; ORDER

LBP 32-41 LONG ISLAND LIGHTING COMPANY (SHOREHAM NUCLEAR POWER STATION,

l
UNIT I), Docket No. 50 322-CPA; CONSTRUCTION PERMIT EXTENSION; May 14, 1982;
MEMORANDUM AND ORDER RULING ON SOC'S CONSTRUCTION PERMIT' *-

EXTENSION CONTENTIONS AND REQUEST FOR HEARING OF SHOREHAM
OPPONENTS COALITION

| A Ruling on proposed contentions in a construction permit extension prar=dng, the Licensing
Board determines that the Shoreham Opponents Coalition has failed to raise one contention litigable ini

such a proceeding and therefore denies that group's request for bearing.;

B Pursuant to Section 135 of the Atomic Energy Act,42 U.S.C. 32235, and to CFR $50.55(b)
I of the Commission's regulations, should construction of a nuclear facility not be completed by the date

presenbod in the construction permit, the construction permit aball expire, and all rights thereunder beI
'

forfeited, unless the Commission extends the completion date for good cause shown.
C To be litigable within the context of a construction permit catension pra-Ang, a licensing*

i board must find that an issue both: (l) arose from the reasons assigned by the applicant in
i justification of its request for a construction permit entension or evolve naturally from the extension;
I and (2) could not appropnately abide the event of the operating license bearing. Northern Indiana
j Pubhc Service Co. (Bailly Generating Station, Nuclear I), ALAB-619,12 NRC 558 (1980).
,+ D Issues which neither arise from the reasons assigned by the applicant in justification of its

request for a construction permit estension nor evolve naturally from the extension may not be
j litigated in a construction permit extension prooseding. The exclusive remedy available in such a

situation is to file a request for the issuance of a show cause order, pursuant to 10 CFR 52.202,
g

seeking to modify, suspend or revoke a license, or for other appropriate relief, pursuant to 10 CFR$

12.206. The fact that a party has already exhausted its 10 CFR $2.206 remedy does not prende a
basis for that party to claim that its concerns must be litigated in the context of a construction permit
entension proceeding if they would not have been otherwise litigable in such a prarme g under then

standards enunciated in Northern Indiana Public Service Co. (Bailly Generating Station, Nuclear 1),
ALAB-419,12 NRC 55 (1980).

E Contentions related to financial qualification are no longer litigable in NRC licensing
proceedings. The Commission has eliminated all requirements for financial qualifications review and. y y>

. q
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N findings for electric utiticias that are applying for construction permits or operating licenses for

f production or utilization facilities. See 47 Fed. Reg.13750 (March 31,1982).

1
LBP-32-42 WISCONSIN ELECTRIC POWER COMPANY (POINT BEACH NUCLEAR PLANT,.

UNITS I AND 2) Docket Nos. 50-266 OLA, 50-301 OLA; OPERATING LICENSE**

AMENDMENT; May 26,1932, MEMORANDUM AND ORDER
This decision resolves latervenor's claim that each of the Westingbouse tube-sleeving tests thatA J

were filed in this proceeding should be released to the public, despite a claim by Westinghouse that
I

these tests are propnetary. The Board determined that the tests, which were part of the basis for its
decision to license a tube-sleeving demonstration program, are propnetary; however, $2.790(b)(5)
requires that proprietary information be released to the puWic if the Board considers the public interest
in learning the basis for Commission decisions to be more important than the " demonstrated concern
for protection of a competitive position."

Application of W required balancing test causes & Board to release to the public only a fewE
of & Westinghouse tests. Tesu (and test results) that have been performed by Westingbouse's
competitors and that do not reveal the nature of the underlying proprietary sleeving process, should be
released. Tests that are not performed by Westingbouse's competitors abound not be released because
release would reveal tbs dimensions of the Westingbouse testing program. Tests from which inferences
can be drawn about & nature of the sleeving process also should not be reless.d because of
Westingbouse's interest in preserving the propnetary nature of its sleeving process.

C The Board also rules ht the balance required to be stnck under $2.790(b)(3) may shift with
time and that its decision should not prevent the release of these documents in response to a Freedora
of Information Act (FOIA) Request filed two years from the date of issuance of its decision. It rules
that such an FOIA request should be decided by application of the balancing test in 52.790(b)(5), as
interpreted in this decision.

D 10 CFR 82.790 requires that propnetary information abould be released to the public if the
public interest in being informed is found to be more important than "the demonstrated cxmoern for
protection of a competitive position.*

E The Board may review whether or not it is appropriate to withhold f;om the public information
contained in its record and claimed to be propnetary. The information may be released pursuant to 10

CFR 32.790.
F Section 2.790(b)(3), which prendes a balancing test governing the possible release to the public

of proprietary information, should be accordsd its fair and natural meaning. Judicial precedent does
, not require a restricted apphcation of the balancing test.

| 0 A decision that proprietary information should be withheld from the public should not be grven
i effect for an indeterminate period of time. The Board should use its judgment to decide the length of

time over which its decision should have effect; after that time, the agency should reach fresh haha
if bre are Freedom of Information Act requests for the documents.

H 10 CFR 62.790(b)(3), which catablishes a balancinp; test for the release of propnetary
information in the public interest, is a valid regulation pursuant to authority granted to the
Comaussion under the Atomic Energy Act of 1954. .

I There is a long legal tradition supporting respect for proprietary interests and for the right of a
proprietor to protect its secrets from pubhc disclosure. Failure to protect such interests may adversely
affect incentive to develop improved safety technology for nuclear reactors, and may make it more
difrecult for the Commission to collect important data.

) J There is a long legal tradition supporting b right of the public to know the kais for judicial
f and agency action. The public's right to know is a basic concept of democratic government, related in

part to the need for an adjudicator to expose possible mistakes to public scrutiny and to publish
information as a symbol of responsibility to the ptblic,

K When allegedly propnetary information is filed in a Commission proceeding, it should be,

i accompanied by a full statement of the reasons why the submitter wishca the information to bu

|
withheld from the public. The statement abould be sufrecient in itself to be the basis for a Maa
whether to grant tbc request for confidentiality.

L Licensing Boards which decide that propnetary information should be rdamaad to the public
should fashion mir order ao as to permit an appeal to be filed before the information must be
released.

It is not appropriate to restric a prgi-tor from voluntarily releasing to % public some or allaM
of the information which it bas claimed to be confidential and has asked to have withheld from the

3 ;gM pubhc. A propnetor may dispose of its information as it may ese fit.a<
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.V- LDP-32-43 CONSUMERS POWER COMPANY (PALISADES NUCLEAR POWER FACILITY),
48 Docket No. S255-SP; SPECIAL PROCEEDING May 2g,1932; MEM9RANDUM AND ORDER

' ' @p APPROVING JOINT MOTION TO TERMINATE PROCEEDING
A The Administrative I.aw Judge grants the joint motion of the Union and Staff to ternunate this

# q
7 4 pr==dng in light of & fact that restrictions on overtime work of lxensed operators ordered by the

Director of Inspection and Enforcement have been rescinded by the Administrator of NRC Region 111.
LBP-32 43A PHILADELPHIA ELECTRIC COMPANY (LIMERICK GENERATING STATION,

UNITS 1 AND 2), Docket Nos. 50w352 OL, 50 353 OL; OPERATING LICENSE; June 1,1932;

| SPECIAL PREHEARING CONFERENCE ORDER
A In a prebearing conference order, a Licensing Board determines standing to intervene and'

I admissibility of contentens in an operating license proceeding.

I i B Petitioners for intervention rc.ust set forth in their petitions their laterest in the proceeding, the
'

' reasons eby they should be permitted to intervene, and the specific asgr; cts of the subject matter as to
which intervention is sought.

C latervention as a matter of rSht is governed by carnet judicial conospes of standing. The
inter.ention petition must disclose injury in fact and an interest arguably within the sone of laterests
protected by the statute. Portland General Electric Co. (Pobbie Springs Nuclear Plant, Units I and 2),

t CLI-76-27,4 NRC 610,612-13 (1976).
D To be granted intervenor status, a petitioner must advance at ienst one admimible costantion.
E An alleged injury to bealtb and safety may antisfy the requirement of injury la fact although it

is shared equally by all thans residing near W reactor,
F lt is within the Licensing Boarfs discretion to grant intervention although a petitioner has

j failed to satisfy requirements for intervention as a matter of right Portland General Electric Co.
(Pebble Springs Nuclear Plant Units 1 ard 2), CLI 76 27,4 NRC 610,6'6 (1976).e

I O For an organization to have standing, it must show injury either to its organizational laterests

f
or to the interests of members who have authorized it to act for them. If it depends on injury to its
members' interests, the organization must provide the identity of at least one injured member, a

descriptio' .of the injury, and an authorization for the organization to represent the member la theproceeding Houston Lighting and Power Co. (Allens Creek Nuclear Generating Station, Unit I),|
ALAB 535,9 NRC 377,390 96 (1976).'

H The possibility that a Licensing Board would require or approve of surveillance of those
opposed to a nuclear power plant as a condition for granting an operating license is so speculatrve that
it will not satisfy the requirement of injury la fact.

I An injury to First Amendment rights due to Ijcensing Board approval of survettlance of

| opponents of nuclear power would be within the zone of interests of the statutes involved in nuclear
,

licensing promedings.
J Residence 120 miles from a nuclear plant coupled with intermittent visits within 50 miles of the

site does not establish an interest sufficient for intervention as a matter of sight.
K Allegations of injury resulting from radon emissions attributable to milling and miningj

operations over a thousand miles from petitioner's residence are insufficient to establish standing.
,I L A contention conarning the bealth effects of radon enussions will be admitted only if the

Licensing Board is provided the documented opinion of one or more qualified authorities that the
incremental effects of fuel-cycle related emissions will be greater than those determined by the Appea!
Board in its consolidated radon proceeding. Philadelphia Electric Co. (Peach Bottom Atomic Power,

.

Station, Units 2 and 3), ALAB-654,14 NRC 632,635 (1931).
; M Interested local governmental representatives may participate in bearings without submitting

contentions. They may raise, in a timely manner and with sufficient specificity and detail to permit
evidentiary determinations, issues which concern them. They need not take a position on such issues.

[ N NEPA does not mandate that environmental issues consu$ered in the construction permit
proceeding be oorsidered again in the operating license proceedir.gs, absent new information.

;

0 Reconsideration at the operating license stage of matters considered under NEPA at the
| construction permit stage is not necessitated by intervening afnendments to the National Historic,

Preservation Act and the Endangered Species Act unless the amendments change the environmental
$' impact of the action.
j P The rule of reason which applies to NEPA means that underlying scientific data and inferences,

,

iwn from it through the exercise of espert scientific evaluation may be adopted by the NRC from! |

I the NEPA review done by another federal agency. The NRC must exercise independent judgment with
respect to conclusions about environmental impacts based on interpretation of such basis facts.

Q The portion of a water supply system utilized solely by a local government agency need not be
considered by NRC in its environmental review. However, an impacts of jantly utilized parts of the
system must be considered by NRC unless a rational method can be developed for determining which

Qn
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Impacts are attributable solely to the plant Parts of the system stiliaod solely by the plant mest be
consedered by NRC,

- 6 R A Licensing Board does not have jurisdiction to cons. der la en operating licasse pr==Ame the
dM emetreamental impacts of construction, but it does beve jurbdiction to consider the operational,

envircomental impacts of construction changes.
S A IWa43 Board has jurisdiction to consuler contentions concerning a probabilistic risk

,

assessment when the NRC staff uses that assessment la its review of an application. i

LBP-82-44 THE REGENTS OF THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA (UCLA RESEARCH
REACTOR). Docket No. 50142 OL; OPERATING LICENSE RENEWAL; June 4,1982;
MEMORANDUM AND ORDER

A Without objection, Licenstag Board admits the City of Santa Monica as a participant pursuant
to 10 CFR 82.715(c).

B Participants in NRC adjudications under $2.715(c) are entitled to dmoovery.
C Participants in NRC adjudications under $2.715(c) who are admitted aner the tune for fding

. petitions to inte vene under $2.714 must take the proceeding as they fmd it.
| LBP 82-45 ARIZGNA PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY, et al. (PALO VERDE NUCLEAR

GENERATING STATION, UNITS 1,2 AND 3), Docket Nos. STN S$28-OI, STN-252941,i

! STN 2534GL; OPERATING LICENSE; June 4,1982: MEMORANDUM AND ORDER
' A The Limnsing Board desias the latervenor's motion of May 14, 1982, asking the Board to

reconsider its ruling of April 27, 1982, as to tbs inadmianibility of the effects of tbs pending Federal
District Court suit fded by the Pima Maricopa Indian Comunuaity on the Applicants' source of water
and tbs legality of Applicants' contract for effluent.

B The ruling of the D.C. Circuit in Natural Resources Defenae Counc0 v. NRC, No. 74-1586
(D.C. Cir. April 27,1982), does not require the LJcanning Board to consular,la its NEPA balancias,
legal uncertainties which may in the future uce environmental effects.

LBP-82-46 SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA ED N COMPANY, et al. (SAN ONOFRE NUCLEAR
GENERATING STATION, UNITS 2 AND 3), Docket Nos. S361 OI, S3624L; OPERATING
LICENSE; June 16,1982; MEMORANDUM AND ORDER

A The Liansing Board reviews submissions of the parties conceraias siren alert system and
declines to reopen the record for further bearings ce adequacy of tbs siren system. De Board
determines that adequate alternate arrangements for alerting the public can be made in any areas of
sires deficiency.

8 Rooprning for further hearings is within the Board's decretion and need not be done absent a
showing that the outcome of the procreding might be affected.

''' LBP-82-47 THE CINCINNATI GAS A ELECTRIC COMPANY, et al. (WM. H. ZIMMER
NUCLEAR POWER STATION, UNIT I). Docket No. S353; SPECIAL PROCEEDING; June 21,
1982; MEMORANDUM AND ORDER

A Ruling upon a motion for discovery sanctions after Applicants' attorney terminated the
deposition of a panel of witnesses before an latervenor's attorney had completed his questions, the
Licensing Board denies requests for a stay of the pr~=ama.re pending completion of the depenition and
for a protective order restraining Applicants' att,rney from wnilar conduct la the future as being moot
and concludes that it lacks the power to assess costs against Applicants' attorney, even thonsh such
relief would appear to be sporopriate, based upon these facts,in a Federal District Court.

8 The Commission's policy precluding funding of intervenors does not preclude an award of costs
or attorneys' fees against a party, where such costs or fees are not to be paid out of NRC funds.

C The procedure for conducting a deposition under NRC practice is governed by 10 CFR
62.740n(d), which is adapted from Rule 30(c) of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure.

D While the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure are not thesneelves directly applicable to practice
before the Comm maios, judicial interpretations of a Federal rule can serve as guidanca fa interpreting
a similar or analogous NRC decovery rule.

E Pursuant to S U.S.C. 8552(a)(2)(c), unpublished agency decisions may not be given
precedential effect against persons who were not parties to such Mia== malsas those perseas can be
shows to have had actual knowledge of such daria==es.

. F Having selected some, but not all, of the discovery pressoas set out is the Federal Rules of
Civil Procedure, the r- - -- did not intend for the anselected Federal Rules to control itst

proceedings. General Electric Company (General Electric Test Reactor) LBP 78-33, 8 NRC 465
(1978); Detrost Edison Company, et al. (Enrico Fermi Atomic Power Plant. Unit 2), LBP 78 37,8
NRC 575,581 (1978).

G While 10 CFR 12.707 invests broad decretaan to enter such orders "as are just* with respect to,

a default by a party, it speciracally contemplates, with tespect to discovery, that such orders are to be
1r.W3 entered upon the failure of a party to courpiy with an earlier order.
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.. LBP-32-48 THE CINCINNATI OAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY. et al. (WM. H ZIMMER
t f NUCLEAR POWER STATION, UNIT I), Docket No. 50 358; OPERATING LICENSE; June 21,

g* y y, 1982; INITIAL DECISION

@*p Yg*t current Board raised questions and health and safety contentions in favor of Applicants and orders that
A Issuing its initial dec;sion in this operating license proceeding, the Licensing Bos;d resolves all,

conditions be placed on Applicants' license with respect to certain off-site emergency planning matters.
The Board also bolds that further proceedings are necessary with respect to school evacuation and that
no operating license will be issued prior to FEMA's fihng of at least those of its findings that relate to
admitted contentions, the Stafra issuance of its supplement to the Safety Evaluation Report on those
findings, and the parties being given a reasonable opportunity to comment. De Board retains'

I jurisdiction to rule on an outstanding motion to admit late-filed quality assurance contentions.

| B Pursuant to 10 CFR |2.760s and Appendix A to 10 CFR Part 2, Section Vill, the Board in
an operating license proceeding is called upon to decide only those issues in controversy among the
partna, and any serious safety, environmental, or common defense and security matters raised by the
Board.

C Pursuant to 10 CFR 52.754(a), c,atentions as t6 which an intervenor submits no proposed

[ findings may be deemed to have been abandoned.
j D When clear courses of corrective action are present, deficienexa identified in an emergency plan

snay be dealt with by means of a license condition. With such conditions in place, findings of
reasonable assurance on the state of emergency planning can be made.

E The mechenism of post-hearing resolution through the use of licensing conditions should be
used sparingly and only in clear cases. In doubtful cases, such matters should be resolved in an
adversary framework pnor to the issuance of licenses, reopening hearings if necessary.

F A radiological emergency response plan is not invalid solely because it relies for its
I implementation upon referenced standard operating procedures, not included in the plan itself.
I Pursuant to NUREG4654, there is no single format for an emergency response plan, so long as it

meets all applicable criteria. The plans themselves should be as concise as possible with supporting
materials incorporated by reference.

O Pursuant to 10 CFR 550.47(c)(2), the exact size and configuration of the EPZ surrounding a
particular nuclear power reactor shall be determined in relation to local emergency response needs and
capabilities as they are affected by such conditions as demography, topography, land characteristics,
access routes and jurisdictional boundaries. Absent evidence that anditions such as those enumerated;

|
in 10 CFR 550.47(c)(2) require otherwise, the EPZ should generally be about 10 miles in diameter.

H The evacuation plan is not inadequate or incapable of implementation solely because locationsg
preferable to those selected by the plan for the establishment of relocation centers exist. Thosem. ;
locations selected must themselves be shown to fail to comply with regulatory requirements before the

g

i establishment of relocati= centers at preferable locations could be ordered.

| | Litigation of the adequacy of the public notification system need not abide the testing of that
system This is common practice in nuclear licensing. Any deficiencies revealed by operational tests'

must be corrrected prior to operation.
J 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix I; 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix I (Cost-Benefit Balance); =cids on

cable tray transition fittings; fire insulation matters for cable trays.
LBP 82-49 OFFSHORE POWER SYSTEMS (MANUFACTURINO LICENSE FOR FLOATING

NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS) Docket No. STN 50-437 ML; MANUFACTURING LICENSE;t

! June 30,1982; INITIAL DECISION
A The Licensing Board's Initial Decision authorizes the Director of Nuclear Reactor Regulaticoi

to issue a trianufacturing lice *.se, subject to a condition, to Offshore Power Systems for the
i
i manufacturing by the end of 1999 of eight standardized floating nuclear plants at its manufacturing

facihty located on Blount Island,in Jacksonville, Florida.
B The Board did not conduct a complete de novo independent review of uncontested health and

safety, and environmental matters. With respect to its Findings of Fact on unmatented matters, as
suthorized by the Rules of Practice and pursuant to decisions of the Appeal Board, the Licensingj Board relied upon the testimony of the Applicant and the Staff, and the conclusion of the Advisory

g
Committee on Reactor Safeguards, and it decided that the Staffs review had been adequate to support>

such findings.10 CFR Part 2. Appendix A. V(f)(1); Consumers Power Co. (Midland Plant, Umts I
and 2), ALAB 123,6 ACC 331,335 (1973); Gulf States Utilities Co. (River Bend Station, Units I
and 2), Al AB-444,6 NRC 760,774 n. 26 (1977).

C Tecenical issues discussed include: Transmission lines; corrosion; protection during
transportation of radioactive material; aircraft crash risk; probability of postulated LNG tanker
accident which could affect the plant; turbine missiles; marine entrainment and impinsement; effects of
thermal discharge; discharge structure; dredging program; impact of plant apon tourism; abnormal
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! occurrences, low level radiation releases; fire protection measures; consideration of generic safety*

quasinons in safety evaluation report; financial qualifications; technical quahfications.
* *f- I LBP 82-% DUKE POWER COMPANY. et al. (CATAWBA NUCLEAR STATION, UNITS I AND

2) Docket Nos. 54413. 50-414; SPECIAL PROCEEDINO; June 30.1982; MEMORANDUM AND
ORDER

A The Licensing Board overrules certain objections to its prehearing conference order and certirm
certain questions concerning specifsity of contentions to the Appeal Board.
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. DIRECTORS' DECISIONS
.

u.t

i
! !

DD.821 PETITION REQUESUNG *CLOSEDOWN (OF) ALL SUSPECT REACTORS * I'
PENDING RESOLUT10N OF ALL PR ESSURIZED.TH ER M AL-SHOCK -

NON.CONSERVATISMS; SPECIAL PROCEEDING: March 31, 1982; DIRECTORS DECISION
i UNDER 10 CFR 2.206
; A The Director of Nuclear Reactor Regulation denics a petition under 10 CFR 2.206 which
! requested that all reactors potentially subject to pressurized thermal shock be shut down until all areas ["' of nonconservatism in the analysis of the preuurtzed thermal shock issue are resolved.

B Technical inves discussed include the potential role of seismic loads, hydrodynamic loads and'
vibratory loads in analysis of pressurized thermal shock. |}

DD822 FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT CO. (TURKEY POINT POWER PLANT UNIT NOS. 2 & -

4). Docket Nos. 50-250,50w251 (10 CFR 2.206); OPERATING LICENSE AMENDMENT; May S.
1982; DIRECTOR $ DECISION UNDER 10 CFR 2.206

A The Director of Nuclear Reactor Regulation denies a petition under 10 CFR 2.2M that ,

requested suspension of license amendments authorizing steam generator repairs. y
B A potential party to agency proceedings must act affirmatively to protect his rights to

, d
participate in a proceeding. He may not await the outcome of the proceeding and only then attempt to V.- ,

take part in the process by invoking 10 CFR 2.206 or 10 CFR 2.802. A ;(
DD.82 3 ROCHESTER GAS AND ELECTRIC CORPORATION (R. E. GINNA NUCLEAR $'b ]fPOWER PLANT), Dockt No. 50 244 (10 CFR 2.205); SPECIAL PROCEEDING; May 22, 1982; %'fDIRECTOR 3 DECISION UNDER 10 CFR SECTION 2.206 '

A The Director of Nuclear Reactor Regulation grants in part and denies in part a petiten under',

10 CFR 2.206. The petition was granted insofar as it requested a review of varmus safety issues to c.
ensure that neceuary actions to protect public health and safety were taken prior to resumed operation '

-

of the reactor. The petition's request for a formal order to require such a review and to prevent restart
I of the reactor was denied.

,

! B The Director of NRR declined to formally order suspension of an operating license eben such b

t action w'as unneceuary to ensure that the licensee did not resume plant operation pendmg staff review r

and approval of resumed operation.i

| DD.82-4 BOSTON EDISON COMPANY (P!LGRIM NUCLEAR STATION). Docket No. 50 293 (10 /
j CFR 2.2n6); SPECIAL PROCEEDING; May 28, 1982; DIRECTORS DECISION UNDER 10 ,

' CFR 2.206 L,
A The Director of the Omce of Inspection and Enfortement denies i petition submitted by the

'

Commonwealth of Massachusetts Esecutive Omce of Energy Resources, requesting that moneys from
a fine imposed on, and collected from the Boston Edison Company be turned over to it for use in a 6

conservation /weatherization program.
B The Commission's authority, limites primarily to areas of the public health and safety in

p

regard to radiological concerns, is not so estensive as to permit the Comminion to grant
Massachusetts * request.

t

C Peastties imposed and collected by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission must be turned over to !,
,

the 115. Treasury.

DD.82 5 CONSUMERS POWER COMPANY (BIG ROCK POINT PLANT). Docket No. 50wl55 (10 |

CFR 2.206); SPECIAL PROCEEDING; June 15, 1982; DIRECTORS DECISION UNDER to '

<

CFR SECTION 2.206 r|_A The Director of Nuclear Reactor Regulation denies a petition under 10 CFR 2.206 to suspend i:
j g ., plant operations because of insufficient capacity in the spent fuel pool to allow complete defuelms of
c 4 g; the reactor.r
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DD-82-6 WASHINGTON PUBLIC POWER SUPPLY SYSTEM (WNP NOS. 4 & 5). Docket Nos.
9M.. 50 509, 50-5I3 (10 CFR 2.206); SPECIAL PROCEEDINO; June 16. 1982; DIRECTOR 15
4 DECISION UNDER 10 CFR 2.206

hd[M A The Director of Nuclear Reactor Regulation denies two petitions filed by the Coalition for Safe
Power which roguented, respectively revocatum of the construction permit for WNP No. 4 on the basis
of a material fatse statement and revocation of the construction permits for WNP Nos. 4 and 5 on the
basis to WPPSS' termination of its participation la the projects.

B Omission of specifs reference to financial constraints la application for entension of a
construction permit did not constitute a material false statement la view of circumstances surrounding
the application.

| C ns Director declined to initiate prMaps to revoke construction permits for cancelled
facilities where the licensee intended to retain the permits in hopes of fmding a new owner and wbers
omforcement action was not required to abate some hazard to public health and safety.
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LEGAL CITATIONS INDEX c,

- CAS8S
h *

I,

Alabama Power Co. (Joseph M. Farley Nuclear Plant, Units I and 2), ALAB-182,7 AEC 210,21217
remanded on other grounds, CLI 7412,7 AEC 203 (1974)
apphcation of principles of res judicata and collateral estoppel in NRC proceedmss; ALAB 673,15 NRC -

695 (1982); LBP-82 3,15 NRC 79,81 (1982)
Alabama Power Co. (Joseph M. Farley Nuclear Plant Units I and 2), ALAB-182,7 AEC 210,217 (1974) '

rehance, in NRC proceedmss, on federal court decisions interpreting summary judgment rule; LBP-8217, i

IS NRC 595 (1982) ,

Alabama Power Co. (Joseph M. Farley Nuclear Plant, Units I and 2), ALAB-646,13 NRC 1027,1086,
1098-99, 1108 (1951) petiuon for revien pending sub nom. Alabama Power Co. v. Nuclear Regulatory
Commnsion, No. 817547 (lith Cir., filed June 30,
esplaining anticornpetitive situauon in antitrust interventen peupon. ALAB-665.15 NRC 30,32-33 ,y

(1982) A.
Alabama Power Co. (Joseph M. Farley Nuclear Plant, Units I and 2), CLI 74-12,7 AEC 203 (1974) 3

apphcation of collateral estoppel to issues before a hcensing board, LBP 82 43A IS NRC 1459 (1982) . ;.f|
Allen v McCurry,449 U.S. 90,95 (1980) "

reason for requirmg, for purpose of collateral estoppel apphcanon, that a party of a second huganon have d
been involved in earber htigation on the same subject. LBP-82 43A IS NRC 1460 (1982) 9',

Allen v McCurry,449 U S 94,66 L. Ed 2d at 31) (1980)
apphcanon of pohcies underlymg collateral estoppel in NRC heensms proceedings, LBP-82-43A,15 NRC ',s,n. *

t 460 (1982) V .J*
Athed General Nuclear Services, et al. (Barn = ell Fuel Receiving and Storage Stauon), ALAB-328,3 NRC L. 9I 420, 422 (1976)

* d' -demonstrauon, by an organisation, of standing to intervene LBP-82 4,15 NRC 205 (1982) p
satisfaction of "mjury in fact" requirement to acquire standmg to intervene; LBP-82-4,15 NRC 204 rh

(1982) 'd+

' Alyeska Pipchne Sersice Co v. Wilderness Societ),421 US 240 (1975) -

payment of attorney's fees as conditsor: of daminal of proceeding. LBP-82-29,15 NRC 766 (1982) b
Amos Treat & Co. v. S E C-, 306 F.2d 260,267 (D C, Cir.1962) '

,

,
'

basis for disquahfying an adjudicator from participatmg in a proceedmg, ALAB-672,15 NRC 684681
(1982) .

Arkansas Power and Light Co. (Arkansas Nuclear One, Unit 2). ALAB-94,6 AEC 25,32 (1973)
admissibihty of reports of the Adviewy Comm.t:ee on Reactor Safeguards; ALAB-669,15 NRC 477 *

(1982) v

Arkansas Best Freight System v. United States,399 F. Supp.157 (W.D Ark 1975), aff'd sub nom , t

Bowman Transportanon, Inc. v. Arkansas-Best Freight System, Inc.,425 U S 901 (1976) |

cannututional right to intervene in antitrust proceeding claimed. ALAB-665,15 NRC 34 (1982) >

A*r,dd Tours, Inc v. Camp,408 F.2d 1147 (1st Cir.1969) vacated, 397 U.S. 315 (1970), on remand,428
F.2d 359 (1st Cir.1970), reversed 400 U.S 45 (1970)

*

labor union's sone of interest for purpose of intervenuun in NdC proceedms; ALAB-670,15 NRC 495
(1982) h

Asphalt Roofing Manufacturers Auociauon v ICC,367 F.2d 994,1002 (D C. Cir.1977)
r

scope of appellate review, ALAB.669,15 NRC 467 (1982) r

04.g Auociation of American Railroads v. United States,195 US App D C. 371,603 F.2d 953 (1979)
RW2 , appbcation of ejusdem generis rule of statutory construcuan to psychological stress issue. CLI 82-6.15

esMM@C
NttC 413 (1982)'

Associauon af Data Procerung Service Orgsmranons v. C.mp,397 U.S 150 (1970)
,

A labor union's rone of mierest for purpose of interventen in NRC proceedmg, ALAB 670,15 NRC 495 r

w[s:9 (1982)
,

4.
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CASES

*O

i Association of National Advertners,Inc. v. Federal Trade %amm 627 F.2d 1851,1879 (D.C. Cir.r
?e

1979), certiorari denied,447 US. 921 (1980).' ^'
S

notification of petitioners and Staff prior to construction of system for lacineration of lee-level redsoncuve
,

.

%w
-*N% wastes; ALAB-664,15 NRC 18 (1982)

Atchison, Topeka and Santa Fe Railway Co. v. Alexander,480 F. Supp. 980,996 (D.D.C.1979), aff'd in
part and rev'd in part on other grounds sub nom. Izaak Walton langue v. Marsh,655 F.2d 346 (D.C. Cir.
1981) tal effects:apportionment of environmentalimpacts of pending proposals having cumulative ;.

LBP-82-43A,15 NRC 1472 (1982)
Atlanta Coahtion v. Atlanta Regional ^- 1599 F.2d 1333 (5th Cir.1979)

segmentation of environmental impact statement on radioactive waste disposal plan; ALAB 664,15 NRC
7 (1982)

Baltimore Gas & Electric Co. (Calvert Cliffs Nuclear Plant, Units I & 2), LBP-73-15,6 AEC 375,377
(1973)
termination of antitrust proceeding: LBP 82 21,15 NRC 640 (1982)

Banco de Espana v. Federal Reserve Bank,28 F. Supp. 958,973 (S.D.N.Y.1939) afrd.144 F. 2d 433 (2nd
Cir.1940)
appropriate form for presenting facts to defeat summary disposition mouans; LBP-82-17,15 NRC 595

(1982)
Basciano v. Herkimer,605 F.2d 605,61I (2d Cir.1978) cert. denied,442 US. 929 (1979)

deteraaning whether evidence should be presented orally or in writing; CLI-82 2,15 NRC 259 (1982)
Bates v. Firestone Tire & Rubber Co.,83 F.R.D. 335,538,539 (DSC.1979)

specificity required in answering interrogatories concerning expert witnesses; ALAB-678,15 NRC 1421
(1982)

Beidler and Bookmeyer s. Universal Ins. Co.,134 F. 2d 828,831 (2nd Cir.1943)
appropriate form for presenting facts to defeat summary disposition motions; LBP-8217,15 NRC 595

(1982),

Belcher v. Bassett Furniture, $88 F.904 (4th Cir.1978)
basis for intervention petitioner's motion to be allowed to observe emer8ency planning exercises

questioned; LEP-8212A,15 NRC 519 (1982)
Bell & Howell Co. v. NLRB, 598 F.2d 136,149 (D.C. Cir.1979), cert. denied,442 US. 924 (1979)

agency consideration of constitutional claims; LBP-82-43A,15 NRC 1445 (1982)
Bell Telephone Co. v. FCC,503 F.2d 1250,1264-65 (3d Cir.1974)

foregoing formal bearings in materials licensing cases; CLI-82 2,15 NRC 247 (1982)
Bilingual Beultural Coalition on Mass Media, Inc. v. FCC,595 F.2d 621 (D.C. Cir.1978)

agency consideration of constitutional claims; LBP-82-43A,15 NRC 1445 (1982)
,

Board or Regents v. Roth,408 US 564,577 (1972)
determining the existence of a private interest, cognizable for due process purposes; CLI-82 2,15 NRC

257 (1982)
Borou8h of Morrisville v. Delaware River Basinr""- 399 F. Supp. 469 (E.D.Pa.1975), afrd,532

F.2d 745 (3d Cir.1976)
status of Delaware River Basin Comnussion as NEPA agency for purposes of preparing EIS;

LBP-82-43A,15 NRC 1468 (1982)
Boston Edmon Co. (Pilgrim Nuclear Power Station, Unit 1), ALAB-656,14 NRC 965,966 (1981)

precedential effect of vacated partial initial decisions; ALAB-668,15 NRC 451-452 (1982)
Boston E& son Co., et al. (Pilgrim Nuclear Generating Station, Unit 2), LBP 75-30,1 NRC 579,582 (1775)

.
principles applicable to motions to compel; LBP-82 33,15 NRC 889 (1982)

} Bowman Transportation, Inc. v. Arkansas-Best Freight System, Inc.,419 US. 281,286 (1974)
I sufficiency of licensing board's explanation of why a witness doesn't qualify as an expert; ALAB 669,15

NRC 474 (1982)
| PPI v. AEC,502 F.2d 424 (C.A.D.C.1974)

conditions on right of an interested party to a bearing; LBP-82-16,15 NRC 573 (1982)'

Bucks County Board of Commissioners v. Interstate Energy Co.,403 F. Supp. 469 (E.D.Pa.1975)
status of Delaware River Basin Commission as NEPA agency for purposes of preparing EIS;

! LBP 82-43A,15 NRC 1468 (1982)
'

Cafeteria & Restaurant Workers Union v. McElroy,367 US. 886,895 (1961)
description of constitutional due process; CLI-82-2,15 NRC 256 (1982)

Califano v. Yamasaki,442 US. 682,693,696 (1979)
determining the type of bearing required, for due process purposes; CLI 82-2,15 NRC 257,260 (1982)

Calvert Cliffs Coordinating Committee v. AEC,449 F.2d 1109 (C.A.D.C.1971)

" f g-.. en.argement of the scope of cocaideration of environmental issues; LBP-82-16,15 NRC 574 (1982)

. q&. .y wWw

Q Q.y%=%y
a

|
|

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _



-

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

!

eN |N 12 GAL CITATIONS INDEX,-
.

.

Calvert Clifra Coordiasting Comunittee, lac. v. AEC,449 F.2d 1109,1824 (D.C. Cir.1971)
g scope of reconsuleration of DES and FES at operating license stage; LBP42-43A,15 NRC 1459 (1982)
i Camps v. CAP Telephone Co., No. 801799. alio ceision at 15 m. 59 (D.C. Cir. December 31,1981)

} responsibilities of parties to attend - , sir; ALAB466,15 NRC 279 (1982)
Carolina Environmental Studee . . tJaited States,510 F.2d 796, Sol (D.C. Cir.1975)

statutory right to a ber' , as a property or liberty laterest; CLI42-2,15 NRC 257 (1982)
Carolina Power & 8 ~ 4 (Shearon Harris Nuclear Powar Plant, Units I,2,3 and 4), ALAB-577, ||

NRC 18,7* ~ ' ..rs0)
responsibury of NRC Staff to laterpret regulations: CLI-82-9.15 NRC 1370 (1982)

Carolina Power and Light Co. (Shearon Harris Nuclear Power Plant, Units 14), ALAB 526,9 NRC I22,,

124 (1979)
licensing board lacks authority to order stay; LBP42-23,15 NRC 649 (1982)

Carr v. Grace,516 F.2d 502 (5th Cir.1975)
effect of termination of proceeding on applicaat's right to a construction permit; LBP42-29,15 NRC 767

(1982)
Chicano Police Ofreer's Madation v. Stover 526 F.2d 431,436 (10th Cir.1975), esuted and remanded

on other grounds,426 US. 994 (1976), holding on standing reaffirmed,552 F.2d 918 (10th Cir.1977)
violation of First Amendment rights as grounds for staning to intervens; LBP42-43A,15 NRC I445

(1982)
Chrysler Corporatica v. Brown,441 US. 281,308 (1979)

Commission authority to release propnetary laformation; LBP42-42,15 NRC 1313-1314,1316 (1982)
Chrysler v. Brown,441 US. 281,31011 (1979)

'

explanation of why confulentiality issue is procedural rather thaa substantive; LBP-82-24A,15 NRL 663
(1982)

Cincinnati Gas ard Electric Co. (William H. Zimmer Nuclear Statice), LBP4014,1I NRC 570,574
(1980)
particularization of contentions following issuance of Staff documents; ALAB464,15 NRC 16 (1982)

Cincinnati Gas and Electric Co. (Winism H. Zunmer Nuclear Station), LBP.79 24.10 NRC 226,229-230
(1979)
power of presiding officer of pending proceeding to modify orders related to proceeding's subject matter;

LBP-82 36,15 NRC 1082 (1982)
Cincinnati Gas and Electric Co. (William H. E==*e Nuclear Statica) LBP4014, II NRC 570,576

(1980)
late interventica petitioner lacking expertise to easiat la developing a sound record; LBP42-4,15 NRC

202 (1982)
Cincinnati Gas and Electric Co. (Zimmer Station), LBP 79-22,10 NRC 213,214-217 (1979;

application of rive-factor test to amended or expanded contentions LBP42 50,15 NRC 1752 (1982)
Cindere!!a Career and Finishing Schools. Inc v. Federal Trade

' 425 F.2d 583 (D.C. Cis.1970)e-- '

basis for disqnatifying sa adjudicator from participating in a proceeding; ALAB-672,15 NRC 680 (1982)+

Citizens for Safe Power v. NRC,524 F.2d 1291,1294 & a.5 (D.C. Cir.1975)
treatment of supplemental .'. tal testimony as amendment to FES; LBP-82-43A 15 NRC I459

(1982)
.

City of West Ch!cago v. Kerr-McGee Chenucal Corp., Not 80 C 3357 (N.D.1H. Jan. 8,1981)
enforcement of State and local reguistory satharity over facility seeking as NRC license; CLI42-2,15

NRC 269 (1982)
Cleveland Electric Illuminatias Co. (Perry Nuclear Plant), Memorandam aaJ Order of July 28,1981, slip i

op., pp. 39-42)
reason underlying identification of parties la nuclear power licensing cases; LBP-82 3,15 NRC 80 (1982)

Cleveland Electric IUuminating Co. (Perry Nuclear Power Plant, Units I & 2), ALAB475,15 NRC 1805,
III6 (1982)
necessity of apprising Staff counsel of significant developments bearing on pending i,,---

.. iALAB-677,15 NRC 1394 (1982)
Cleveland Electric illuminating Co. (Perry Neclear Power Plant, Units I and 2), ALAB-443,6 NRC 741,

748 (1977)e% p', enforcement of State and local regulatory authority over facility seeking as NRC license; CLl42-2,15y
h NRC 269 (1982)
4- Cleveland Electric IUnminating Co. (Perry Neclear Power Plant, Units I and 2), LBP-8124,14 NRC 175,
p4 199-200 (1981)
h estopped party not required to have participated in earlier litigation la case of NRC operating license

i #- proceeding; LBP-82-43A 15 NRC I460 (1982)
|

|

l

c
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( Cleveland Electric illuminating Co. (Perry Nuclear Power Plant, Units I and 2) LBP-81-42,14 NRC 842

JfgG - (1981) LBP 8157,14 NRC 1037 (1981)

N""J ( | ndmissitnhty of electromagnetic pulse cont:ntion la operating license proceeding; LBP-82-16,15 NRC 588-h
( (1982); LBP-82 24,15 NRC 760 (1982); LDP 82-43A,15 NRC 1500 (1982)

Cleveland Electric Illuminating Co. (Perry Nuclear Power Plant, Units I and 2) LBP-82 I A,15 NRC 43*

(1982)
admission of ATWS contention that is the subject of rulemaking; LBP-8219,15 NRC 615 (1982)
contentica rejected because it is the subject of rulemaking; LBP-82-II,15 NRC 350 (1982)

| Cleveland v. United States,329 US.14,18,67 S.Ct.13,15,91 L.Ed.12 (1946)

! opplication of ejusdem generis rule of statutory construction to psychological stress issue; CLI-82-6,15
NRC 413 (1982)*

}
CN A Financial Corp. v. Donovan, Civ. No.770008, slip op. at 9 (D.D.C. Oct.29, 1981)

determining when written evidence is appropriate; CLI-82-2,15 NRC 260 (1982)
g Coates v. Johnson and Johnson,85 F.R.D. 731,732 733 (N.D.Ill., E.D 1980)
,

sanctions sought against applicant's attaracy for premature termination of depositions;I BP-82-47,15'

{
NRC 1542,1547 (1982)

Collier, Shannon, Rill & Scott,8 DOE 180,129 (1981);
burden la specifying particas of proprietary document for release to the puNac; LBP-82-6,15 NRC 287

(1982)
Commonwealth Edison Co. (Byron Nuclear Power Station) LBP-82 30,12 NRC 683 (1980)

specificity of contentions where relevant documents are unavailable; LBP-8216,15 NRC 572 (1982)
i Commonwealth Edison Co. (Byron Statico, Units I and 2), DD-81-5,13 NRC 728 (1981), affirmed sub
r nom., Rockford bague of Women Vot6,rs v. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, No. 81 1772 (7th Cir, Jaas
a 3, 1982)
.

denial of 2.206 request to halt construction; ALAB-678,15 NRC 1406 (1982)
i Commonwealth Edison Co. (b Salle County Nuclear Power Station, Units I and 2), CLI-73-8,6 AEC 169,
'

170 (1973)| I standard for determining disqualifying bias or prejudice of presiding officer la administrative proceeding.)
CLI-82 9,15 NRC 1365,1367-1368 (1982)

Commonwealth Edman Co. (u Salle County Nuclear Power Station, Units I and 2), CLI 73-8,6 AEC 169,
170, a.4 (1973)
Commission authority to impose standard of conduct for licensing board members; CLI-82-9,15 NRC

g
w, 1 1374 (1982)

i Commonwealth Edisco Co. (hSalle County 14mclear Power Station, Units I saf 2). ALAB-102,6 AEC 68,

j 69 (1973)
determining whether licensing board member's statements constitute bias; CLI-32-9,15 NRC 13671368;

(1982)
Commonwealth Edison Co. (LaSalls County Nuclear Power Station, Units I and 2), CLI 73-8,6 AEC 169,

(1973)'

| disqualification of licensing board member; CLI-82-9,15 NRC 1372 (1982)
Commonwealth Edison Co. (Quad Cities Station), LBP 81-53,14 NRC 912 (1981)'

specificity of contentions where relevant documents are unavailable; LBP-8216,15 NRC $72 (1982),

|
Commonwealth Edmon Cow (Zion Station, Units I and 2) LBP 40 7 Il NRC 245 (1980) at 285

necessity of case by-case determination concerning effect of spent fuel pool expansion ce size of emergency
planning zones; LBP-82-32,15 NRC 881 (1982)

,

Connecticut Bankers Ass'a. v. Bd. of Governors,627 F.2d 245,251 (D.C. Cir.1980)
| failure to show necessity of formal hearing; CLI 82-2,15 NRC 256 (1982)
! ) Conservation uw Foundation v. GSA,427 F. Supp.1369,1374 (D.R.I.1977)
| g issuance of materials lianse amendment prior to completion of draft EIS; CLI-82-2,15 NRC 265 (1982)
I

Consolutated Edison Co. (ladian Point Station, Units I,2 and 3), ALAB-436,6 NRC 547,584-85 (1977)
,

' j
determination of maximum vibratory ground motion; ALAB-667,15 NRC 445 (1982)

Consolidated Edmon Co. of N.Y. (Indian Pinnt Station. Unit No. 2), LBP 7216,5 AEC 43, $2 (1971)'

good cause not shows for late filing of core catcher contention; LBP-82 II,15 NRC 350 (1982)
Conschdated Edman Co. of N.Y., Inc. (Indian Point Nuclear Generating Station Units I,2 and 3),

{.
ALAB-319,3 NRC 188,190 (1976)
matters that may be resolved by an operating license board; ALAB-674,15 NRC 1103 (1982)

i responsibility for deciding matters not raised by contentions, which must be considered pnar to issuance of
so operating hcense; LBP-82-30,15 NRC 794 (1982)pq. role of heensing board la operating licenas procasding; ALA8669,15 NRC 457 (1982)

{.
p$'h+w;
*

%s-
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consol.dsted Edison Ca of New York (Indian Point Station, Unit 2), CLI-74-23,7 AEC 947,951-932
(1974)
adoption of license conditions to deal with emergency planning deficiencies; LBP42 48,15 NRC 1579

(1982)
i post-bearing resolution of issues by the Staff; LBP-82-39,15 NRC 1216,1217 (1982)
! Consolidated Edison Co. of New York (Indian Point Unit No. 2), LBP 73-33,6 AEC 751 (1973)
l admission of more than one " interested state * to participate is investigative prMar LBP42-25,15

NRC 719 (1982)'

Consolidated Edison Ca of New York (Indian Point, Unit 2) and Power Authority of the State of New
York (Indian Pciint, Unit 3) CLI41 I,13 NRC I (1981); CLI-8123,14 NC 610 (1981)
licensees argue that commencement of adjudicatory proceeding prior to completion of ongoing prMate

to establish generic standards is denial of due process; LDP-82 23,15 NRC 649 (1982)
Consumers Power Co. (Big Rock Point Nuclear Nat) ALAB-636,13 NRC 312 (1981)

need for EIS for extension of spent fuel storage facility license; LBP-8214,15 NRC 550 (1982)
Consumers Power Ca (Big Rock Point Nuclear Plant). ALAH36,13 NRC 312 (1981) at 323

relevance of reactor vessel embrittlement to authorization for steam generator tubesleering: LBP42-33,15
NRC 889 (1982)

Consumers Power Co. (Big Rock Point Nuclear Nat) ALAB4%,13 NRC 312,329 fa. 32 (1981)
scope of appellate review; ALAB-669,15 NRC 467 (1982)

I Consumers Power Ca (Big Rock Point Nuclear Nat), ALAB-636,13 NRC 312,329-31 (1981)
h remand to produce a better environmental record for operadas license amendment prMne to allow
j onsite storage of low-level radioactive waste; ALAB-664,15 NRC 12 (1982)
-

Consumers Power Co. (Big Rock Point Nat), LBP-82-8,15 NRC 299,329,331332 (1982)
means of expanding quality assurance contentions; LBP-82-15,15 NRC 557,564 (1982)

Consumers Power Co. (Midland Nat), ALAB-123,6 AEC 331,340 (1973)
Commission position on using ACRS report as substantive evidence; LBP-82-39,15 NRC 1214 (1982)

Consumers Power Co. (Midland Nat) CLI 74-5,7 AEC 19,31 (1974)
modification of res judicata and collateral estoppel doctrines for operating license prMar LBP-82-3,

15 NRC 79 (19M)*-

Consumers Power Co. (Midland Nat, Units I and 2), ALAB-101,6 AEC 60,6445 (1973)
basis for disqualifying an adjudicator from participating in a proceeding; ALAM72, IS NRC 680 (1982)

Consumers Power Co. (Midland Nat, Units I and 2), ALAB-123,6 AEC 331,332 (1973)
!

responsibilities of NRC Staff as a full party to an adjudicatory proomeding; CLl-82-9,15 NRC 1370
(1982) s

responsibilities of parties to a prar=dar CLI-82-9,15 NRC 1371 (1982)
Consumers Power Co. (Midland Nat, Units I and 2) ALAB 123,6 AEC 331,335 (1973).

i adequacy of Staff review of health, safety, and environmental findings pertaining to floating anclear

{ plants; LBP42-49,15 NRC 1662 (1982)
Consumers Power Ca (Midland Nat. Units I and 2), ALAB-452,6 NRC 392,91214,918-24,1044,

' 1094 95, 1099 (1977)
explaining anticompetitive situation la antitrust intervention petition; ALAB465,15 NRC 30,32-33

(1982)
Consumers Power Ca (Midland Nat Units I and 2), ALAB-458,7 NRC 155 (1978)

bearing of-k cost on utility of waste disposal plan; ALAB464,15 NRC 10 (1982)
Consumers Power Co. (Madland Plant. Units I and 2), ALAB-468,7 NRC 465 (1978)

litigability of issues that are the su' ject of octoing rulemakin9s; ALAB475,15 NRC 1812 (1982)o
Consumers P6eer Ca (Midland Nat, Units I and 2), Docket Nos. 50 329 and 50 330, slip op. 4-5

(September 23,1977, unpublished order)
licensing neerd authority to award attorney's fece as sanctions; LBP42-47,15 NRC 1547 (1982)

Consumers Power Ca (Midland, Units I and 2), ALAB-235,8 AEC 645,646-47 (1974)
---- - =nt of Board's jurisdicuon over a proposed action; LBP-82-43A,15 NRC 1475 (1982) !

Consumers Power Co. (Midland, Units I and 2), ALAB474,15 NRC 1103-1104 (1982),

; authority of L* ann 9 board over authoriand ongoing construction; LBP-82-43A,15 NRC 1478-1479
| (1982)
' r? *1 Consumers Power Ca (Palisades Nuclear Nat), LBP 79-20,10 NRC 108,113 (1979)"

requirements for sa organization to have standing; LBP-82-43A,15 NRC 1437 (1982)
_ :3 Castle v. Pacific Legal Foundation,445 US.198 (1980)
i M failure to show necessity of formal bearing; CLI-82-2,15 NRC 256 (1982)

< J Cromwell v. See County,94 US. 351,358 (1877)
, [ application of res judscata; LBP42-3,15 NRC II (1982)

; e :

_ .
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| # Crystal Grower's Corp. v. Dobbins,616 F.2d 438,461462 (1980)
| %, .- apphcauon of balancing test for release to the public of propnetary information; LBP-82-42,15 NRC

1327 (1982)
Dairyland Power Coop. (La Crosse Boiling Water Reactor), ALAM18 12 NRC 551,552 (1980)Q *! .

- ! basis of seismic design criteria; ALAB-667,15 NRC 423 (1982)'C

Dairyland Power Cooperative (Lacrosse Boiling Water Reactor), ALAP. 497,8 NRC 312,313 (1978)
| residency requirements for intervention of right: LBP-82-43A,15 NRC 1433,1447 (1982)
i

! Dairyland Power Cooperative (Lacrosse Boihng Water Reactor), ALAB-497,8 NRC 312,31314 (1978)
support of recusal moticas; ALAB-672,15 NRC 680 (1982)

! Davis v. Board of School Comm'rHf Mobile County, $17 F 2d 1044,1051 (5th Cir.1975), cert. 4aa6d 425

| US 944 (1976)
; exceptions to rule that bias by presiding omcer must be extra-judicial; CLI-82-9,15 NRC 1374 (1982)

Delaware Water Emergency Grtmp v. Hansler No. 80-4372, slip op. at 17 (E.D.Pa. Aug. 17,1981)6

i status of Delaware River Basin Commission as NEPA agency; LBP-82-43A,15 NRC 1464 (1982)
Delaware Water Emergency Group v. Hansler, No. 80-4372, slip op. at 7 (E.D.Pa. Aug. 17, 1981)'

approval of negative EIS declaration; LBP-82-43A,15 NRC 1467 1469 (1982)
l Detroit Edison Co. (Enrim Fr mi Atomic mat. Unit 2), ALAB-469,7 NRC 470,471 (1978)

|
criteria for pleadings where intervention petitioner is not represented by counsel; LBP-82-43A IS NRC

1438 (1982)
| Detroit Edison Co. (Enrico Fermi Atomic Power Plant, Unit 2), ALAB-77,5 AEC 315 (1972)

acope of sua sponte review oflicensing board decision; ALAB 664,15 NRC 20 (1982)'

Detroit Edison Co. (Enrim Fermi Atoic Power Nat, Unit 2), LBP-79-1,9 NRC 73,85-86 (1979)
jurisdiction for challenges to TVA's compliance with environmental responsibilities; ALAB-664,15 NRC

11(1982)
Detroit Edison Co. (Enrico Fermi Atomic Power mat. Unit No. 2), ALAB-470,7 NRC 473,475 (1978)

i application of zone-of 'aterest test for intervention; ALAM70, IS NRC 503 (1982)
Detroit Edison Co. (Enrico Fermi Atomic Power Plant, Unit No. 2), ALAB-475, 7 NRC 752,756 57 (1978)

t
purpose and scope of NRC antitrust review; ALAM65,15 NRC 28 (1982)

{
. Accord Detroit Edison Co. (Enrico Fermi Atomic Poect Plant, Unit 2) LBP-78-II,7 NRC 381,387, affd,
I ALAB-470,7 NRC 473 (1978)

representation of individuals by a person who is not attorney; LBP-82 25.15 NRC 726 (1982)
Detreet Edison Co. (Enrico Fermi Atomic Power Plant, Unit No. 2), LBP 78-II,7 NRC 381,388 (1978)

application of mone-of interest test for intervention: ALAM70,15 NRC 503 (1982)
Detroit Edison Co., et al. (Enrico Fermi Atomic Power Plant, Unit 2), LBP 78-37,8 NRC $75,581 (1978),

i ese of Federal rules as guidance for interpreting NRC discovery rule; LDP-82-47,15 NRC 1542,1547a,,

(1982);
- Digital Equipment Corp. v. Parker 487 F, Supp.1104, Ill2 (D. Mass.1980), vacated on other grounds,

653 F.2d 701 (1st Cir.1981)
determining ebetber evidence should be presented orally or in writing: CLI-82 2,15 NRC 260 (1982)

Dolcin v. FTC,219 F.2d 742,748 (D.C. Cir.1954), certiorari denied 348 US 981 (1955)
type of evidence calling for expert sponsorship; ALAB-669,15 NRC 477 (1982)

Dreyfus v. First Nat'l Bank of Chicago,424 F.2d 1871,1175 (7th Cir.), cert denied,400 US 832 (1970)
applicability of res judicata and collateral estoppel; ALAB-673,15 NRC 695 (1982)

Duffield v. Charleston Area Medical Center, Inc.,503 F.2d 512 (4th Cir.1974)
standard for determining disquahfying bias or prejudice of presiding omoers in admiaintrative y,4

CLI-82 9,15 NRC 1365 (1982)
Duke Power Ca (Amendment to Materials License SNM 1773-Transportation of Spent Fuel from Oconee

.
Nuclear Station for Storage at McGuire Nuclest Station), ALAB-528,9 NRC 146,151 (1979)

! demonstration of standing of an organization through injury to its members; LBP-82-43A,15 NRC 1438
| (1982)
| providing nenus, for standing purposes, between the representative of an organization and its members

livieg in the vicinity; LBP-82 25, IS NRC 728,731,738 (1982)j Duke Power Co. (Amendment to Materials License SNM-1773-Transportation of Spent Fuel from Oconee
Nect ar Stelion for Storage at McGuire Nuclear Station), ALAB 651,14 NRC 307,312,313 (1981)
denial of intervention petstions because of stility of low-level waste storage plan; ALAB-664,15 NRC 3

(1982)
discussion of plans for handling spent fuel; LBP-8kl6,15 NRC 580 (1982)
ses'nentation of environmentalimpacts for NEPA purposes: ALAB-664,15 NRC 7,11,14-15 (1982);

idP 82-43A,15 NRC 1473 (1982)
Duke Power Co. (Catawba Nuclear Station, Units 1 & 2), ALAB-355,4 NRC 397,406 a.26 (1976)

failure to notify Board of material changes in evaar* ALAM77,15 NRC 1388 (1982).,y ,

NNh
y % ,.
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Duna Power Ces (Catawba Nuclear Station. Units I and 2). ALAB 150,6 AEC til. 81213 (1973)
lajory shared by many as the basis for standaag; LBP 82-43A. IS NRC 1414 (1982)

. Duke Power Co. (Catast e Nuclear Station, Units I and 2), ALAB 355,4 NRC 397,411 12 (1976)
I adeussibihty of bearesy evidemos in NRC pe==eage ALAB-469.15 NRC 477 (1982)

Duke Power Co. (Cherokee Nuclear Station. Units I,2 and )), ALAB440,6 NRC 642,644-45 (1977)
protection of tardy latervenor's interests. ALAB-671, IS NRC 514 (1982)
rehanos on pendency of another pran-e g to excess natimely interweauce; LBP-821,15 NRC 40 (1982)n

Duke Power Co. (Perkans Nuclear Station. Units I,2 sad 3), ALAB-431,6 NRC 460,462 (1977)
etrongth of pleading where ao good escuse saists for tardiness la rding intervention petition; LDP 82-4,15

NRC 201 (1982)
Dske Power Ca (Perkins Nuclear Station. Units I,2 and 3), ALA3415,12 NRC 350,332 (1980)

factors to be satanfied for montimely intervention: LBP 82-4,15 NRC 201 (1982)
'
i Duke PLwer Co. (Perkins Nuclear Station, Uans I,2 sad 3), ALAS 468,15 NRC 458 (1982)
T NRC sotherity to award casu or attorney's fees assinst a party; LBP-82-47,15 NRC 1548 (1982)

Duke Power Ca (Perkins Nuclear Station, Unita 13), ALAB-591, il NRC 741 (1980)
Board jurisdicties en treet request for disc 3asure of en parte communacations as request for discovery;

LDP-82 22,15 NRC 641 (1982)
Duke Power Co. (Wilham B. McGuire Nuclear Station, Units I & 2), ALAB-143,6 AEC 623,625 (1973)

failure to notafy Board of material chansen la evideoca; ALAB477. IS NRC 1388 (1982)
Duke Power Co. (McGuire Nuclear Statice Units I and 2), ALAS 447,14 NRC 27 (1981)

apphcations for tay of e'rectiveases of iniual d== LBP 82-39, IS NRC 1292 (1982)'

Duke Power Ca (Wdham B. McGuire Nuclear Station, Units I and 2), ALAB469. IS NRC 453,459460
& a.12,464,472 (1982)
hydrogen generation and control. ALAB-675,15 NRC IIOS (1982)

Duka Power Ca (Wilham B. McOsire Nuclear Station. Units I and 2), ALA3469,15 NRC 453,464
(1982)
requiremsat for admissaca of hydrogen control contention; AIAS475,15 NRC 1114 (1982)

Duke Power Ca (Wuham B. McGuire Nuclear Statana, Units I and 2), AIAB469.15 NRC 465,467-468
(1982)*" detersuaias on.: a TMI-2 type accident is; ALAB475,15 NRC 18 85 (1982)

Duke Power Co. v. Carolina Eavironmental Study Group. 438 US. 75, a.20 (1978)
' requirement for standing that requested rehef address " injury la fact *; LDP 82-43A.15 NRC 1643 (1982)

Duke Power Co. v. Carchne Eavt1 Stiy Group,438 US,59. 72 (1978)
secessity of establishing Isak betwees *iajury in fact * and challessed sction, to attain standing;

LBP 82-43A. IS NRC 1433. 1643 (1982)
Duquesne Light Ca (Seever Valley Fower Station Units I and 2), A1AB 172,7 AEC 42,43 (1974)

estabbahing foundation for bias charge assiast lacensing board member, ALAB472,15 NRC 680 (1982)
Dequesne Light Ca et al. (Beaver Valley Power Stauna Unit 1), ALAB 109. 6 AEC,244 at a.2 (1973)

demonstreuan, by as organtsstaca, of sta to latervene; LBP 82-4. IS NRC 205 (1952)
Easton Utdatnes Comaussion v. Atosuc Emergy M 424 F.2d 847,83152 (D.C. Cir.1970)- - - -

protection of rights of potential party to agency proceedings, DD 82 2,15 NRC 1146 (1982)
Ecology Actico v. AEC,492 P.2d 998,1001 (2d Car.1974)

amendment of FES; LBP 82-43A. IS NRC 1459 (1982)
Edlow laternational Ca (Agent for the Govtrament of ladia on Application to Esport Special Nuclear

Matenal), CLI-764,3 NRC Sol. 379 (1976)
apphcotion of 10 CFR 2.714(a)(l) to timely latervention la by-product matanals license proconding;

LBt42 24,15 NRC 656-457 (1982)
Edlow laternational Co. (Agent for the Governaiset of India on Apphcotion to Esport Special Nuclear

Material), CLI-70-6,3 NRC 543,576 (1976)
injury shared by many as the basis for standing. LBP-82-43A.15 NRC 1414 (1982)

Edlow laternational Co. ( Agent for the Government of India on Apphcation to Esport Special Nuclear
Matenal), CLI 7M,3 NRC 570,571 (1976)
distiastaan between standias requirements for saport liosasias and standing requirements for ot.or

proceedings, LBP 82-43A, IS NRC 1414, 1435 (1982)
Edlow laternataanal Ca. CLI-764,3 NRC 576 (1976)

{ ' ' th standaag of an organassuon to intervene; LSP 82-24,15 NRC 658 (1982)
; Egyes v. Magyst Neasset Beak,165 F. 2d 539 (2nd Cir.1948)

apprepnate form for presenting facts to defeat sammary disposiuan motica; LSP 82 If,15 NRC 595
(1982)w

Eavironmental Defense Fund. lac. v. Hoffman, 546 F.2d 1060,1067 (4th Cir.1977)

3 a . _ . - tal impacts to be -d-ed moder NEPA; LSP 82-434,15 NRC 1514 (1982)

SI .
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E; Empert Electric, Inc. v.14 vine,554 F.2d 1227, t133 (2d Cir.), cert. denied 434 US. 903 (1977)
apphcatwo of the pn'vity standard; ALAB-673,15 NRC 696 (1982)

Esson Campsey, US A., BFA 0609, Decision and Order of the Department of Energy, slip op., February
,

,

it,1988g Insrden in specifying porticme of proprietary document for release to the pubhc; LBP 824,15 NRC 287
I

(19823'
Eason, US.A. BFA-0609 and SFA4614,9 DOE 80162 Apn't I,1982

intepretaten of " full statement * require'nent for withholding information from the public; LBP-8242,15
NRC 1335 (1982)

F.D. Rich Co. v. United States,417 US.116 (1974)
payment of attorney's fees as condition of dismissal of proceeding; LBP-82 29,15 NRC 766 (1982)

.f-' Federal Trade Commission v. Tenaco. 555 F.2d 862,881 (D C. Cir.1977), cert. denied,431 US 974
(1977)circumstances alloeing for rehtigation of previously resolved environmentalimpact issues; LSP 8243A,15

NRC 1468 (1982)

|
effect given to determinations by agencies other than HRC, concerning NEPA issues; LSP 82-43A,15

NRC 1464 (1982)
florida Power & Ught Co. (St. Lucie Nuclear Power Statson, Unit No. 2), ALAB-420,6 NRC 8,13i

I
(1977)
acceptance of matenal allegations of intervention petition as true; AIAB-470,15 NRC 500 (1982)

flands Power & Light Co. (St. Lucie Plant. Unit No. 2), ALAB461,14 NRC 1187, |12122, a.12 (1983)
rejection of interventaan petitica ce antitrust concerns at operating hcanne stage; ALAB-665,15 NRC 24

I (1982)
Flanda Power & Light Co. (St. Lucia. Unit 2), CLI-81 12,13 NRC 838,84344 (1980)

| use of probabilistic risk assessments in evaluating probabihty and consequences of nuclear power plaatt

accidenu; LBP-82-43A, IS NRC 1492, 1493 (1982)I
flanda Power & Light Co. (Turkey Point Nuclear Genersting, Units 3 and 4), ALAB460,14 NRC 987,

995, 997 998 (1981)
paniculartration of contentions following issuanos of Staff documents; ALAB464,15 NRC 16 (1982)

f1onda Power and Light Co. (Turkey Point Nuclear Generating, Units 3 and 4), ALAB460,14 NRC 987,
1009 (1981)
segmenting environmentalimgect study for amaeutsve related project.; LBP 82-43A,15 NRC I475

,

(1982)'

f1onda Power and Light Co. (Turkey Point Nuclear Generating. Units 3 and 4), LSP-81.le,13 NRC 677,
,

687 (1981); affd. ALAB-660,14 NRC 987 (1981)
pony opposing summary dispcaition motion siest demonstrate esistence of genuine issue; LBP 8217,15

8- !

NRC 596 (1982
flanda Power and Light Co. (Tarkey Point Units 3 and 4), AIAB460,14 NRC 987,1011, a.38

:

'
| (November 30, 1981)
I

denial of waste confidence contentions because of pendency of rulemaking; LBP-82 43A,15 NRC 1455

(1982)| Fredoma Broadcasting Corporation,Inc. v. RCA Corporation,569 F.2d 258,257 (5th Cir.1978)
t objective standard for recusal of hcensing board member;CLI 82-9,15 NRC 1366,1373 (1982)

Frothingham v. Mellon,262 US. 447 (1923)
standing where " injury la fact * requirement is a generalized grievance; LBP-42-43A,13 NRC 1433;

I (1982)

|
Gasper v. Louisiana Stadium & Esposition Distnct. 418 F. Supp. 716,720 21 (D La.1976), affd,577 F.2d

897 (Sih Cir.1978), cert. demed,439 US.1073 (1979)
health, safety, or environmental concerns as property loterests subject to due process protection; CLI-82 2,i

t
IS NRC,237 (1982)

} General Flecinc Co. (Vallecita Nuclear Center-General Electric Test Reactor), LBP 78-33,8 NRC 461,i
445 (1978)

{ use of f oderal rules as guidance for interpreting NRC discovery rule; LBP-82-47,15 NRC 3 547 (1982)
Georgia Power Co. (Alvin W. Vogtle Nuclear Plant, Units I & 2), ALAB-291,2 NRC 404,411 (1975)i

) failure to notify Based of matenal changes in evidence; ALAB477,15 NRC 1388 (1982)
} Georgis Power Co. (Edwin I. Hatch Nuclear Power Plant, Unit No. 2), LBP-74-52,8 AEC 107 (1974)
g tumination of antitrust proceeding; LBP.82 21,15 NRC 640 (1982)i 267,270 (D Mass.1980)[
T

Gerntson v. Yance, att F. Supp
increased burden to government of additional due process procedures; CLI-82-2,15 NRC 262 (1982)l

.i
Gladstone, Realtors v. Pellwood. 441 US. 91,109 (1979)

| acceptance of matenal allegations of interventsoa petition as true; ALAB470,15 NRC S00 (1982)
4 7
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,

Goldberg v. Kelly,397 US. 254,24243 (1970)
detenrunias the saistemos of property interest for due process purposez; CLI-82 2,15 NRC 257 (1982)

,

Graham v. National Transportation Safety Board,530 F.2d 317,320 (8th Cir.1976) ,j
determining whether evidence should be presented orally or la wnting; CLI-82 2,15 NRC 259 (1982)

'| Gnfria v. Gnfria 327 US. 220,2M (1944)

I
appropnate fans for pressating facts to defeat summary disposition motiosa; LBP-82-17,15 NRC 595

(1982)
! Golf States Utilitfes Co. (River Bend Station, Units I and 2) ALAB 18),7 AEC 222,226 (1974)
| demonstration of geographic proximity to acquire standing to latervene; LBP-82-4,15 NRC 204 (1982)

Gulf States "tihties Ca (River Bend Station. Uniu I and 2), ALAB-317,3 NRC 175 (19761
right of interested state to appeal adveres decisaces; LSP 8244,15 NRC 1525 (1982)

Gulf States Utihties Co. (River Bend Station, Units I and 2), ALAB444 (1977) 760 at 771 ff.
failure to demonstrate sea.s between issue and facility that is subject of the pr== ding- LSP-8215,15

NRC 558 (1982)
Ostf States Utilities Ca (River Bond Station, Units I and 2), A1AB444,6 NRC 760,763-72 (1977)

responsibility of interested parties to raise issues la advance of hearing; LBP-82-30,15 NRC 799 (1982);
LBP-82-43A,15 NRC 1456 (1982)

Gulf States Utilities Co. (River Scad Station Units I and 2), ALAB444,6 NRC 760,766 9 (1977)
{ apacification of issues by laterested municipality; LBP-82-44,15 NRC 1525 (1982)

Gulf States Utihties Co. (River Bend Station, Unsts I and 2), ALA3444,6 NRC 760,774 a.26 (1977)
adequacy of Staff review of health, safety, and environmental findings peruinin9 to floating nuclear

plants; LSP 82-49,15 NRC 1662 (1982)
Gulf States Utdities Ca (River Bend Station, Units I and 2), ALAB444,6 NRC 760,775 (1977)

approaching generic iwee involved la rulemaking la a manner e.imita, to treatment of narosoived safety
issue; LBP-4219, IS NRC 613,614 (1982)

Staff identification of unresolved safety issues ==ariated with floating nuclear plaats; LBP-82-49,15
NRC 1688 (1982)

Gulf States Utilities Ca (River Bend Station, Units I and 2), ALAB-444,6 NRC 760,783 (1977),

dealing with unrunolved generic safety issues la indmdualliosasing -- 7: ALAB476,15 NRC
lill (1982)

Gulf States Utahtsee Ca (River Bend Seetion Units I and 2), ALAB444,6 NRC 760,796 (1977)i

reliana on peadcacy of another proceeding to escuse late intervention; LBP-821,15 NRC 39-40 (1982)
'

Gulf Staten Utdatnes Ca (River Bend, Units I and 2), ALAS 444,6 NRC 760,768-70 (1977)
criteria to be antisfied if Comary agency seeks to htigste new sesamic issues; LBP-42-19. IS NRC 617

(1982)
Hamlin Testing Laboratones Inc. v. US. Atomic Emersy ''a-W 357 F2d 632,638 (6th Cir.1966)

precedent for holding adjudicatory bearings la matenals hcease amendment cases; CLI-82 2,15 NRC 272
l (1982)

Harlem River Consumers Coop., lac. v. Maaehted Grocers of Harlem, lac.,64 F.R.D. 459,463 (S.D.N.Y.1

1974)
specificity required la answers to interrogatories; ALAB478,15 NRC 1421 (1982)

Health Research Group v. Kennedy,82 F.R.D. 21 (D C,1979)
lack of standing indicia of membership act prended; LBP-82 25,15 NRC 728,730,733 734,736 (1982)

Henry v. Federal Po.,, r~- 513 F.2d 395,406,407 (D C. Cir.1975)
federal agency responsibahty to consider savironmental consequences at every stage of its darhaan

LDP-42-43A,15 NRC 1465,1472,1474 (1982)
g Hochstadt v, Wormster Foundation for Esperimental Baology,545 F.2d 222,226 a.4 (1st Cir.1976)

error la esclusion of evidenes; ALAB-473,15 NRC 698 (1982)
Houston Lighting & Power Ca (South Texas Project. Units I and 2), A1AB437,13 NRC M7,372-373

(1981)
denial of directed artarication of a ruling that confbets with case law; AIAB475,15 NRC ||13 (1982)

Houston Lighting and Power Ca (South Texas Project, Units I and 2), LBP 79 27,10 NRC 543,366,572
(1979), affd, ALAB-575, il NRC 14 (1980)

'T v& apphcation of principles of res judicata and collateral asuppel la NRC procandings: LDP42 3,15 NRC
/4 50 (1982); A1AB473,15 NRC 695 (1982); LBP-82-43A,15 NRC 1460 (1982)

j, & g Houston bahting and Power Ca (Allene Creek Nuclear Generating Station Unit I), January 12,1982

y @M(tO
.g (unpubhshed) at 3-4

*
general newspaper article not sa saeptable encase for lawrded contention; LBP-8215,15 NRC 557,

@ (1982)

{
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! HJuston Ushting sad Power Co. (Allens Creek Naclear Generating Station Unit 1) AIAB 590, il NRC
I 542 at 550 (1980)

,

,?
[ reasons for esing sumunary disposition procedures; LBP 82-8,15 NRC 302 (1982)

Q ; use of smaunary disposition procedure to avoid of time-cmasaming bearings; LBP-8217,15 NRC 596
(1982)

- Houston Ughtsas and Power Co. (Allens Creek Nuclear Generating Station Unit 1). AMB $35,9 NRC
377, 390 (1879)
standing of as organlaation to intervene; LBP-82 24,15 NRC 658 (1932)

Houston Ughting sad Power Co. (ADens Creek Nuclear Generating Station, Unit 1), ALAB-535,9 NRC
377 (1979)
consideration of pornomal standing of a represcatative of an organization, some of ebone members have

standing; LBP-82-25,15 NRC 734 (1982)
I Houston Ughting and Poww Co. (Auens Creek Nuclear Generating Station Unit I), AMB-535,9 NRC
! 377,390*6(1979)

cnteria for demonstrating standing of as organization through injury to one of its members; LBP-82-43A,
15 NRC 167,1439 (1982)

Houston Ushting and Power Co. (Allens Creek Nuclear G:eerating Station, bait I). ALAB-535,9 NRC
377, 396 397 (1979)
intervention by an organisation whose sole purpose is oppcaition to nuclear power; LBP-82-25,15 NRC

732 (1982)
Houston Ushting and Power Co. (ADeas Creek Nuclear Generating Station Unit I), ALAB-582, il NRC

239, 242 (1980)
f threatened economic injury as basis for standing to intervene; ALAB470,15 NRC 507 (1982)
i ecomanuc injury as basis for standing in NRC rm n LBP-82-43A, IS NRC 1436, 1449 (1982)

Houston Ushting and Power Co. (Aucas Creek Nuclear Generating Station Unit 1), ALAB 590, Il NRC; ,

> 542, 546-551 (1980)
j amount of detail required ',s actting forth contentions. LBP-82-4,15 NRC 206 (1982)

Houston Ushting and Power Cet (Allens Creek Nuclear Generating Station Unit I), January 12,1982
(unpublished) at 34,54
amendment of hydrogen control contention acceptable; LBP-8215,15 NRC 563 (1982)

Houston Ughting and Power Co. (Allens Creek Nuclear Generating Station, Umt No. I), AMB425,13
NRC 13,15 (1981)
scope of appellate review; ALAB469,15 NRC 467 (1982)

Houston Ughting and Power Co. (Allens Creek Statica), ALAB-635,13 NRC 309,310
,

reasons for referral of rulings; LBP-82 50,15 NRC 1754 (1982)
Houston Ushting and Power Ces (South Texas Project, Units I and 2), LBP-8154, le NRC 918,922 923"

i & a.4 (1981)
6 timitatma on raising sua sposte lesses; ALAS 475,15 NRC 1815 (19u2)
. Houston Ushting and Power Co. (South Texas Units I and 2), AMB 381,5 NRC 582 (1977)

| lacensing board lacis authority to order a stay: LBP-82 23,15 NRC 649 (1982)
Humana of Virginia v. Blue Crees of Virginia,622 F.2d 76 (1980)

; authonty for release of propnetary saformation; LBP-82-42,15 NRC 1314 (1982)
Humphrise v. Pennsylvania Railroad Co.,14 F.R.D.177 (N.D. Ohio 1953)!

laterveeHan petiticase seeks discovery against aanparties LBP-8212A,15 NRC 519 (1982)
Hunt v. Washington State Apple Advertasang Comm's,432 US. 333 (1977).

determining standing of an orgaalzation without indmdmal member identification: LBP-82-43A,15 NRC

| 1439 (1982)
ICC v. Jersey City, 322 US. 503,514 (1944)i

' record basis for deciding an appeal of a tr=ia, board dar=* ALAlk649,15 NRC 480 481 (1982)
ladependent Bankers Ass'n v. Bd. of Governors,516 F.2d 1206,121719 (D.C Cir.1975);

i lat ting the statutory requirement of a bearing; CLI-82 2,15 NRC 255 (1982)
ladian out Alhance v. Volpe,484 F.2d it (8th Cir.1973)'

segmentataan of environmental impact statement ce radioactive waste plan; AMIL664,15 NRC 7 (1982)
ladiana and Michigan Electric Co. (Donald C. Cook'Naclear Plant, Umts I and 2), AMB 129,6 AEC

414, 418-420 (1973)
scope of construction pennit estensica proceeding. LBP4241,15 NRC 1301,1303 (1982)

la re laternational Business Machines Corporation,618 F 2d 923,927,928 930, a.6,932,934 (2d Cir.
1 1980)

|
standard for deternumana daequalifying bias or presedice of a trial judge; CLI-82-9,15 NRC 1365,1366,

- 1367 (1982)
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R
laternational Union of EJactrical, Radio sad Machias workers v. Westinghouse,91 F.R.D. 277 (D.C. IMI)

monetary awards as eenetions for violauan of discovery rule; LSP-82-47,15 NRC 1547 (1982)
Iraak Waltaa League of Americe v, Marsh,655 F.2d 546,361 (D.C. Cir.1981)

,
health, safety, or environmental concerns as property interats subject to due process pr-a CL1-42-2,

15 NRC 257 (1982)
I Jaffer v. NRC, Na 814035 (D.C. Cir, Oct. 2,194 I), rebearing denied (Dec. 7,1981)
| denial of petition for review, for lad of standing; DI>S2 2,15 NRC 1344,1346 (1982)
| Jewel Ridge Coal Corp. v. Imcel 6167. United Mine Workers,325 US. 897 (1945)

responsabihty for disqual4 cation decisions; A!AB-472,15 NRC 585 (1982)
,' Jican!!a Apache Tribe of Indians v. Morton,478 F.2d 1275,1280 (9th Cir.1973)

interp etataos of NEPA requirement for determining environmentalimpact of a project; LSP-82-45,15
NRC 1529 (1982)

Johnson v. Trueblood,629 F.2d 287,29192 (3rd Cir.1980)
reasons for tuniting recusal oflicensing board member to extra-judicial conduct; CLI42-9,15 NRC 1367

(1982)
Jones v. Thstrict of Columbia R.L.- --- t land Agency,499 F.2d 502, $10 (D.C. Cir.1974), cert.

denied,424 US. 937 (1975)
effect gives to determinatices by agencies other than NRC, concerning NEPA lesmes; LBP-8243A,15,

' NRC 1464 (1982)
1 Joy v. Danssis,479 F.2d 1236,1240 41 (4th Cir.1973)
I determining the esistence of pen. pee.ty interset for due process purycess; CLI-82-2,15 NRC 257 (1982)
f Jensewinh v. Jungewirth,115 Or. 668,672 (1925)

ILeitation on length of application for stay; L8P-82 23,15 NRC 648 (1982)
Kansas Gas and E4ectric Ca (Wolf Creek Generating Station, Unit Na l), A1AB 279,1 NRC 559,574-76

(1975)
NRC pleeding requirements for satltrust matters; AIAB-665,15 NRC 29,30 31 (1982)

f Kansas Gas and EJoctric Ca (Wolf Creek Generating Station, Unit Na I), A1AS-46),7 NRC 320,338
(1978)
burden of intervenors to prevail in reopening the record; LBP-8244A,15 NRC 915 (19M),,,

conanderstice of late latervention petiuon as motice to reopen record, AIAS478,15 NRC Sal (1982)
criteria for 'ng an evidentiary record; AIAB469,15 NRC 465 (1982)

Kansas Gas and Ca (Wolf Creek Nucinar Generating Station, Unit 1). ALAB-307,3 NRC 17
(1976); AIAB.311,3 NRC 85 (1976); AIAS-327,3 NRC 408,414,417,418 (1976); LSP 76-42,4 NRC
540 (1976),

< oomatervaihng considerations test for release of proprietary Laformation to the public; LDP-82-42,15 NRC
1319 (1982)

Kansas Gas and Electric Ca (Wolf Creek Neclear Generating Station, Unit I), AIAB 321,3 NRC 293,,

298 (1976), affd CLI.771,5 NRC I (1977)i

| power to issue a stay not dalegated to 6 ==ias board by C : L8P42-23,15 NRC 649 (1982)
i Kansas Gas and Electric Ca (Wolf Creek Nuclear Generating Station, Unit I), ALAB-391,5 NRC 754,

756, 758 (1977)
balancing test for releus of propnetary information to the geblac; LSP42-42,15 NRC 1320 (1982)

Kansas Gas and Electric Ca (Wolf Creek Nuclear Generating Station Unit Na l), A1AB-327,3 NRC
408,41618(1976)
requiremeau for amdevits supporting claim of estih===t to protective order; AIAS476,15 NRC 1825

(1982)
Kansas Gas and Electric Co, et at (Wolf Creek Nuclear Generating Station, Unit Na 1). ALAB-327,3

NRC 408 (1976)
disouvery by a not a party to a traceeding; LBP42-2,15 NRC 53 (1982)

Kansas Gas and Ca, et at (Wolf Creek Necisar Genersting Station, Unit Na 1), A1AB-327,3
NRC 408,417 (1976)
burdes of going forward on confidentiality issue; LBP424,15 NRC 284 (1982)

Keller v. Joy,641 F.2d 1044,1053 (2d Cir.) (Tenney, J, concurring), cert. desned,102 S. Ct. 390 (1981)
- t of risk of degviving a party of its interests la due process caes; CLI-82-2,15 NRC 259 (1982):

. Kewanee Oil Ca v. Decree Corp 4ie US. 470 (1974) 1', : , importance of protecting propn'etary information; LSP42-42,15 NRC 1322 (1982) ',,

Kleppe v. Sierra Club,427 US. 390 (1976) )
segmentation of environmental impact statement seder NEPA; CLI-82-2,15 NRC 264,265 (1982).,,

's Kleppe v. Sierra Club,427 US. 390,408-414 a.26 (1976).

eeperste treatment, for NEPA purposes, of two intimately related propects; L3P-8243A,15 NRC I474,M i.p; ,

1475 (1982).

,
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Kleppe v. Surro Club,427 US. 390,410 (1976)
apportmenwet of environmentalimpsets; LBP-82-43A,15 NRC 1472 (1982)

,

( Klars v. Broadway Hale Stores,359 US. 207,21813 (1959)
'v's violaten of sati-anonopoly provisions of Sherman Act; ALAB-665,15 NRC 31 (1982)
, . .

tmird v. Tetani. 409 US. 824 (1972)
responsibility for disqualification d-=; ALAB472,15 NRC 685 (1982)

Img Island Lighting Co. (Jamesport Nuclear Power Station, Units I and 2), A1AB-292,2 NRC 631,
646-47 (1975)
aantimely intervention petition not justified by failure of petitioner to read publiabed notice; LBP-82-4. IS

NRC 201 (1982)'

Img Island Ughting Co. (Shoreham Nuclear Power Station), AIAB-99,6 AEC 53 (1973)
argument opposing discussal of ATWS contention because of proposed rulemaking; LBP-82 I A,15 NRC

45 (1982)
long Island Lighting Co. (Shorsam Nuclear Power Station, Unit I), LBP 77 II,5 NRC 481,483-84

(1977)
standing of organization to represent individuals other than its owe members; LBP 82-43A.15 NRC 1442

(1982)
Imrain 3aarnal Co. v. United States 342 US.143.154 (1951)

violation of anti mianopoly provisions of Sherman Act; ALAB465,15 NRC 31 (1982)
1muisiana Power & Light Ca (Waterford Steam EJactric Generating Station, Unit 3), CLI-73 25,6 AEC

619,622 a.3 (1973)
application ei esemption option of $50.12; CLI-82-4. I5 NRC 380 (1982)

1misiana Power and Light Co. (Waterford Steam Electric Generating Station Unit 3). CLI 73 25,6 AEC
- 619, 621 (1973)
I rejection of antitrust intervention petition for failure to emplain antionmpetitive effects of liccess;
* ALAB465,15 NRC 24,29. 31 (1982)

[
Louisiana Power and Light Co. (Waterford Steam EJactric Genersting Station, Unit 3), CLI 73-7. 6 AEC

48, 49 (!973)
NRC pleading requirementa for antitrust matters, ALAB465,15 NRC 29 (1982)

Louisiana Power and Light Co. (Waterford Steam Doctnc S,atson, Unit 3), ALAB-125,6 AEC 371,372 at
a 6 (1973)
demonstration of geographical proalmity to acquire standing to intervene; LBPC 4.15 NRC 204 (19t2)

L Marstboa Oil Ca v. EPA,564 F.2d 1253 (9th Cir.1977)
I contrast between lanning and rulemaking proceedings, regarding the type of hearing aseded; CLI-82-2,*

i 15 NRC 255 (1982)
! Marstbon Oil v. Environmental Protection Agency, F.2d 1253,1262-3 (9th Cir.1977)

statutory wording required to trigger formal adjudicatory procedures; CLI-82-2,15 NRC 274 (1982)i

! Marine Space Eaciosures, Inc. v. F MC. 420 F 24 577. 589-90 (D.C. Cir.1969)
I laterpretatsoa of the word " bearing * as applied to adjudicatory pr==Aat- CLI-82-2, IS NRC 254 (1982)
! Martie v. Easton Publishing Co.,85 F R D. 312,315 (E D. Ps.1980)

s,iocificity required is answering interrogatones; ALAB478,15 NRC 1421 (1982)'
Martines v. California. 444 US. 277,281 (1980)

apptentina of due process provision of Stb Amendment to adverse effects of governmental action;
CLI-82-2,15 NRC 258 (1982)

I Maryland National Capital Park and Planning F---'- v. United States Postal Service,487 F.2d 1029,

{ 1038 (1973)
reasons for courts' disfavoring consideration of psychalagical effects mader NEPA; CLI-824,15 NRC 417

(1982)
Mathews v. Eldridge,424 US. 319,334,344 (1976).

' (L viption of constitutional due process; CLI-82-2,15 NRC 256,261 (1982)
Matbus v. Endndse,424 US. 319,344-45,347 (1976)

factors considered in deteoining the need for a trul-type bearias; CLI 82-2,15 NRC 259-261 (1982)
Metropolitan Edison Co. G aree Mile Island Nuclear Station), LBP-88 59,14 NRC 1211 (1981)

interpretation of emer8ency planning rule; LBP 82 39,15 NRC 1895 (1982)
Metropolitan Edison Ca (Three Mile taland Nuclear Station, Unit No.1)(Restart), Memorsadam and

Order Ruling on Petitions and Setting Special Prehearing Conference (vapablished, September 21,1979)
adeussion of intervenor on the basis of standing of its sponsors; LBP-82 25,15 NRC 736 (1982)
admission of amore them one *iaterested state * to partscipate la investigative proceeding; LBP42 25,15

NRC 719 (1982)

[fD issuana of L= while rulemaking is pendias; LBP 8219. IS NRC 6l4 (1982)
4
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Metropolitaa ph Ca (nres Mile Island Nuclear Station Unit No.1), CLI-8016, il NRC 674,675
(1980)
costut for consideration of hydrogen control measures; ALAB-669,15 NRC 441 (1982)

Metropohtaa Edison Co. (nres Mile Island Nuclear Statson, Unit No.1), CLI-8016, il NRC 674,675,
676 (1980)

. emergency evitems overnedes try operator action; ALAB-669,15 NRC 460 (1982); LBP 8215,15 NRC
I 540 (1982)

denial of adadanion of hydrogen control enntention; ALAB-475,15 NRC 1807,1808, lif 4, til5 (1982)
Metropolitan Edison Ca (Hree MJe Island Nuclear Station, Unit No.1), Docket No 54289, unpubhshed

order dated March 23,1981
adoptica of license conditions to deal with emergency planning denciencies: LBP 82-48,15 NRC 1579

(1982)
Metropolitaa Edison ca. (Three Mile faland Nuclear Station, Unit No 1), LSP-8159 14 NRC 1211,1383

(1981)
Staff methods for deciding which events are design basis; LBP-82-43A,15 NRC 1507 (1982)

F Metropohtaa Edisco Ca (Three Mile Island Nuclear Station, Unit No. 2). ALAB-486,8 NRC 9,46 (1978)
standard apphed la deciding whether to stay low-power operetson pending appeal; ALAB-473.15 NRC

698 (1982)
Metropolitan Edison Co. (nroe Mile Island, Unit 1). Docket No. 54289 (restart), slip op. at p. 4 (March

12,1981)
admissitulity of contention that is the subject of rulemakiss; LSP 8219,15 NRC 613 (1982)

Metropo:itaa Edison Co. (Three Mile Island Unit I), LBP 79 34,10 NRC 828,832 35 (1979)
historical treatment of class 9 occidenta; LBP 8219,15 NRC 607 (1982)

Metropohtaa Ediaan Ca (Three Mde Island, Unit 1). LBP 82-345,15 NRC 918 (1982)
inadequacisa la Staff adsunistration of reactor operator examinations; 2.BP-82-43A,15 NRC 1511 (1982)

Meyer v. Nebraska,262 US. 390 (1933)
denaal of due process to resulents near nuclear power plant; LBP-82-43A 15 NRC 1519 (1982)

== Minnesota v. NRC 602 F.2d 432 (D C. Cir.1979)
waste confulence contentsons denied because of pendency of rulemaklag; LBP 82 43A IS NRC 1435

(1982)
Minnesota v. Nuclear Regulatory Commazion,602 F.2d 412,417-418 (D C. Cir.1979)

subjects to be covered in NRC environmental assessment of plan for onsite storage of low-level radioactive
wastes. ALAB-664,15 NRC 19 (1982)

Manissippi Ptrwer and Light Ca (Grand Outf Neclear station, Units I and 2), ALAB-130,6 AEC 423,424
(1973)

I contention requirement for standing to intervene; LDP-82-43A,15 NRC 1432 (1982)
Mississippi Power and IJabt Ca (Grand Outf Nuclear Station, Unita I and 2), ALAB-130,6 AEC 423,426

(1973)
use of summary disposition procedures to avoid tame-consmaning hearings; LSP-82-17,15 NRC 596 (1982)

Montana v. United States,440 US.147,153 (1979)
apphcotion of smilateral estoppel to previously htigated envircamental issues; LBP-82-41A,15 NRC 1459

(1982) ,

Monumental Health Plan, Inc. v. HHS,510 F. Sepp. 244,249 (D. Md.1981)
determining when wrntes evidence is appropnete; CL1-82 2,15 NRC 260 (1982)

Morriamey v. Brewer,404 US. 471. 481 (1972)
procedural actions called for by due process; CLI-82 2,15 NRC 256 (1982)

Morton v. Ruia,441 US l99,232 (1974)
dennitson of substantree rule; LSP 82 24A,15 NRC 663,664 (1982)

Moser v. United States HI US. 48 at 47,71 S Ct 533,95 L Ed 729 (1951)
action of Staff se estoppet on the it.us of tienehness of interventaos petition; LBP-82-24,15 NRC 658

(1982)
la re Murchison,149 US.131,134 (1955)

estabishing tuas by se adjudicator; ALAB 472,15 NRC 681 (1982)

@ N V. Maatschappj Voor Industnele Waarden v. A.O. Smith Corp.,590 F.2d 415,418 (2d Cir.1978)
hamnsing buer(s refusal to bear opinion evidence os containment strength and hydrogen generation not se

abuse of its discretson, AIAB-469,15 NRC 475 (1982)
e N AACP v. FPC,425 US. 662 (1976)
(* agency consideration of omstitutional claims; LBP-82-43A.15 NRC 1445 (1982)

# .C N AACP v. Wdnungton Modsal Center, Inc.,453 F. Sepp. 330,143 (D. Del.1974)
detersuming whether evidence should be presented orally or la writing. CL1-82 2,15 NRC 259 (1982)
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Nogler v. Adental Corp,167 F. Supp. 413 (S D.N.Y.1958)
specificity required la enswenng interrogatories; ALAB-678,15 NRC 1421 (1982)

Natural Resources Defense Council v. Callaway,524 F.2d 79,86 (2d Cir.1975)- -

Y2 estent of relance by one agency on another agency's EIS; LBP-82-43A 15 NRC 1464 (1982)
Natural Resources Defense Council v. Castle,568 F.2d 904,912 a.41 (D.C. Cir.1977)

burden of showing the adequacy of representation; ALAB-673,15 NRC 696 (1982)
Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc. v. Castle, Set F.2d 904,909 a.27 (1977)

petitioner la antitrust proceeding claims constitutional right to intervene; ALAB465,15 NRC 34 (1982)
Natural Resources Defense Council v. Morton,458 F.2d 827. 834,837 (D.C. Cir.1972)*

apphcation of rule of reason eben docuhas estent of reliance on another agency's EIS; LBP-82 43A,15
NRC 1464 (1982)

Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc. v. Morton,458 F.2d 827,838 (D.C. Cir.1972)
NRC obligation to look at environmental consequences of onsite storage of low-level radioactive wastes;

ALAB-664,15 NRC 15 (1982)
NRDC v NRC 547 F2ds 633,641 (1978)'

basis for waste disposal contention; LBP-82 II,15 NRC 350,358 (1982)
Natural Resources Defense Council v. NRC,582 F.2d 166 (2d Cir.1978)

denial of wute confidence contention because of pendency of rulemaking; LBP 82-43A IS NRC I455
. (1982)
} Natural Resources Defense Council v. NRC, No. 74-1546, slip op. et 36-7,69 (D C Cir. April 27, 1982)

entent of environmental costs to be considered under NEPA; l BP-82-45,15 NRC 15291530 (1982)I

I Nabaminy Water Resources Authority (Neshamiay Watersned idaa . Water Supply) DRBC No.
I D45 76-CP(8), slip op. at 9 (Feb.18,1981)
{ need for Nesbaminy water supply for supplementary cooling water: LBP 82-43A.15 NRC I471 (1982)
l New England Coahtion on Nuclear Pollution v. Nuclear Regulatorye - -% 582 F.2d 87,99 (1st Cir.

} 1978)
subjects to be covered la NRC environmental assessment of plan for casite storage of low-level radioactive

, wastes. ALAB464,15 NRC 19 (1982)
f

New England Coalition on Nuclear Power v. NRC,582 F 2d 87,98-99 (1st Cir.1978)
rehtigation of environmental matters before a second forum act required, LBP-82-43A,15 NRC 1466

(1982)
New England Power and Light Co. (NEP, Uni's I sad 2), LBP-78-18,7 NRC 932,933-34 (1978)

contimely intervention petition not justified by failure of petitioner to read published notica; LBP 821,15
, NRC 40 (1982); LBP-82-4,15 NRC 201 (1982)

New England Power Co, et al. (NEP Units I med 2), ALAB-390,5 NRC 733,747 (1977)
evacuation considerations beyond low population zone; LBP 82-30,15 NRC 780 (1982)

|
New Hampshire v. Atomic Energy e- = (1st Cir.),406 F.2d 170,173-175, (1st Cir.) cert. denied,

395 US. til,962 (1969)
scope of Commission authority to protect pubhc health and safety; CLI-824,15 NRC 410 412 (1982);'

DD-f 2-4,15 NRC 1360 (1982)
Niagara Mohawk Power Co. (Nine Mile Point Nuclear Station, Unit 2), ALAB-264,1 NRC 347,354i

(1977)'

{
legitimacy of contention dealtag with school evacustica plans; LBP 82 30,15 NRC 782 (1982)

i Nixon v. Warner Communications, Inc.,435 US 580 581. 589, $97. SS L. Ed. 2d 570,98 S. Ct.1306
(1978)
tradition supporting nght of access te pubhc records; LBP42-42,15 NRC 1316,1326 (1982)

Nofelm Realty Corp. v. United States,521 FSupp. 453 (5 D.N.Y.1981),

interpretma the statutory requirement of a bearing; CLl42-2,15 NRC 254 (1982)i

i North Anna Environmental Coahtion v. NRC,533 F.2d 655,658 59 (1976)
NRC discretion to interpret accpe of its responsibilities concerning pubhc bealth and safety; CLI424,15

NRC 415 (1982)
Northeast Nuclear Emergy Co. (Montague Nuclear Power Station, Units I and 2),1 NRC 436 (1975)

NRC jursediction to entertain motion of latervention petitioner to obacive emergency plat.ains esercases;
1 LBP 8212A,15 NRC 5I7 (1982)

Northern Indmaa Pubhc Service Co. (Bailly Generating Station, Nuclear I), ALAB-249,8 AEC 980,987

|
(1974)
hcensing board lacks authority to order a stay; LBP-82-23. IS NRC 649 (1982)

Northera indiana Pubhc Service Ca (Bailly Generating Station. Nuclear 1), ALAB-192,7 AEC 420 (1974)

R Ji y | criteria for deternuming whether to great a stay pending appeal; ALAB-673. IS NRC 691 (1982)
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Northern Indans PuWie Service Ca (Bainy Generating Station Nuclear 1), A1AB419.12 NRC 558,561,
547, 568, 570, 572, 573 (1980)
deternuaing litigatmlity of an issue, within the context of a construction permit extension pr=whar

LBP 82-41,15 NRC 3300,1301,1303,1304 (1982)
Northern Indiana PuWic Service Co. (Bailly Generatirig Station Nuclear I), AIAS419,12 NRC 558,370

(1980)
recourse of petitioners regarding inadequate Staff environsmatal a-=t; AIAB464,15 NRC 20

(1982)i'
Northers ladmas PuWic Service Co. (Bailly Generating Station, Nuclear 1), CLl-78 7,7 NRC 429,433

i (1978), affd sub nom. Porter County Chap. of the Izaak Walton Langue, lac. v. NRC,606 F.2d 1343
{ (D.C. Cir.1979)
I requirement for issuance of show cease order concermag termination of a project; DD 824,15 NRC 1767
I (1982)
| Northern ladiana PuWic Service Co. (Bailly Generating Station, Nuclear 1), CLI-79 II,10 NRC 733

(1979), reversed ce other grounds, sub som. People of the State of Ilhaois v. NRC (D.C. Cir. Na
841163. July 1,1981)
risks to construction permit holder; LBP-82 35 4,15 NRC 1062 (1982)

Northern States Power Co. (Monticello Neclear Generating Nat, Unit I), ALAB-lo,4 AEC 390,399,
409, 410 (1970)
fanbaaning a heensing board order for release of propnetary information; LDP-82-42,15 NRC 1319

(1982)

| Northern States Power Co. (Monticello Nuclear Generating Nat, Unit I), ALAB 16,4 AEC 435,439
(footnote I) (1970),

hmitations on Board's sua sponte authority to consuler confulentiality issues; LBP-824,15 NRC 284,286
(1982)

Nortbers States Power Co. (Monticello Nuclear Generating Nat, Unit I), A1AB420,12 NRC 574 (1980)
Board otihgatm to sddress unresolved safety issues; LBP-82-IS,15 NRC 559 (1982)

Northern States Power Ca (Praine Island Nuclear Generating Nat Units I and 2), ALAB-107,6 AEC
188, 190 (1973)
residency and recreation close to site as grounds for standing; LBP 82-43A,15 NRC 1448 (1982)

Northern States Power Ca (Prairie Island Neclear Generatias Nat, Units I and 2) ALAB-455,7 NRC
41, 44 (1978)
NRC obligation to look at enviraamental consequences of onsite sacrage of low-level radaoactsve wastes;

ALAS 464,15 NRC 16 (1982)
Northern States Power Co. (Prairie Island Nuclear Generating Nat, Unita I and 2), ALAB-455,7 NRC

4751(1978)
determining obetber a segment of a project ander NEPA has independent stility; LBP-82-43A,15 NRC

147) (1982)
Nortimen States Power Co. (Prairie Island Nuclear Generating Nat, Units I and 2), CLI 75-l,1 NRC I,2i

(1975)
reasons for imposing bisher standards of conduct for licensing board members; CLI-82-9,15 NRC 1374

(l!82)
Northern States Power Ca (Prairie Island Plant). A1AB-107,6 AEC 188 (1973), affd, BPI v. AEC,502

F.2d 424 (C.A.D C.1974)
requirement for filing contentions before first prsbearing conference; LBP-8216,15 NRC 571 (1982)

Nortbern States Power Ca (Tyrone Escr8y Park Unit 1), CL1-8434,12 NRC 523 (1980)
premdence for revocation of construction peruut; DD 824,15 NRC 1767 (1982)

Northern States Power Co (Tyrone Energy Park, Unit II, LBP-77-37,5 NRC 1298,130MI (1977)
effects of failure to comply with ducovery order; A1AB478,15 NRC 1417 (1982)

Nuclear Essineenns Ca (Shefraid Law level Radioactrve Waste Disposa! Site), AIAB-473,7 NRC 737,
745 (1978)
burden to demonstrate appropriateness of decretionary intervention; LSP-82-4,15 NRC 206 (1982)

Nuclear Engineering Ca (Sheffsid, Ilhnois, low Level Radsonctive Waste Disposal Site), ALAB-494,8

' b "9 4. NRC 299,301 (1978)i

$ motion for recusal of appeal board member determined by Board quorum, A1AS472,15 NRC 684A (1982)A Nuclear Ensineerus Ca, lac. (Shefraid, Illinois Irw-Lavel Radsonctive Waste Disposal Sitt), ALAB-494,
N 9 NRC 299,303 (1978)

" fj ' daquahtication of judge mader " reasonable factual tw-r===mable perece* test; CLI-82 9, IS NRC
* * ' ' ' 1366 (1982)
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Nuclear Feel Serwxes, Inc. (West Valley Reprocessing Nat) CLI-75 4,1 NRC 273 (1975)

rules concerning contentions filed after first prebesnas conference; LBP-82 50,15 NRC 1749,17521 5- . ,

s
. (1982)
I Nuclear Feel Services, Inc. CLI-8427,11 NRC 799,802,809, a.2-4 (1980)
; Commission position regarding adjudicatory bearings la materials licenas cases; CLI-82-2,15 NRC 273,

{ 275 (1982)
f O' Bannon v. Town Court Narsing Centar 447 US. 773,789 (1980)
| spplicatiert of due procams pronsion of Stb Anwndment to adverse effects of governmental action;
! CLI 82-2,15 NRC 258 (1982)

Offabors Power Systems (Hosting Nuclear Power Nats) CLI 79-9,10 NRC 257,261 (1979)1

! conditioning termination apon reimbursement of contested expenses; L8P.82 29,15 NRC 768 (1982)

[ la re Olsver,333 US. 257,270$271,92 L.Ed. 682 (1948) x
~

importance of public's right to know; LBP-82-42,15 NRC 1327 (1982)
Orvis v. brickman,95 F. Sepp. 605 (D. D C.1951)

,

appropriate means of opresin8 summary dispositmo motions; L8P-8217,15 NRC 596 (1982)I

Otter Teil Power Co. v. United States,480 US 366 (1973), affirming,331 F. Supp. 54 (D. Mina.1971)
viohtsoa of sati-monopoly pronsions of Sherman Act; ALAM65,15 NRC 31 (1982)

Otter Teil Power Co. v United States,410 US. 366,368 (19731
definition of " wheeling" power; ALAB-665,15 NRC 26 (1982)

Owens v. Hills,450 F, Supp. 218,223 (N.D. Ill.1978)
determining whether evidence should be presented orally or in wnting; CLI.82 2,15 NRC 260 (1982)

Pacific Gas and Electric Co. (Diablo Canyon Nuclear Nat). L8P-4121,14 NRC 107 (1981)
emergency preparedness to allow for low-power testing; LBP 82 3,15 NRC 185 (1982)

Pacific Gas and Electnc Co. (Diablo Canyon Nuclear Power Plant), ALAB-410,5 NRC 1398,1400 (1977)
;

effect of lack of documentation ce fabncation of contentions; L8P-8216,15 NRC 573 (1982),

[ Pacific Gas and Electric Ca (Diablo Canyon Nuclear Power Nat, Unit I), CLI-8130,14 NRC 950
(1981)
requirement for showing of irreparable injury for stay of low-power license; ALAB-473,15 NRC 698499

(1982)
Pacific Gas and Electnc Ca (Diablo Canyon Nuclear Power Nat, Units 1 & 2), AMB444,13 NRC 903,

913 (1981)
motion for stay of low power hcense based on safe shutdows omrthquake; ALAD-673,15 NRC 691 (1982)

' purpcea of safe shutdown earthquake deteratination; LBP.82 3,15 NRC 69,123 (1982).,

Pacific Gas and Electnc Co. (Diablo Canyon Nuclear Power Nat Umsts I & 2), ALAB444,13 NRC 903,
923 25, and an 40,43 (1981)

. determining design respones spectrum for SONGS; ALAB-67),15 NRC 710 (1982)
Pacific Gas and Doctne Co. (Diablo Canyon Nacient Power Nat, Units I and 2), AMB-598, il NRC

876, 879 (1980)
consideration of late intervention petition as mouon to roogen record; ALAB471,15 NRC 511 (1982)

; Pacific Gas and Electric Co. (Diablo Canyon Nucles' Power Nat Units I and 2), AuM00,12 NRC 3
(1980)'

release of propnetary information to the public; LBP-32-42,15 NP.C 1319,1320 (1982)
Pacific Gas and Electric Ca (Disblo Canyon Nuclear Power Plant, Units I and 2), AMM00,12 NRC 3,

10 (1980)
hautations on Board's sua spunto authority to consider coeridentiahty lasmas, LSP-824,15 NRC 284,286

(1982)
Pactric Gas and Electric Ca (Diablo Canyon Nuclear rower Nat Units I and 2), ALAB-644,13 NRC,

g 903,924 fa, 40 (198|}
selett,an of a response spectrum for determining ground matica representatsve of a plant's SSE;,

ALAB-667,15 NRC 445 (1982)'

| Pacific Gas and Dartric Ca (D6sblo Canyon Nuclear Power Nat Un ts I and 2), CLl404, il NRC 411
(1980), CLI 80$9, II NRC 436, A37 (1980)
motica seeking recusal of appeal board member deternused by that swerber, ALAS 472,15 NRC

683485 (1982)
Pacific Gas and Doctnc Ca (Diablo Canyon Nuclear Power Nat, Unita l and 2), CLI 8 8 22,14 NRC

598, 600 (198I)
laterpretation of the word *esveral* found la 10 CFR 73.l(a)(1)(i) la reference to design basis threats;

CLI 82-7,15 NRC 674 (1982)ws:.
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Pacific Gas and Electric Co. (Diablo Canyon Nuclear Power Plant Units I and 2), CLl4122,14 NRC
598, 601 (1981) '

purpose for considering opdated FEMA findings on emergency planning; LBP42 39. IS NRC 1218-1219,

) (1982)
| Pacific Gas and Electric Ca (Diablo Canyon Plant), ALAB-644,13 NRC 903,929-934 (1981)

setaration of peak g ound acceleration at SONGS, LBP42-3,15 NRC 147 (1982)
Pactric Gas and Electnc Co. (Diablo Canyon Nuclear Power Plant), CLI 76-1,3 NRC 73,74, note I

(1976)
establishment of licensing board's jurisdiction; LBP42-16,15 NRC 580 (1982)
power of presiding officer of pending proceeding to modify ordera related to pr==Aap's subject inatter,

LBP42-36,15 NRC 1082,1083 (1982)
Pacific Gas and Electric Co. (Diablo Canyon, Units I and 2), CLI-815,13 NRC 361,36) (1981)

admissibihty of contentions on TMI-related issues not hated in NUREG-0737; LBP42-19,15 NRC 607
(1982)

Pacific Gas and Electnc Co. (Stanislaus. Unit 1), AMB-400,5 NRC 1875,1177 (1977)
commencement of Board's jurisdictbo over a proposed action; LBP42-43A,15 NRC 1477 (1982)

Pacific legal Foundation v. State Energy Resourcesenn.,,vation and Development e-W 659 F.2d
a 933 (9th Cir.1981)
i support of admission of waste comradence contantion; LBP-82 43A,15 NRC 1455 (1982)^

659 F.2d' Pactric legal Foundation v. State Energy Resortces Conservation and Development r--- -

903,91314 (9th Cir.1981)
necessity of establishing hak between "isjury la fact * and challenged action, to attain standing;

LBP42 43A 15 NRC 1443,1459 (1982)
Parklane Hesiery Ca v. Shore,439 US 322,327 n.7 (1979)

reason for requiring, for purpose of collateral es4oppel application, that a party sc a second litigation have
been involved in earlier htigation on the same subject; LBP42 43A,15 NRL I460 (1982)

Parklane Hosiery Co., Inc. v. Shore,439 U.S. 322,326 m.5 (1979),,

apphcation of principles of res judicata and collateral estoppel in NRC proceedings; LBP-82-3 IS NRC
79 (1982); ALAB-67), IS NRC 695 (1982)

hw v. Kleppe,529 F.2d 135,140 42 (9th Cir.1976)
determining the esistence of property int rest for due process purposes; CLI 82-2,15 NRC 257 (1982)

Pennsylvania Power & Light Co. (Susquehanna Steam Electric Station, Units I and 2), ALAB441,13
NRC 550,552 (1981)
denial of directed certification of a rating that conflicts with case law; ALAB-675,15 NRC til3, ||14

(1982)
Pennsylvuis Ivwer and Light Co. (Susquehanna Steam Electric Station). LBP42 30,15 NRC 771 (1982)

i interpretation of emergency planning rule; LBP42 39,15 NRC 1195 (1982)
' Pennsylvada Power and Light Ca (Susquehanna Steam Electric Station Units I and 2), ALAB-613,12

NRC 317,334 35,338 (1980)
effects of failure to comply with disocvery order; AMB478,15 NRC 1417 (1982)

Pennsylvania Power and Light Ca (Susquehanna Steam Electric Station, Units I sad 2), ALAlk613,12
NRC 317,338-40 (1980)
responsilmhties of NRC Staff as a full party to na adjudacatory proceeding; CLl4J-9, IS NRC 1370

(1982)
Pennsylvania Power and Light Co. and Allegheny Electric Cooperative, Inc. (Susquehanna Steam Electric

Statnn, Units 1 and 2), ALABJ'3,12 NRC 317 (1980) at 322
principles applicable a motions to compel; LBP-82-33,15 NRC 889 (1982)

People of the State of Illinoss v. NRC 591 F.2d 12 (1979)
need to hold bearin8 before materials license is renewed; LBP42-24,15 NRC 657 (1982)

Pombiskai v. Duncan, d 76 F. Supp.1247,1260 (D.D C.1979)
issuance of mater:als hcense amendment prior to completion of drsh EIS; CLI 82-2,15 NRC 26)(1982)

Philadelphia Elec'nc Ca (Bradshaw Reservoir, Pumpeng Station and Trenamissaan Mais), DRBC No.
% D.79 52CP, sFp op. at 3,4, 5 (Feb.18,1981)*

J NRC rehaw on EIS of State agency; LBP42-43A. IS NRC 1467 (1982)
L l Phladelphia Electric Ca (Falion Generating Station, Umsts I and 2), ALAS 457,14 NRC 967 (1981)

.g determua; erber termination of a proceeding abound be with prejudice; ALAB463,15 NRC 451
4 y. (1982)
.M' - 4 .i, tersunstion of proceeding mth or without prejudsce; LBP42-29,15 NRC 765 (1982)

treatment of request to mthdraw from antitrust prMar CLI42 5,15 NRC 406 (1982)

61
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W
y Ph. .delphia Electric Co. (Umench Genersting Stauce, Units I and 2), AIAB-262,1 NRC 163,185,189,

190,192-95,197-8,200 a.56,20243,205,206 (1975)

g Q generic a==*rstion of impacts from reservoirs used for supplemental cooling; LBP-82-43A.15 NRC
1457 1458, 1462, 1471 (1982)

Philads!phia Doctric Co. (Limerick Generating Station, Units I and 2), ALAB-262, I NRC 171,186,189
(1975)
NRC rehance on EIS orepared by State agency; LBP-82-43A,15 NRC 1465 (1982)

Philadelphia Electric Co (Limerick Generating Statica, Units I and 2), AIAB-262, 8 NRC 187 (1975)
esency status of Dels unre River Basia Commissica for purposes of preparing EIS; LBP42-43A,15 NPC

1468 (1982)

|
Philadelphia Electric C. (Limerick Generating Station, Units I sa6 "; ALAB 262,8 NRC 19192 (1975)

functens of Delawars tiver Basin Comminame; LBP 82-43A,15 NRC I469 (1982)i

4 Philadelphia Electric Co. tLimenck Generating Station, Units I and 2), LBP 7444,7 AEC 1098,1114,
i 1815, til7,1119,1920,2127 28,1147 (1974)

necessity for supplemental cooling water system: LBP-82-43A,15 NRC 14561457 (1982)i

Philadelphia Electric Co. (Peach Bottom Atomic Power Station, Units 2 & 3), AIAB-216,8 AEC 13,20 21
(1974)
amount of detait required in setting forth contentions; LBP42-4,15 NRC 206 (1982)
standard for granting intervention; LBP-8216,15 NRC 564,370 (1982)
suppara of interventen, operating license amendment proceeding to allow easite storage of low-level

| radmactive wastes; ALAB-664,14 NRC 16 (1982)

|
Philadelphia Electric Cow (Peach Bottom Atomic Power Station. Unita 2 and 3), AIAB 440,13 NRC 447

! (1981)
effect of vacated partial initial decnices on other decissons; ALAB468,15 NRC 452 (1982)

Philadelphis Electric Co. (Peach Bottom Atomic Power Station, Units 2 and 3), ALAB454,14 NRC 632,
7
'

635 (1981)
criteria for admission of contention concernart health effects of radon; LBP-42-43A IS NRC 1454 (1982)

Philadelphia Electric Co. (Peach Bottom Atomic Power Station, Units 2 and 3), CLI-73-10,6 AEC 173
(1973)
recreation close to facihty site as factor contributing to standing; LBP42-43A,15 NRC I448 (1982)

{ Philadelphia E!ectric Co., et al. (Peach Bottom Atomac Power Stauan, Units 2 and 3), ALAB454,14 NRC
i 632, 634 (1981)

*" I factors determining necessity of holding a bearing on a contention; LBP42-17,15 NRC $96 (1982)
Philodelphia Televisen Broadcasting Co. v. FCC,359 F 2d 282,283-284 (D.C. Cir.1966)

requirements for formal hearings in materials bcense amendment cases: CLI42 2,15 NRC 252 (1982)
Phillips v. Joint I egislative Committee on Performance and Expcaditors Review of the State of Musissippi,

637 F.2d 1014,1020 (5th Cir.1981)
enception to rule that bias by presiding officer must be satra-j= Mal not warranted; CLI-82-9,15 NRC

1366, 1367 (1982)
Pittsburg Hotels Association, Inc. v. Urban Redevelopment Authority of Pittsburg,202 F. Supp. 484 (W. D.

Pa.1962), affd 309 F. 2d 186 (3rd Cir.1962)
requirements for defeating summary depositen amtions; LBP4217. IS NRC 595 (1982)

Pcilard v. Cockrell,578 F.2d 1002,100849 (5th Cir.1978)
apphcation of the privity standard. ALAB473,15 NRC 696 (1982)

Porter County Chapter of the Isaak Walton I.magne, lac. v. NRC,606 F.2d 1363,1369 (D.C. Cir.1979)
reason behind Maa act to ins tute prar==Aags to suspend constructma permit; LBP-82-41,15 NRC

1298 (1982)
Portland General Electric Co. (Pebble Springs Nuclear Plaat, Units I and 2), CLI-76-27,4 NRC 610,612,

613 (1976)
standards for judging whether petitioner's interests are sufrecient for intervention of right; LBF42-43A.15

NRC 1432 (1982)
Portland General Electric Co. (Pubble Synags Nuclear Plant, Units I and 2), CLI-76-27,4 NRC 610,613

(1976)
6 * injury in fact * test for standing; LBP-82 36,15 NRC IOC) (1982)
! Portland General Electric Co. (Pebble Springs Nuclear Plaat, Units I and 2), CLI-74-27,4 NRC 610,61),
j ele (1976)*

standing conapts to be applied la determining ebetber to admit tardy petitaoner for laterventaan,.

( LBP-82-4,15 NRC 204 (1982)
, g[; y.A', .t 5

' sone of interests to show standing; LBP42-26,15 NRC 743,744 (1982)
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Portland General Electric Co. (Pohle Springs Necesar Plant, Units I and 2), CLI-76-27,4 NRC 610,
613-614, 616 (1976)
decreuonary latervention by petitioners who do not most jwat standing test; ALAM70,15 NRC

494-495,498-499,507 (1982); LSP-82-4,15 NRC 206 (1982)
Portland General Electric Co. (Pebble Springs Nuclear Nat, Units I sad 2), CLI-76 27,4 NRC 610,616

(1976)
factors considered for discretionary intervention; LDP-82-26,15 NRC 744,745 (IM2)
laterest of petitioners to intervene as ratepayers not within NEPA none of interests; LBP-8241A,15

NRC 1430,1442,1649 (1982)
Portland General Electric Co. (Pe%As Sprias Nuclear Plant, Units I and 2), CLl-76-27,4 NRC 610,616

(1976)
factors to be comaulered for adamitting antimely fihaga; LDP 82 25,15 NRC 720 (1982)

Portland General Electric Co. (PeMie Syriap Nacient Plant, Units I and 2), CLI 76 27,4 NRC 610,616,
617 (1976)
criteria for granting decretionary intervention; LBP-8243A,15 NRC 4435 (1982)

Portland General Electric Co. (Trojaa Nuclear Plant), AMB-451,6 NRC 889,891 at a.3 (1977)
requests during operating liosase stage, for rehof from constructeam impacts; LBP-82 43A,15 NRC 1479

(1982)
Portland General Electric Ca (Trojaa Nuclear Heat), AuB-534,9 NRC 287,289 290 at a. 6 (1979)

liosasing board lacks authority to order stay; LBP-82 23,15 NRC 649 (1982)
Portland General Electnc Co., et al-(Trossa Nuclear Plant), ALAB-496,8 NRC 300 (1978)

demonstration of geographical praalmity 2 aculaire standing to intervene; LBP 824,15 NRC 204 (1982)
Port 1 sad General Electric Ca. et al. (Trojan Nuclear PIset) Order Concerning Requests for Hearing and

latervention Petitions (unpubhabad, July 27,1978)
demonstration of geographical prominuty to acquire standing to latervens; LBP-824,15 NRC 204 (1982)

Potomac Fjectric Power ca (Douglas Point Nucaser Generating Station, Units I and 2), ALAB 218,8 AEC
,,,

79, 85 (1974)
acceptance of contentions that are the subject of rulemaking; LBP-82 I A,15 NRC 44 (1982); LBP-82-19

IS NRC 613 (1982)
I waste disposal contention rejected because it is the es'St of rulemaking; LDP-42 II,15 NRC 350

(1982)
htigatmlity of insmes that are the subject of ongoing rulemakings; AMB475,15 NRC lill, Ill2 (1982)

Power Reactor C- . , t Ca v. Electrical Union,367 UA 396,417 (1961)
effect on safety and environmental reviews of increasing flasacial - ~ - ta to power reactors,

CLI-82-4,15 NRC 372 (1982)
Power Reactor C_ - Co. v. International Union of Electncel, Radio and Machine Workers,367 US

396 (196I)
risk in pursulas construction work pending approval of construcuam pennit appbcation; LBP-82-41,15

| NRC 1298 (1982)
Power Reactor Development Corp. v. International Union of Electrm:s! Workers,367 UA 396,409 (1961)

Commission authority to regulate radiation barards; CL1-824,15 NRC 410 (1982)
Project Management Corporatica (Chach River Breeder Reactor Plant), ALAB 354,4 NRC 381,392 93

(1976)
participation by Comaty as full latervenor and laterested governmental agency; LBP-82-19,15 NRC 617

(1982)
Pubhc Service Ca of Indisaa 'Marbie Hdi Nuclear Guerstias Plant Units I and 2), LSP-76-15,3 NRC

847,854-5(1976)
reliance on pendency of another proceeding to sac =ree mathnely latervention; LBP 821,15 NRC 40 (1982;

Pubhc Service Ca of Indiana (Marbie Hill Nuclear Generating Station, Units I and 2), ALAB437,6 NRC
630 (1977)
criteria for determining whether to grant a stay pending appeal; ALAB473,15 NRC 691 (1982)

. h* . n , Public Service Ca of Indiana (Marble Hill Nuclear Genersung Station, Units I and 2), AuB461,7 NRCi

313,315 (March I,1978)
' {,f treatment of unbriefed lasses as waived. AI.AB464,15 NRC 20 (IM2)

< ,. Pubine Semco Ca of ladiana (Marbe Hdi Nactent Genersues Station, Units I and 2), AuB-49),8 NRC
g 253, 267 48 (1978)

jurtsdiction far che'langes to TYA's complismoe with environmental respomaabiliues; ALAM64,151.AC' f*" '

it(1982),
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f | Pubhc Service Co. of Indiana (Marble Hill Nuclear Generating Station Units I and 2), CL1-80 lo,11
, '' (4 NRC 438 (1980)

,

conditions that could be imposed on construction actmties ander a medirmation order; LBP-82 35. IS
NRC 1066 (1982)

disentsonary intervention la cosm where aveness of public partzipation are act available as a matter of
right; ALAB-670,15 NRC 499 (1982)

Pubhc Sernce Co. of Indiana (Marble Hal Nuclear Generating Station, Units I and 2), CLI-8410, Il
NRC 438,439 (1980)
standing concepts applied in determining bearing and intervention rights under AEA:LBP-82 36,15

{ NRC 1083 (1982)
! Public Service Co. of Indiana (Marble Hill, Units I and 2), ALAB 405,5 NRC 1890,1192 (1977)

basis for discretionary interlocutory renew of Special Master's order inquiring into Staff attitude;
LBP-82-7A IS NRC 297 (1982)

reasons for referral of rulings; LBP-82-50,15 NRC 1754 (1982)
Pubhc Service Co. of ladiana, Inc. (Marbes Hal Nuclear Generating Station Units I and 2), ALAB-316,3

i NRC 167 (1967)' subject matter jurisdiction of hcanning board, LBP 82 36,15 NRC 1082 (1982)
Pubhc Sernos Co. of Indiana, Inc. (Marble Hdl Nuclear Generating Station, Units I and 2), AMB 316,3

NRC 167,170 (1976)
Isensing board lacks authority to order a stay; LBP 82-23,15 NRC 649 (1982)

Pubhc Sernoe Co. of Indiana, Inc. (Martie Hdt Nuclear Generstang Station, Units I and 2), ALAB-322,3

| NRC 328,330 (1976)
oemonstrating membership in an organization for purposes of acquiring standing; LBP 82-4,15 NRC 205

'! (1982); LBP-82-43A,15 NRC 1438 (1982)
I Pubhc Service Co. of Indiana, lac-(Marble Hill Neclear Generating Station, Units I and 2), ALAB-459,7

f' portion of Nashaminy ester supply system to be considered by NRC for environmentalimpacts;
NRC 179,196-98 (1978)

LBP 82-43A,15 NRC 1472 (1982)-

Public Sernce Ca of Indiana, Inc. (Marble Hdt Nuclear Generating Station, Units I and 2), ALAB-461,7
NRC 313 at 318 (1978)
adopren of hcenas conditions to deal with emergency planning deficiencies; LBP-82-44,15 NRC 1579

i

t (1982)
Pubhc Sernce Ca of Indiana, Inc (Marble Hal, Units I and 2), ALAB-316,3 NRC 167,170 71 (1976)

commencement of Board's junscoction over a proposed action. LBP 82-43A,15 NRC 1475 (1982)e,
Pubhc Sernce Ca of Indiana, Inc. (Marble Hal, Units I and 2) ALAB-530,9 NRC 261 (1979)i

forum, during operating hcense stage, for alleging changes is construction impacts; LBP 82 43A,15 NRC
1479 (1982)

Pubhc Sernce Co. of Nvw Hampshire (Seabrook Station) ALAB-422,6 NRC 33,64, n.35 (1977)
cntena for rnopening a reocrd, LBP 82-46,15 NRC 1535 (1982)

Public Servus Co. of New Hampshire (Seabrook Station), CLI-77-8,5 NRC 503,530 536 (1977)
consideration, at operating license stage, of increased construction costs in cast / benefit analysis;

LBP 4216,15 NRC 584 (1982)
Pubts Semco Co. of New Hampshire (Seabrook Station, Unita I sad 2) CLI-77 8,5 NRC 503,545, n.52

(1977)
issuants of construction permit on basis of * worst case * analysis; LBP-82 43A 15 NRC 1458 (1982)

Pubhc Semco Ca of New Hampshire (Seabrook Station Uniu I and 2). ALAB-422,6 NRC 33,41
(1977), affirmed, CLI-78-l,7 NRC I (1978), affirmed sub nom. New England Coalition on Nuclear
Philution v. NRC,582 F.2d 87 (1st Cir.1978)
hcensing board's obbsation to explain its reasons for finding that a mitasas does not qualify as se espert;

ALAB-669,15 NRC 474 (1982)r

Pubbe Service Ca of New Hampshire (Seabrook Station, Units I and 2), CLI-76-87,4 NRC 451 (1976)
status of NRC Staff CLI-82-9,15 NRC 1370 (1982)

Pubhc Sernce Ca of New Hampshire (Seabrook Station Units I and 2), CLI 77-27,6 NRC 715 (1977)
junadstion of an operating bcenas board over authorized, ongoing construction; ALAB-674,15 NRC

1103 (1982)
Pubhc Sernoe Co. of Nr= Hampshire (Seabrook Station, Units I and 2), CLt-78 l,7 NRC 1,17-23 (1978)

beanns of applzant's bond rating on its financial quahricatens, ALAB-471,15 NRC 512 (1982)
j Pubhc Sernce Ca of New Hampshire (Seabrook Station, Units I and 2), CLI-78-1,7 NRC I,24,26
; (1978), affd sub nom New England Coahtion on Nuclear Power v. NRC,582 F.2d 87,98 (let Cir.1978)
>

effect given to EPA findings on aquatic impacts of once through cooling system; LBP-82-43A 15 NRC,s y
1466 (1982)
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PuWic Semco Ca of New Hampskire (Seabrook Station, Units I and 2), LBP-74 56,7 AEC 877,878-79
V (1974).

.d rehance, in NRC ,,- ' n om federal court d=* Interpreting summary judgment rule; LBP-82-17,
(p* IS NRC 595 (1982),

| hblic Semos Co. of New Hampshire, et at (Seabrook Station, Units I and 2), AMB-364,5 NRC 39,
affd with modification, CL1-77-8. 5 NRC 503 (1977)*

junsdactmo c( an operating hcanes board over authortzed, cegoing censtructice; AMB474, l' NRC |

1103 (1982)
PuWic Service Ca of New Hampshire v. NRC,582 F.2d 77 (Ist Cir.1978)

breadth of Commission outbonty to regulate nuclear activities; DD-82-4,15 NRC 1360 (1982)
PuWie Semco Co of Oklabama (Black Fox S -tics), ALAB-573,10 NRC 775,804 (1978)

affect on outcome of emergency plannieg insa. if reopening liccasing pr===tmp- LBP-82-39,15 NRC
1219 (1982)

entens for reapening a remrd; LBP-8246,15 NRC 1535 (1982)
reopening remrd on basis of offsbare earthquake swann; LBP-82-3,15 NRC 184 (1982)

PuWic Semce Ca of Ouabama (Black Fon Station Units I & 2), CLl40 31,12 NRC 264,277 (1980)
latisation of contentions concerning long-term health effects of radiation; LBP-82-16,15 NRC 576 (1982);i

I LBP-82-43A IS NRC ISIS (1982)
t hblic Service Ca of Ouaboma (Black Fox Statice) CLI-80-8, Il NRC 433 (1980)

consideration of effects of beyond4esign-basis accidents; LBP-8216,15 NRC 576 (1982)
requirements for admission of "senous accident * centention; LBP-8216,15 NRC 583-584 (1982)

Pubhc Service Ca of Ouabama (Black Foz Station, Units I and 2), ALAB-397,5 NRC 1843, II45 (1977)
! admission of a party lacking standing to intervene; LBP-824,15 NRC 206 (1982)

Pubhc Service Co. of Oualv-na (Black Fon Station, Units I and 2), LBP 78-28,8 NRC 281,282 (1978)
entent of reliance by a feceral agency on a State agency's EIS; LDP-8243A,15 NRC 1465 (1982)

4 Pubhc Service Ca of Ouaboma (Black Fon Units I and 21 ALAB-397,5 NRC 1843,1850 (1977)
I residency requirements for intervention of right; LBP 82 43A 15 NRC 1433,1447,1448 (1982)
! Pubhc Service Co. of Ouahoma, et al. (Black Fox Station, Units I and 2), AMB-397,5 NRC |143,

1144-45 (1977)
standing concepts to be applied in deternuming ebetber to admit tardy petitioner for intervention;

LBP 82-4,15 NRC 204 (1982)
Pubhc Semco Ca of Ouabama, et at (Black Fox Station, Units I and 2), ALAB-505,8 NRC 527,532

(1978),

i lack of candor by Staff; LBP-82-25,15 NRC 735 (1982)
! Pubhc Servios Electric and Gas Ca (Hope Creek Generating Station Units I sad 2), ALAB 394,5 NRC=-

i 769 (l977)
{ treatment of unbnefed issues as waived, ALAB464,15 NRC 20 (1982)

f
Pubhc Service Electnc and Gas Co. (Hope Creek Generating Station, Units I and 2), AMB429,6 NRC

229, 237 (1977)
f hoensing board obligatice to explain its reasons for finding that a witness does not qualify as as capert;
j ALAB-669,15 NRC 474 (1982)
: Pubhc Semce Electric and Gas Ca, et al. (Hope Creek Generating Station, Units I and 2), AIAB429,6
t NRC 229 (1977)

genuine issue of fact found concerning safety of plant and espanded spent fuel pool from aircraft crashes;
-I LBP 82 8,15 NRC 330 (1982)
! Pubhc Service Electric and Gas Ca (Salem Nuclear Generating Station), ALAB-650,14 NRC 43,6849
j (1981)
, spent fuel caretaking contention rejected as attack on rulemaking; LBP-82-16,15 NRC 579 (1982)
| Pubbc Service Electnc and Gas Ca (Salem Nuclear Generating Station, Umt I), AMB-588, il NRC 533,
8 536 (1980)'

burden on party invoking interlocutory review via directed certirwation; ALAB475,15 NRC 1810, til2,
' lil3(1982)
4 Pubine Service Electnc and Gas Ca (Salem Nuclear Generating Station, Unit 1) AIAB-588, il NRC

537 538 (1980)
Board responsability to follow Caunissaos directrves; ALAS 475,15 NRC Ill5 (1982)

Pubisc Semca Electnc and Gas La (Salem Nuclear Generating Station, Unit I), ALAB450,14 NRC 43,
49-50 (1981)
entens for consideration of claims of error on appeal, ALAB-669,15 NRC 481 (1982)

Pubhc Semco Electne A Gas k (Salem Nuclear Generating Station, Units I and 2), A1AB-136,6 AECr
447, 488 89 (1973)

p#f,,-g ; demonstration, by se organia.uon, of standaag to interveas; LBP-82-4,15 NRC 205 (1982)
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g{L Pubhc Sarwce Electric and Gas Co. (Salem Neclear Generating Station, Units I and 2), ALAB-13f,6 AEC
447, 449 (1973)
criteria for pleadings where latervention petitioner is act represented by counsel, LBP4243A,15 NRC

1434 (1982)
Puerto Rico Electric Power Aethority (North Coast Nuclear Plant Unit I), ALAB462,14 NRC 1125

(1981)
4sermining whether termination of a prMat should be with prejudios; ALAB468,15 NRC 451':

( (1982)
NRC authority to award costs or attorney's fees against a party; LBP-82-47. IS NRC 1548 (1982)

: teraumation of proceeding with or without prejudice; LBP42-29,15 NRC 765,766 (1982)
I trestawat of request to withdraw from satitrust prMam CLI42 5,15 NRC 405-406 (1982)

Puget Sound Power and Light Co. (Skagit Nuclear Power Project. Units I and 2) ALAB-572,10 NRC
693, 6954 96 (1979)

j denial of directed certification of a rahas that confbets with case law, ALAH75,15 NRC 1813 (1982)
; Radio City Music Hall v. United States,136 F. 2d 785 (2nd Cir.1943)
- appropnate means of opposing sununary dispositsoa moucas; LBP-82-17,15 NRC 596 (1982)

Ralston Purina Co. v. McFarland,550 F.2d 967,972 (4th Cir. Is77)
eenctions sought against appbcaat's attorney for premature termination of depositions; LBP-8247. IS

NRC 1542 (IM2)
RCA Global Commuascations Inc. v. FCC,359 F.2d 881,885 (2d Cir.1977)

requisite form of bearing for materials hcense amendment case: CLI 82-2 IS NRC 253 (1982)
Renegotiation Board v. Beanercraft Clothing Co.,415 US. I,18-22 (1974)

tardiness of counsella providing informauce to petinoners as good cause for late latervention; ALAB464,,

,

| 15 NRC 18 (1982)
i Sacramento Municipal Utility Dutrict (Rancho Seco Nuclear Generating Station). ALAS 455,14 NRC 799
I (1981)

denial of contentions addressing hydrogea esokaion la containment followtas LOCA; LBP.8216,15
NRC 584 (1982)

Secremento Musicapal Utihty Dutrict (Rancho Seco Nuclear Gensruting Statica) ALAB455,14 NRC
799, 816-817 (1981)
admissibihty of ATWS cententaos which is the sabject of rslamaking; LBP-4219. IS NRC 613,614=

(1982)
litigabihty of issues that are the subject of cegoing rulemakings; ALAB475,15 NRC lill, Ill2 (1982)

Santa Fe v. Potashnik,83 F.R.D. 299 (E.D. LA 1979)
' latervention Pentioners seek dmoovery assiast aanparties; LBP-8212A,15 NRC Sit (1982)

Schlesinger v. Reservists Comodttee to Stop the War,418 US. 204 (1974)
standing where " injury la fact * requirement is a generalized grievance; LBP-82-43A,15 NRC 14321433

(1982)
Scientists lastitute for Public leformation Inc. v. AEC, ett F.2d 1079,1092 (D.C. Cir.1973)

envircemental impacts to be ccessdered under NEPA:LBP42-43A,15 NRC 1514 (1982)
NRC responsabihty ender NEPA balsacing to consider pending lawsuits; LBP-8245,15 NRC 1528

(19821
Ses44ad Service, Inc. v. Federal Maritime ''-- 1653 F.2d 544 (1981)

constitutsonal nght to intervene la antitrust proceeding claimed; ALAB465,15 NRC 54 (1982)
Sea 44ad Service, lac. v. FMC,653 F.2d 544. 351, a.20 (D.C. Car.1981)

determining the type of bearing required, CLI 82 2,15 NRC 254 (1982)
Seacoast Anti-Polluuom LAsgue v. Castle,572 F.2d 872 (1st Cir ), Cert. deaied,439 US. 824 (1978)

contrast between hoensing and rulemaking proce=Angs regarding typs of bearing ==~ tad CLI-42 2,15
NRC 255 (1982)

Seacoart Anti-Polluuan League v. Castle,372 F.2d 872,876 (1st Cir.1978)
statutory wordma required to trigger formal adjudicatory procedures; CLl42-2,15 NRC 274 (1982)

Seiset v. AEC,400 F.2d 778 (D.C. Cir.1978)
procedents for adjudicatory bearings la materials th amendment cases; CLI 82 2,15 NRC 273

(1982)
Shepiro v. Freeman,38 F.R.D,308,311312 (S D.N.Y.1965)

# trentaient of objections on questions of evidence at depoestices; LBP-8247,15 NRC 1546 (1982)
Sholly v. NRC, US App D C. 651 F.2d 780,11/19/80 cert. granted 5/26/81g

apphcotion of 189(s) of Atonde Emergy Act to request for hearing on matenals W==== renewst;
LSP-82-24,15 NRC 657 (1982)
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f Sibtech v. Wilson & Co., 1941,14,62 S.Ct. 422,312 US. I,14,85 L.Ed. 479,485
e i emplanatica of why confwlentishty issue is procederal rather thea substantne; LBi' 82 24A,15 NRC 663

6 Q (1982)"
Siegel v. AEC,400 F.2d 778,783 (D.C. Cir.1968)

'|
NRC discretaos to interpret scxips of its responsibihties concerning pubhc ben!th and safety; CLI-82-6,15

NRC 415 (1982)
; Siegel v. AEC,400 F.2d 778,785 (D.C Cir.1968)

-

requirements for formal bearings; CLI-82 2,15 NRC 247 (1982)i

I
Seesel v. Atomic Energy C-- n 400 F.2d 778 (D C Cir.1968)

breadth of Commissaan authoney to regulate nuclear activitses; DD.82-4,15 NRC 1360 (1992)
| electromagnetic pulse contention viewed as attack on regulations; LBP 8216,15 NRC 588 (1982)

inurpretation of the word * bearing" as appi.ed to rulemaking proceedings; CLI-82-2,15 NRC 253 (1982)i
I Sierra Cub v. Callsway. 499 F.2d 982,987 (5th Cir.1974)
^

3mnt consideration, for NEFA purposes, of two compatible prosects; LBP-82-43A,15 NRC I474 (1982)
Sierra Cub v. Frosh!ke,534 F.2d 1289,1297 (8th Cir.1976)

segmentation of environmentalimpact statement on radaoactive waste disposal plan; ALAB-464,15 NRC
7 (1982)

Sectra Cub v. Hodel,544 'N 1036,1039-41 (9th Cir.1976)
separate treatment, for NEPA purposes, of two intimately related projects; LBP-82-43A IS NRC I474

(1982)
1 Sierra Club v. Morton,400 F. Supp. 610,645 a "(N.D Ca.1975), anadified on other gends esb nom.

Seerra Club v. Andrus,610 F.2d $81 (9th Cir. .J0), rev'd on onber grounds sub som. Cahfornia v. Sierra
CI:ab,101 S. Ct.1775,68 led.2d 101 (198
satent of rehance by one s8ency on another agency's EIS, LBP-82-43A 15 NRC 1464 (1982)

I
Sierra Cub v. Morton,405 US. 727,739-40 (1972)

organizational interests in environmental problems and nuclear power as basis for standing; LBP-82 26,15
NRC 743,744 (1982)

'
requirements for en organization to have standing; LDP 82-43A IS NRC 1437 (1982)

Silentaun v. Federal Power Commission 566 F.2d 237,240,24I (D C Cir.1977)
effect given to determinations by agercies other than NRC, concerning NEPA issues; LBP-82-43A,15

NRC 1464,1465 (i982)
Simon v. Eastern Kentucky Welfare Ri bts Organization,426 US. 26,41,42 (1976)8

necessity of estabbshing link between * injury la fact * and challeeged action, to attain standing;
LBP 82 43A,15 NRC 1433,1443 (1982)

Smoot v. Foa,353 F.2d 830,833 (6th Cir.1965)
awarding of attorney's fees against the dismissing party; LBP-82 29. IS NRC 767 (1982)

South Carolina Electne and Gas Ca (Summer Stance), ALAB442,13 NRC 881,885-890 (1981)
apphcetion of five factor test to amended or espanded contentions; LBP 82 50,15 NRC 1752 (1982)

| South Carolina Electric and Gas Ca (Virgil C Summer Nuclear Station, Unit 1), ALAB-li4,6 AEC 253
(1973)

I acope of sua sponte rewww oflicensing board decisioe; ALAB-664,15 NRC 20 (1982)

| South Carchna Electric and Gas Ca (%rgil C Summer Nuclear Statica, Unit I) ALAIL442,13 NRC
881, 886, 893-94 (1981),petitiva for reyww pending sob som. Fairfield United Action v. NRC, Na,

6 812042 (D C. Cir.)
{ petitioner's burden om five-factor test for natimely interventice; ALAB-671.15 NRC 511,513 (1982)

South Carolina Electne and Gas Ca (Vergil C Summer Nuclear Station, Unit 1), ALAIL642,13 NRC,

I 881,887 a.5 (1981), affd sub som. Fairfield United Action v. NRC, Na 812042 (D.C Cir., Apnl 28
I 1982)
I cntena for deciding whether good cause saista for late fihng of contentions; ALAB-675,15 NRC til)
'

(1982)
South Carchne Electric sad Gas Ca (Virgil C Summer Nuclear Station, Unit I) ALAB442,13 NRC

881,895-96 (1981), affirmed sub som. Iairfield United Actica v. Nuclear Regulatory 6-'- . No.
812042 (D C, Cir., April 28,1982)
vesponubihty of NRC Staff to addreas health and an'ety issues pnar to issuance of operstang hcrase;

ALAB-678. IS NRC 1420 (1982)

|
g South Carahns Electnc and Gas Ca (Wrgd C Summer Nuclear Station, Unit I), ALAB463, le NRCt

1140, 1150 (1981)

fadure of licensing board to follow case law la ruhng on htigsbdity of issues that are the subject of
j,7,p; rulemakings; ALAB-475,15 NRC 18 81, lil2 (1982)i

y licensing baard responsibehty to follow daractsves of supenor tnbunals; ALAS 469,15 NRC 465 (1982)
* e
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f South Carolina Electric and Gas Ca (Virgil C. Susuner Nuclear Station, Unit 1). LBP-81-47,14 NRC
.* See,875 (1981), affi med a other grounds, ALAB-66),14 NRC 1140 (198 8)

I condetsoning termination a reimbursement of contested expenses; LBP 82 29,15 NRC 768 (1982)
l Southern Cahfornia Edison (Sea Onofre Nuclear Genersting Statica), LBP-32 3, IS NRC el. 7173

| (1982)
{ fulfilling specificity requirement for contentions through discovery, LBP 8216,15 NRC $75 (1982)

Southern Cahfornia Edison Ca (San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station Unit 1) DD 8119,14 NRC 104l*

I (1981)
remedy to irervenor's concerns over reactor pressure vessel embrittlanaat; LDP-82-33, IS NRC 891'

(1982)
Southern Cahfornia Edisca Ca (Saa Onofre Nuclear Generating Station, Unit 1). DD 81 19,14 NRC

1041, 1043 (1981)'

upgradics of seismic design; ALAB-673,15 NRC 691 (1982)'
Southern California Edison Ca (San Onofre Neclear Generating Station, Units 2 and 3), ALAB-189,7

AEC 410,412 (1972)
effect of concurrent State or local proceeding ce facility seeking as NRC L=aar CLI-82 2,15 NRC 269

(1982)
Southern Cahfornia Edason Co. (Sam Onofrs Nuclear Generating Station, Units 2 and 3), LBP-73 36,6

AEC 929 (1973)
f eesign basis earthquake issue at construction permit stage; LBP 82 3,15 NRC 70 (1982)

| Southern Cahfornia Fd*=on Ca (Sea Onofre Nuclear Generating Station, Units 2 and 3), LDP-82 3,15
NRC 61,77-82 (1984

{ estopped party not required to have participated la earlier litigation in case of NRC operating license
proceedms; LBP-82-43A.15 NRC 1460 (1982)'

| I Soutbr n Cahfornia Edison Co. (San Onofre Station), LBP-82 3,15 NRC 61,187 a.94 (1982)

|
standard of specificity to be appbed to comtestions at sa cerfy stage of prar=a4ss; LBP 82 50,15 NRC

3753 (1982)
Southern Cahfornia Edison Ca (Saa Onofre Station), LDP-82 39,15 NRC litt (1982)

comphance with NUREGs for emergency planning; LBP-32 50,15 NRC 1748 (1982)
Soutbers Cahfornia Edison Co. (San Onofre Statson), LBP 82-39,15 NRC 1228-1244 (1982)

{
most important emergency planning cone + rations for plume esposure pathway EPZ; LBP-82 50,15

,,
NRC 1749 (1982)

{ Southern Cahfornia Edman Co. (San Onofre, Units 2 and 3), ALAS 473,15 NRC 688 (1982)
scop of NEPA environmental review at operating hcense stape; LBP-82-43A IS NRC 1460 1461 (1982)-

Southern Cahfornia Edison Co, et al. (San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station, Unit I) 2 AEC 366,376;

(1964).

'|
capabihty of Cristianitos Fault; LBP-82-3,15 NRC 78 (1982)

Southwest Airknes Co. v. Texas laternational Aarhaes,546 F 24 84. 95 (5th Cir.), cert. denied,434 US.

) 832 (1977)
apphcataan of the privity standard, ALA&473,15 NRC 696 (1982)

Southwest Airunes Ca v. Texas laternational Aarhaea, Inc.,546 F 2d 84 (5th Cir.), cert. donaed,434 US-
,

832 (1977)
apphcataos of collateral estoppel; LBP 82 3,15 NRC 82 (1982)

f Spray Products Inc. v. Strouse, lac., 31 F R.D. 218 (E.D.Pa.1962)
| scope of cross-examination at a depcaition; LBP-82-47,15 NRC 1543 (1982)
( Standard Oil of Cahfornia,29 AdL2d 339 (FTC,1971)
} responsabahty for disquahfication decisaans, ALAB-672,15 NRC 685 (1982)

State of Alaska v. Andrus,580 F.2d 465,473-74 (D C. Cir.1978), escated, la part, sub som., Western Oil,

sad Gas Associataos v. Alaska,439 US. 922 (1978)
NRC responsibihty moder NEPA balancing to consader pending lawsuits, LBP-82-45,15 NRC 15281529

(1982)
State of Ilhaois v. NRC, Na 801863 July 1,1981, anpublished opinion

effect on safety and environmental reviews of increasing financial comunitments to power reactors;
CLI-82-4,15 NRC 372 (1982)

State of Minnesota v. N R.C. 602 F.2d 412,419 (C.C.D C 1979)
waste deposal contestaos rejected becamas it is the subsect of rulemaking; LDP-82 II,15 NRC 3506

(1982),ypq , Susquehanna Valley Alhance v. 71tres Mile taland Nuclear Reactor,619 F.2d 231 (3d Cir.1980), cert-..e j
44 denied,449 US 1096 (1981)

i4 (N - test for segmentataan of savtrommentalinnyts of concurrest projects; LBP-32-43A 15 NRC 1475 (1982)
+
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4 Swais v. BnneBar,542 F.2d 364 (7th Cir.1976)
segmentstaos of environmental impact statement as radaosctive waste disposal plan; ALAB-664,15 NRC~

y
r M.' 7 (1982)

Swain v. Brinagar,542 F.2d 364,349 (7th Cir.1976) (en benc) i

segmentation of environmental impacts for NEPA purposes; LBP-82-43A,15 NRC I473 (1982) !

Tennenese Valky Authority (Browns Ferry Nuclear Nat, Units I,2, and 3), ALAB-664,15 NRC I (1982)
Board dancretion to dafer ruling on contentions based on ansvailatde documents; LBP 8216. IS NRC 572

P (1f82)
|

considerstaan of independent utility of a segment of a project mader NEPA; LSP-82-43A 15 NRC 1473
(1982)

I Tommessee Valley Authoritj (Browns Ferry, Units I and 2), AIAB MI,4 NRC 95 (1976)
ignorance of publication of notice as sacuse for natunely intervention; LDP-821,15 NRC 40 (1982)

t,

Tennessee Yailey Authority (Browns Ferry, Units I and 2), ALAB 341,4 NRC 95,96 (1976)
protection of late interventaan petitioner's interests. LBP-82-4,15 NRC 202 (1982)

Tennessee Valky Authority (Hartsville Nuclear Nat. Units I A 2A,18 and 28) ALAB-409,5 NRC 1391,
1393-96 (1977), reconsideration denied, ALAB-418,6 NRC I (1977)
responsiklities of counsel to provide information to petitaoners; AIAB-664,15 NRC 17-18 (1982)

Tennessee Valky Authority (Hartsville Nuclear Nat, Units I A,2A, IB and 28), ALAB-463,7 NRC 341,
370 (1978)
treatment of unbriefed issues as waived; AIAB 464,15 NRC 20 (1982)

Tenneuee Valley Authority (Phipps Bend Necker Plset. Units 1 & 2), ALAB-506,8 NRC 533,545-549
L (1978)

environmental responsiWhties, under NEPA, of bcenser which is a federal agency; ALAB-464. IS NRC<

( ll (1982); LDP-82-43A,15 NRC 1465,1466 (1982)
Tennessee Valley Astbority (Watts Bat Nuclear Nat, Units I and 2) ALAB 413,5 NRC 1418,1421

(1977)
rejection of latervention petitioners' attempt to coneohdate; LBP-82 26,15 NRC 746 (1982)

Tennessee Valley Authority (Watts Bar Nacicer Plant, Usats I and 2), ALAB-413,5 NRC 1418 (1977)
fa mre of latervention petitioner to demonstrate standaag ce basis of membership in se organization;a

LBP-82-4,15 NRC 205 (1982)
Tennessee Valley Authority (Wstts Bar Nuclear Nat, Units I and 2), AIAB-413,5 NRC 1418,1420 21

(1977)
economic injury as basis for standing: LBP-82-43A,15 NRC 1449 (1982)=

Tennessee Valley Authonty (Watts Bar Nuclear Plant, Units I and 2), ALAlk41),5 NRC 1418,1421, n.4
(1977)
distancs from facihty necessary to achieve standmg based on residence alone; LBP-82-43A,15 NRC 1433

(1982)
| Tennessee Valley Astbority (Watts Bar Nuclear Nat, Units I and 2), ALAB-413,5 NRC 1418,1422
J (1977)
i admissbn standard opphed to intervention petition challenging confirmatory enforcement order;
' ALAB-670,15 NRC 505 (1982)

*
Tennessee Valley Authority (Yellow Creek Nuclear Plant, Units I and 2), ALAB-515,8 NRC 702,71215i

(197s)
5 NRC imposition of water quality monitoring pronssons on construction perasit; LBP-82-43A,15 NRC
| 1466 (1982)
i 1emaco, Inc. v. Federal Trade Comminaion 336 F 2d 754,764 (D C. Cir.1964), vacated and remandal on
1 other grounds,381 UJi. 739 (1965)
3 basis for disquahfying se adjudicator from participating la a proceeding; ALAB-472,15 NRC 680 68I
$ (1982)
2 Texas Utahties Co, et al. (Comanche Peak Steam Electnc Station, Units I & 2), CLI-8136, le NRC till,
| 1814 (1981)

amploration of contentiae at bearing not necessanly automatic; LBP-82-17,15 NRC 396 (1982)
Texan Utihties Generating Co. (Comanche Peak Steam Electric Station, Units I and 2), LBP 8122,14 -

NRC 150,155 57 (1981)
guidehnes for Board management of dasoovery; ALAB-678,15 NRC 1406 (1982)

Texas Utihtaas Generating Co., et al. (Comanche Peak Steam Electnc Station, Units I and 2), CLI-8136,
14 NRC 1111 (1981)
Justification by the Board for esercise of its sua sposte authority; LBP-8212,15 NRC 55 (1982)

y.;gt ? _ The Evergreens v. Numan,141 F.2d 927 (C.A. 2,1944)
j6 antensaan of collaterst estoppel effect beyond altamate facts in issue; LBP-82-3,15 NRC 82 (1982)

,N f
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- '7 Toledo E4ean Co. (Devis Besse Nuclear Power Station, Units I,2 and 3), ALAB-378,5 NRC 557,563

o r M. f (1977)
apphcation of principles of res judicata and col'.steral estoppel in NRC proceedings; LDP42 3,15 NRC

80 (1982); ALAB472,15 NRC 695 (1982)
Toledo Edison Co. (Devis Besse Nuclear Power Station). AIAB-300,2 IGtC 752,760 (1975)

sse of Feder I rules as guidance for interpreting NRC dmoovery rule; LBP42-47,15 NRC 1542 (1982)
Toledo Edison Co. (Devis-Besse Nuclear Power Station Units I,2 and 3), ALAB 560,10 NRC 265,29194

(1977)
esplaining anticompetitive situation la antitrust interventium petition; A1AB465, IS NRC 30,32-33

(1982)
Toledo Edison Co. (Davis-Besse Nuclear Power Station Units 2 and 3), ALAB422,12 NRC 667 (1980);

ALAB452,14 NRC 627 (1981)
termination of licensing proceedings subject to site restorstion; LBP 82-29,15 NRC 765 (IM2)

Transnuclear Inc., et at (Ten Applications for I.ow-Earsbed Uranium Exports to Euration Member
Nations) CLI 77-24,6 NRC 525,53I (l977)
demonstration of petitioner's interest to natafy requirement for standing to latervens; LDP-42-4,15 NRC

204, 205 (1982)
residency requirements for latervention of right; LDP42-43A,13 NRC 1432,1433,1434 (1982)

Trtumch v. United Mine Workers of America,404 US. 328,538 a.10 (1972)
tourden of showing the adequacy of representatica; ALAB473,15 NRC 696 (1982)

Trinity Episcopal School Corp. v. Harris,445 F. Supp. 204,222-23 (S D.N.Y.1978), rev'd on other grounds
sub nora. Karles v. Harris,590 F.2d 39 (2d Cir.1978), rev'd sob som. Strycker's Bay Neighborhood
Council, Inc. v. Karlen,444 US. 223 (1980)
entent of rahance by a federal agency on a State agency's EIS; LBF-82-43A,15 NRC I4641465 (1982)

Trout Unlimited v. Morton,509 F.2d 1276 (9th Cir.1974)
segmentation of environmental impact statement on radioactive wasta h ==al plan; A1AB464,15 NRCl

7 (1982)
Turner v. FCC,514 F 2d 1354 (D.C. Cir.1975)

enceptions to American Rule governing payment of attorney's fees; LBP 82 29,15 NRC 766 (1982)
US. Steel Corp v. Train,556, F.2d 822,833 (7th Cir.1977)

statutory wording required to trigger formal adjudicatory procedures; CLl42-2,15 NRC 274 (1982),

US. v. American Telephone and Telegraph Co., et al, US. District Court District of Colambia, Case No.
74-1698 (D.D C.) 19821 Trade Casse 964,465 (January 12,1982) at 72,610 6tl
Board jurisdiction to review antitrust settlement agreements; LBP-82 21, IS NRC 641 (1982)

Union Sectric Co. (Callaway Plant Unit I), slip op. at 3 (ASLB April 21,1981, unpibliabed special
prehearing conference order)
intermittent visits to facility area es smunds for intervention; LBP-82-43A IS NRC 1448 (1982)

Union Electric Co. (Callaway Plant Units I and 2), ALAB-352,4 NRC 371 (1976)
jurisdictice of an operating license board over authorind, ongoing constructice; ALAB474, IS NRC

1103 (1982)
| Union of Concerned Scientists v. AEC,499 F.2d 1069,1077 (C.A.D C,1974)
! review of signaricant safety considerations la nuclear power hcanning proceedings; LBP-82 3, IS NRC 82

(1982)
Union of Concerned Scientists v. AEC,499 F.2d 1069,1079 (D C. Cir.1974)

scope of reconsiderstice of DES and iEs at operating license stage; LBP42-43A,15 NRC 1459 (1982)
Unica of Concerned Scientists v. AEC,499 F.2d 1069,1081 (D.C. Cir.1974)

statutory right to a bearing as a property or hberty interest CLI-82-2,15 NRC 257 (1982)
United Church of Christ v. FCC,425 F.2d 543, S46-550 (1969)

modification of res judicata and collateral estoppel doctrines for operating license pr~=*har LBP-82-3,
15 NRC 79 (1982)

United States Emergy Research and Development Administration, et al. (Chach River Breeder Reactor
Plant), CLI 76-13,4 NRC 67. 7640 (1976)
environmental responsitulities, sader NEP A, of hceasse which is a federal agency; ALAS 464,15 NRC

18(1982)
United States Emergy Research and C-- Administration, et al., CLI-76-13,4 NRC 67,79,8344,

92 (1976)
ppa $ need for de nonstration facihty: CLI42-4,15 NRC 375,199,401 (1982)

ff> United States Lines, Inc. v. FMC, 584 F.2d 519,536 (D C. Cir.1978)
y[ appbcation of APA inal-type procedures; CL1-82 2,15 NRC 255 (1982)
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-

United States Research and Development Administration (Clinch River Breeder Reactor), CLI 7613,4
NRC 67 (1976)

,, 4 amtbartty of Delaware River Basin Commission to determine esas of Delaware River resourass,
LDP42-41A,15 NRC 1474 (1982)

I United States v. Allegheny-Ludium Steel Corp.,406 US. 742 (1972)
interpretation of statutory bearing requirement regardaag materials liosase ==aada===t cases; CLI42-2,15

NRC 253 (1982)
United States v. Brown,536 F.2d 117,121 (6th Cir.1976)

j application of ejusdem generis rule of statetary construction to psycW=t stress isses; CLI424, IS
NRC 414 (1982)

- United States v. Callaban,551 F.2d 733,738 (6th Cir.1977)
error 6e eaclusion of evidencm; ALAS 47),15 NRC 697498 (1982)

United States v. florida East Coast Railway Co.,410 US. 224 (1973)
; interpretation of statstory bearing requirement regarding materials license an==ada==t cases; CLI42-2.15

NRC 25)(1982)e

United States v. Gregory,656 F.2d |132,1137 (5th Cir. IMI)
enceptions to rule that bias by presiding officer must be estra-judicial; CLI-82 9,15 NRC 1374 (1982)

United States v. Grinnell Corp.,384 US. 563,583 (1966)

United States v. I.5 M. Corp., qualifying bias or prejudice of a trial judge; CLI42-9,15 NRC 1365 (1982)
standard for determining dis

79 F.R.D. 378 (S.D.N.Y.1978)
treatment of objections os questions of evidence at > ; 'M LBP42-47,15 NRC 1546 (1982)

United States v. Independent sulk Transport Inc.,480 FSupp. 747 (S.D.N.Y.1979)
determining the type of bearing required; CLI42-2.15 NRC 254 (1982)

i United States v. ITT Rayonier. Inc,627 F.2d 996 (9th Cir.1980)
'

representation of issues la prior litigation LDP 82 3. IS NRC 82 (1982)
United States v. ITT Rayonier. Inc.,627 F.2d 996,1003 (9th Cir.1980)

application of the privity standard; ALAB473,15 NRC 696 (1982)
United States v. Mitchell, SSI F.2d 1252 (C.A D.C,1976)

importance of public's right to know; LBP42-42. IS NBC 1326 (1982)
United States v. Monsingwear,340 US. 36,39 (1950)

vacating trial court decision when appeal becomes moot; LBP42 21,15 NRC 642 (1982)
United States v. Richardson,418 US.166 (1974)

standing where "sajory la fact * requirement is a generalized grievance; LBP42-43A 15 NRC 1433
""

(1982)
United States v. Ritter,540 F.2d 463 (10th Cir.1976) (per curiam), cert denied,429 US. 951 (1976)

enceptions to rule that bias by presiding ofrecer must be estra-judicial; CLI-82 9,15 NRC 1366 (1982),

United States v. Stever,222 US.167,174,32 S.Ct. 51,33,56 led.145 (191l<
spplication of ejuadem generis rule of statutory constructice to psychological er w loses; CLI-824,15

NRC 414 (1982)
United States v. Students Challenging Regulatory Agency Procedures (SCRAP I),412 US. 669,688,689

(1973)
standing where * injury in fact * requiremsat is a generalued grievance; LBP4243A IS NRC 1433 1434,

1444 (1982)
United States v. Trochee-Carson,649 F.2d 1286,1303 (9th Cir.1981)

application of the privity standard ALAB473,15 NRC 690 (1982)
United States v. Ystale,596 F.2d 688,689 (5th Cir.1979), cert. denied,444 US. 868 (1980)

error la eactusion of evidencm; ALAB473,15 NRC 697 (1982)
USA v. Lary FC Ranch 481 F.2d 985 (1973)

{ action of Staff an estoppsi on the issue of timehases of intervention petition, LBP42 24,15 NRC 658
(1982)

| Valley Forge Christian College v. Americans United for Separation of Church and State, lac, US-
[ 70 L Ed. 2d 700,720, a 26 (1982)

standing where * injury in fact * requirement is a generalised grievance; LDP42-43A. IS NRC 1432,1433i
I (1982)

Vermont Yankee Nuclear Power Corp. (Vermont Yankee Nuclear Power Station). AIAB-56,4 AEC 930
(1972)
argument opposing dismissal of ATWS contention because of proposed rulemaking; LBP-82-1 A,15 NRC

45 (1982)-

Vermont Ysakee Neclear Power Corp. (Vermont Yankee Nuclear Power Station), A!.AB-211,7 AEC 982,
y seg 984 (1974)
|f 3- no compe!!ang reason found for certification; LBP42-23,15 NRC 650 (1982)

&.m , vr
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Vennoat Yankee Nuclear Power Corp. (Vermont Yaakes Nuclear Power Station), AIAB 138,6 AEC 520,
~

$32 (1973)
e r CLI42-9,15 NRC 1370 (1982)status of NRC Staff la adjedscatory pr r

Vermont Yankee Nuclear Power Corp. (Vermont Yankee Nuclear Power Station) A1AB-138,6 AEC 520,
533, a 6 (1973)
obligation of parties so notify Board of matenal changes la evulence; AIAB-677,15 NRC 1393,1394

(1982)
i Vermaat Yankee Neclear Power Corp. (Vermont Yankes Station), ALAB-138,6 AEC 520,523 (1973)
' criteria for reopening a record, LDP-82-46,15 NRC 1535 (1982)

Vermont Yankee Nuclear Power Corp. v NRDC 415 US. 519 (1978)
bases for contentica alleging disposal of radacactive wastes pasas serious concerna to intervenors.

LDP-82 II,15 NRC 349,351 (1982)
hearing req ,trements for materials hoense amendment cases; CLI-82 2, IS NRC 253 (1982)

Vermont Yankee Nuclear Power Corp. v. Natural Rasaurces Defense Council, lac. 435 US 519, at 543,98
5 Ct.1197, at '211,55 L Ed 2d 4601 (1978)
misleading representations from Staff constitute good cease for late filing; LBP-82 24,15 NRC 658

(1982)
NRC discretion to laterpret ecope of its responsibilities concerning public health and safety; CLI-824,15

NRC 415 (1982)
Village of Arhngton Heights v. Metropolitan Housing Development Corp.,429 US. 252,261 (1977)

-ty of estabhshing link between " injury is fact * and challenged action, to attaia standtag;
LBP 82-43A 15 NRC 1443 (1982).

Virginia E3ectric & Power Co. (North Aaan Nuclear Power Station, Unita 1 & 2), ALAB-491,8 NRC 245|

( t (1978)
approaching generic issue involved la relemaking la a manner similar to treatment of unresolved safety'

|
issue; LBP4219,15 NRC 613 (1982)

l Board reponsibility to resolve safety issues not la controversy; LBP-82-48,15 NRC 1557 (1982)
issuance of low-power hoense pnor to resolutaan of all safety issues; LBP42-3,15 NRC 198 (1982)

Virginia Electric & Power Co. (North Anna Power Station, Units I & 2), CLI 76 22,4 NRC 480.496,;

! 487,489 98 (1976), aff'd,57I F.2d 1289 (4th Cir.1978)
menaams of the term " material false statement *; CLI-82-1,15 NRC 226,228 (1982); DD424,15 NRC,

| 1764 (1982)e-
Virginia Electric and Power Co. (North Anna Noclear Ptreer Station, Units I and 2), ALAB-584, il NRCe

'8
451, 465 (1980)
Board obligation to follow Commienico precedent; LBP-82 23. IS N".C 650 (1982)

Virginia Electnc and Power Co. (North Anas Necbar Power Station, Units I and 2), AIAB-522,9 NRC
54, 56, 57 (1979)
demonstration of geographic proximity to naquire standing to latervene; LBP42-4,15 NRC 204 (1982);

LBP 82-43A 15 NRC 1433,1444 (1982)
Virginia Electnc and Power Co. (Nceth Anas Nuclear Power Station Unita 1 and 2), ALAB-536,9 NRC

402 (1979)
basis for reprensatational standing of an orgeairatica; LBP-82 25,15 NRC 735 (1982)

i Virginia Electric and Power Co. (North Anna Nuclear Power Station Units I and 2), ALAB-584, il NRC
453, 453, 463 (1980)
reasons for aos of sommary disposition procedure; LBP424,15 NRC 302 (1982); LBP42-17,15 NRC

596 (1982)
! Virginia Electric and Power C1. (North Aaan Power Statice, Units I and 2), AIAB 342,4 NRC 98,105
I (1976)

acceptance of material allegaticas of latervention petition as true; A1AB470,15 NRC 500 (1982)
Virginia Electric and Power Co. (North Anas Power Station Unats I and 2), AIAB-363,4 NRC 631

(1976), following deferral, AIAB-342,4 NRC 98 (1976)
discretionary interventice where petitioner's interest is outside the aces of interests ' by the

Atomic Emergy Act; ALAB-470,15 NRC 503 (1982)
Virginia Electnc Power Co. (North Anas. Units I and 2L AIAB-289,2 NRC 395,399 (1975)

praection of late iatervention petitioner's laterests; LBP42-4,15 NRC 202 (1982)
| Virginia Electric and Power Co. (Surry Nuclear Power Station, Units I and 2), CLI40 4, il NRC 405

{ (1980)
authority regarding inadequate Staff enviraaawatal - t; AIAB664,15 NRC 20.gg j

J,k3 4 Virginia Petroleum 3cbbers Ass's v. Federal Power '' ' . 259 F.2d 921,925 (1958)'
criteria for detersuaias whether to grant a stay pendaag appeal; ALAB473,15 NRC 691 (1982)
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. f Walker Trucking Co., I AEC SS (1958)
, precedent for holding adjudicatory bearings in metenals license amendment cases; CLI-82-2,15 NRC 272

(1982),

~ "
Warth v. Seen. 422 US. 490,499 (1975)

'
intervenuon eben " injury la fact * requirement is shared equa!!y by large c' .as of citizens; LBP-82-43A.

IS NRC 1432 (1982)
stan6ng of an organization to intervene; LBP 82-24,15 NRC 658 (1982)

Warth v ben,422 US 490, Sol (1975)
occeptance of material s! legations of intervention peutaan as true; ALAB470,15 NRC 500 (1982)

Werth v. Seldin,422 US 490,511 (1976)
*

requirements for en organization to have standing; LBP-82-43A,15 NRC 1437 (1982)
| Washington Public Power Supply System (WPPSS Nuclear Project Nos 3 and 5), CLa 77 II,5 NRC 719,
f 723 (1977)
; opplication of esemption option of $50.12; CLI-824,15 NRC 380 (1982)

Westingbouse Electnc Corp. (Emport to South Korea) CL180w30,12 NRC 253,258 (1980)
residency requirements for intervention of rigP; LBP-82-43A,15 NRC 1432,1434 (1982)

Wesunabouse Electric Corporation v. United States Nuclear Regulatory Commiasson,555 F 2d 82,88 92
(1977)
Commission authority to release propnetary ir formation; LDP 82 42,15 NRC 13141316 (1982)

Weyerhamr se,smnMy Co. v. United States,372 U1597,600 01,83 5 Ct. 926,10 L.Ed.2d I (1963)
opplication of esortem generis rule of statutory construction to psychological stress issue; CLI-824,15

NRC di) (1982)
f Whiteburst v. Wnght,592 F.2d 814,838 (5th Cir.1979)

exception to rule that bias by presiding officer must be entra-judicial not eerranted; CLI-82 9,15 NRC
1366 (1982)

Wisconsin Electric Power Co. (Kombkonong Nuclear Nat), CLIG-45,8 AEC 928 (1974)
requirement for filing contentions before first prebearing conference; LBP 8216,15 NRC 571 (1982)

Wiscamsin Electnc Power Co. (Kashkonong Nuclear Plant, Units I and 2) CL1-74-45,8 AEC 928,930
(1974)
suspension of proceeding pending issuance of perauu for supplementary cooling water system not justified,

LBP-82 43A,15 NRC 1470 (1982),

} Wisconsin Liectnc Power Co. (Point Beach Nuclear Nat Unit 2), ALAB-78,5 AEC 319,332-33 (1972),

; type of evidence calling for espert sponsorship; ALAB469,15 NRC 477 (1982)
! Wisconsin Electnc Power Co. (Point Beach Nuclear Nat, Units I and 2), LBP 81-45,14 NRC 853 (1981)

at 860
basis for motion to compel discovery on performance of plugged steam generator tubes; LBP 82 33,15

NRC 893 (1982)
Wuwmain Electnc Power Co. (Point Beech Nuclear Nat, Units I and 2), LBP 88 55,14 NRC 1017

(1981)
relevesce of reactor vessel embn.tlement to steam generator tubesleeving; LBP-82 33,15 NRC 390

(1982)
Wisconsin Eaastne Power Co. (Point Beach Nuclear Nat, Units I and 2L LBP 8210,15 NRC 341,345-46

(1982)
ellegations of samstruction deficiencies as basis for motion for continuance; LBP 8213. IS NRC $28

(1982)
Wisconsin Electnc Power Co. (Point Beech Nuclear Nat Units I and 2), LDP-8219a,15 NRC 623

g (1982)
3 for purpines of subsequent motions, contention on steem generstar tubeslerving restricted LBP-82 33,15
g NRC 893 (1982)
, Wisconsin Electnc Power Co. (Point Beach, Unit 1), CLl-80w38,12 NRC 547 (1980)
I condnuons that cusid be imposed on construction activities ander a modification order; LBP 82 35,15

NRC 1066 (1982)
Wisconsin Electric Power Co. (Point Beach, Unit 2L RAl 711, p 6 [CLI 73-4,6 AEC 6 (1973)]

post beenna resolution of issues; LBP-82-48,15 NRC 1578 (1982)
Wisconsin Electnc Power Co., et al. (Point Beach Nuclear Nat, Unit 2), ALAB 137,6 AEC 491,513 and

514 (1973)
hautations on Bcerd's sua sponte authority to cons est confideauahty issues, LBP 824, IS NRC 284,.& ,

% ""g (1982)

t *k 7p..
. Qr,%

. .C | >%t

73

... _.

1



_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

$

- - - - _ _.

O
| IIGAL QTATIONS INDEX

.

|
| RV&W

Wooomain Electric Power Co, et al (Point Beach Nedear Nat, Unit 2), LBP 7F9,6 AEC 152,155,164
i and 167 (197J)i lieutsuons on Soar (s sua sponte anthority to coander confidentiality isseen; LDP-424,15 NRC 284
I

(1982)
|

Wisconsin hbhc Servios Corporation (Kewannee Nuclear Power Nat), LBF 78-24,8 NRC 78 (1978)
siisleading representations frorn Suff constitute Sood cause for late fding; LBP-82 24. IS NRC 658

(1982)
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LEGAL CITATIONS INDEX e

REGUIATIONS ,

-

10 CFR 1
requirement for bearing on materials hcense amendment; CLI-82 2 IS NRC 245 (1982) F i

80 CFR 2
- '

'

luensing toerd not tmund by provisions of, with regard to admission and formulation of contentions;
LBP-t212A,15 NRC Sit (1982)

requirement for notice of matenals hcenses; LBP-42 24,15 NRC 656 (1982)
,

F-
10 CFR 2100 4,

amendment to snatenals lxense issued by autbonty of NRC Staff; CLI 82 2,15 NRC 235 (1982)
10 CFR 2.101(aH5) p

submission of antitrust information in onastructen pennit apptwation; CLI-82 3,15 NRC 9t,: (1982) p
| 10 CFR 2102 '

'-

granting of formal bearings on materials hcense amendments; CLI-82-2,15 NRC 246,248 (1982) J
NRC junndiction to entertain intervention petitioner's motion to be allowed to observe emergency planning ; *.4

esercises; LBP-8212A,15 NRC 517 (1982) %g
10 CFR 2.102(d)(3) ~ .

h/spphcahhty of, to intervendon on by-product matei"als hcense renewal; LBP 82-24,15 NRC 656,657
d, u)p(1982)

;10 CFR 2.105 m ,.D
amendment to matcrials hcense issued by authonty of NRC Staff, CLI-82 2,15 NRC 235 (1982) ig ''

apphcation of 2.714 provisions for timchness ofintervention to matenals licenses issued pursuant to;
LBP-82 24,15 NRC 657 (1982) sy .6

Nr+~
r 10 CFR 2104

@ *%ji
-

apphcstuhty of, to intervention on by-product matenals bcense renewal, LBP 82 24,15 NRC 657 (1982), m'
Commission interpretation of the phrase * required by the Act*; CLI 82 2,15 NRC 245 (1982) ei 'intervenor not afforded a right to form.M beenna in materials hcsaae amendment case; CLI-82 2,15 NRC >* -

242, 244-246 (1982) $
hcensees question licensing board's jensdstion to entertain intervention petitioner's motion to observe la , ,

emergem y planning esercises. LBP-8212A, IS NRC 517 (1982) C '

| petition by inierested person seeks formal adjudsatory bearing on materials Imense amendment; CLI-82 2, *
?

l
15 NRC 254,241 (1982)

r 4

10 CFR 2.104(b)(1)
consideration of apphcant's financial quahfications in a constructen pernut proceeding; ALAB471,15 [.NRC 510 (1982) ''

10 CFR 2.104(c)(3)
standard apphed in deciding whether to stay low power operation pending appeal, ALAB-673,15 NRC

,

698 (1982)
10 CFR 2.105

apphcatuhty of, to intervention on by product matenals bcense renewal, LBP-82-24,15 NRC 657 (1982)1

| Commission duties in issuing nouce of beanng; CLI-82 2,15 NRC 246 (1982)
{ function of notna of proposed action; LBP-82 43A,15 NRC I477 (1982)

intervenor not afforded a nght to formal bearing in snatensin license emendment case; CLI-82 2,15 NRC I-|- 242, 244-246 (1982)

petition by interested person seeks formal adjudsatory bearias en materials hcense amendment; CLI-82-2, f '

15 NRC 234 (1982) r.

10 CFR 2105(a)(4) K.
apphcation of 2.784 provisens for timehness ofintervention in matenals hcense renewal, LBP-8' 24,15 r,

,

NRC 657 (1982) r
-

occasens for which Commission usues a notme of opportunity for beanng; CLI-82 2. IS NRC 245 (1982)
10 CPR 2.105(e)?

Commission duty to issue notice of hearing; CLI-82-2,15 NRC 246 (1982) /
9

Y% ,
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'b 10 CFR 2.107(a)
M /! awardaag of attorney's fees and espemes; L3P42-29,15 NRC 767 (1982)

withdrewas of construction perant application; CLl42 5,15 NRC 405 (1982)
10 C m 1809

effect of dassussal of prMat without projedaos where statute of limitations ce ruing eatension for
constrechos perant has rue; LSP-82-29,15 NRC 767 (1982)

affect of timely request fw mestructico prmit satension as life of existies perant; LSP4241.15 NRC
1297 (IM2)

10 CFR 2.201
esforcement sanctions for material falso statements la construcuos perant extension prMat DD424,

15 NRC I?H (1982)
10 CFR 2.202

apphcability of, to intervention ce by-product materials liosene renewal; LBP42 24,15 NRC 657 (1982)
esforcement sancticas for material false statements la construction perant entension pra==hes; DD424,

15 NRC 17H (1982)
institution of show cause prMag comoeralog constructaan perant extension; LSP42-48,15 NRC 1302

(1982)
10 Cm 2.204

enforement seactians for meterial false statements la L.de permit extension proceedies; DD424,
15 NRC 17H (1982)

right of h=aaaa to e besties pr6ar to effectiveness of limone amendment; LBP-82-M,15 NRC 1079
(1982)

10 CFR 2.205
enforament anections for material false statements la constructaan perant eatension pra==0af DD424,

15 NRC 1766 (1982)
10 CFR 2.205(b)

rvmeet of civil penalty prior to formal order imposing; DD424,15 NRC 1359 (1982)
10 Cr ' 1105(e)

applu.iity of, to intervention ce by-product materials license renewal; LDP-82 24,15 NRC 657 (1982)
10 CFR 2.20$(i)

disposition of monies frees civil penalties; DD424,15 NRC IMI (1982)
* 10 CFR 2.206

- t of isosuits n!! aging NRC's failure to rule ce petition ander, L5P4241,15 NRC 1297
(198?)

consiwerstion of mestruction impacts during opersties license stage; LBP 8243A,15 NRC 1480 (1982)
critique of Staff environmental ana aament of radmacuve waste storage plan; ALAS 464,15 NRC 18. M

(1982)
denial of petition requesties revocation of construction parent ce basis of material false statomset;

DD 824,15 NRC 1761 (1982)
denial of petition to suspeed mestruction; LBP-82-41,15 NRC 1297 (1982)
denial of peution to suspeed operations becesse of lack of full core affload cepecity; DD 82 5,15 NRC

1757 (1982)
denial of regent to belt eoestruction at Byros facility; ALAS 478,15 NRC 1406 (1982)
determinias petittomer's right to intervene ce by-product materials license renewal; L8P-82-24,15 NRC

655 (1982)
forum for advancias concerns about construcuos perset extension; LBP-42-41,15 NRC 1298,1302 I303

(1982)
forum te which redrafted core catcher contention could be presented; LSP42 II,15 NRC 352 (1982)
petition requesting abetdown of all reactors potentia!!y subject to pressurized thermal shock, dceial of;

DD 821,15 NRC 667 (1982)
peuteos regnesties suspensiaa of license amendments setbortzing steam generator repairs; DD42-2,15

NRC 13411347 (1982)
petition requesting use of civil penshy monise for cuenervation/weatherization program desind. DD 824,

15 NRC 1359 l)&2 (1982)
petiticos for halting authortand constructme; ALAS 474,15 NRC 1103-1804 (1982)
remedy to intervenor's concerns over reactor pressere vessel esebrittlement; LBP-82 33,15 NRC 891

(1942)

] $ -W- espport of request to bah mestruction at Byros facihty cited as basis for Boarfs belief that disanseed
' J IQ intervesor could contribute to related proceedies. ALAB478,15 NRC 1419 (1982)

Qg type of actica embraced by; DD424,15 NRC !)60 (1982)
f .+"1' f
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C 10 CFR 2.206(a)
$ forum is which intervenor should ettempt to balt constructmo pending resolutaan of ai, M pulses

contestana; ALAH74,15 NRC 1803 (1982)
forum, et operating hcease stage, for requesting rehef from constructace impacts; LBh8-82-43A 15 NRC

,

1478, 1442 (1982)'

10 Cf1t 2.206(b)
lastitutaan of proceeding for materials license renewst; LBP 82 24,15 NRC 658 (1982)

10 CFR 2.206(c)
reme of decision authorizing review of safety systems following steam generstar tube rupture; Db82-3,

I IS NRC 1358 (1982)
reme of dactsian demytag petition for suspension of license amendmesta; DD-82 2,15 NRC 1347 (1982)
nme of denial of petition requesting one of civil penalty masses for conservation /westbertaat6am

program; DD'82-4, IS NRC 1362 (1982)
reme of Director's ssaial of petition to suspend operations; DD42 5,15 NRC 1760 (1982)

10 CFR 2 Sebyert 0
adjudicatory hearing ordered ce request by co Iscesses to tarminate its rights sad responsabthties mader

hcense; LBP 82-36,15 NRC 1080 (1982)
10 Cf R 2.700

opplicehibty of Subpsrt G to interven% me by-Pmded metodels lums tweel; LRP-42 24. IS NRC
657 (1982)

formal bearing on autenals license amendment not required by regulations; CLI 82 2,15 NRC 246,256
(1982)

10 CFR 2 708
cnteria for fihng motions la operating licenas procandaags; AIAS466,15 NRC 279 (1982)

10 Cf R 2.704(c)
disquahficatsom of appest board panel member by co panelsta; AIAB472,15 NRC 684 (1982)
referral of motion for chaqualaricatra of lanning teard panel member to appeal board, ALAS 472,15

NRC 679,641445 (1982)
referrel, to appeal board, of motion for recusal of licensing board member; CLl42 9,15 NRC 1364

(1982)
support of motion for disquahrication of lanning board penal member; ALAB472,15 NRC 678,680

(1982).,,

10 CFR 2.707
monetary awards as sanctions for vicistions of damvery; LDP 82-47,15 NRC 1547,1544 (1982)
sanctens for future to comply with discovery; ALAB-478,15 NRC 1409 (1982)

10 Cf R 2.708
grantina of fannal beannas ce materials li,anas as.:mdmesta; CLI-82-2,15 NRC 246,244 (1982)

10 CFR 2.710
answers to intarrogatories; ALAB478,15 NRC 1403 (1982)

10 CFR 2.711
cntens to be met for satsassam of time for deoovery; LBP4218,15 NRC 599 (1982)

10 Cf R 2 713(b)
representation of indmduals by a person who is not sa attorney; LSP 82-25,15 NRC 726 (1982)

10 Cf R 2.714
admission and consolidation of latervemora, and designation of lead latervenor, LBP 82 25,15 NRC 729,

731 (1982)
anu.aded petition for intervention meets requiresneat for at least one htgeble contention; LBP42 25,15

| NRC 737 (1982)
amendment of, regarding espansion or amendment of adsutted etaatioma; LBP-82 50, IS NRC 1750

(1982)
board designated to determine if beanna requirements for inurventaos on by product materials lacesse

renewal have been met. LBP 82-24,15 NRC 654-655 (1982)
contention requirement for standing; LBP-82-43A,15 NRC 1432,1433 (1982)
demonstration of geographical prosinuty to seqvtre standing to intervene; LBP 82-4,15 NRC 204 (1982)
denial of entimely request for interweatson regardaag apphcataos for spent feel pool espansion, LBP421,

15 NRC 38-41 (1982)
failure of intervention petitioner to esercise due dahsence is appnsing himosif of proposed amendment;

i. wp LBP 82-4,15 NRC 201 (1982)

'' J g> failure of Staff sad Apphcaat to support daagreement with intervention petitsons, LBP-82-43 A,15 NRC
1431 (1982)9
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6 good cases not shown for rding antimely contention nueging landequate attention to radioactive sedimiente,

la Chach River; LDP 82-31,13 NRC 858 (IM2)
latervenor admitted candsuomally span sabedenian of a more spacine basis for its contention; LDP-32-25,

15 NRC 730,740 (1982)
latervention by a New York City civic association; LBP-82-23,13 NRC 732 (1982)
intervention by not for pront organisation whose members hve withis 50 miles of facihty; LBP-82 25,15-

| NRC 737 (1982)
intervention by voluntary unincorporated association of ares residents; LBP-82 25.15 NRC 731 (1982)i

; inservestma la materials license amendment omas; CLI42-2,15 NRC 272 (1982)
i name peutionere admitted to intervene la investigative proceedias; LSP42 25,15 NRC 737 718 (1962)
{ participation as sa interested state sad as sa intervonor; LBP42 25, l$ NRC 722-723 (1982)

petiten to latervene by Rockland County amended to regeest participation as laterested easte isi

investigative proceeding; LBP-82 23. IS NRC 721 (1992)
pleading of late intervestaca petition fails to most particularity and specincity roga . LBP-824,13

NRC 203,206,207 (1982)
purpose of Soard's discretionary authority regarding AA and formulation of contentions,

LDP 82 25,15 NRC 739 (1982)
requirements for raining insen of complianos whh NRC regulations; LBP-82-19,15 NRC 607 (1982)

| requirements for raising resciar operator quahracations contentaons at later este; LBP-82-43A IS NRC
1512 (1982)

requirements not met for latervention on materials licanas renewal; LBP-82 24, l$ NRC 659 (IM2)
scope of participstaos by interested menacipahty adautted eher time for rding petiuons to latervens;

9
LBP 82-44,15 NRC 1524 (1982)

standard for greeting latervention; LBP4216.15 NRC 564 (1982)
i standards required for revised cententions; ALAB464,15 NRC 12,16 (1982)

testa for standing to intervene as of right; LBP42 26,15 NRC 74)(1982)

| estimely intervention by se agency already participating as na interested party; LBP42 23, IS NRC 724
g (1982)

untimely petitioner adsutted as pro se latervenor; LBP-82 25, IS NRC 726 (1982)
10 CFR 2.714(s)

factors considered le the grant of discrouomary intervention; ALAS 470, l$ NRC 499 (1982);=
LBP 82-43A 15 NRC I43)(1982)

late fihng of intervention petition; ALAB-664, l$ NRC 18 (1982)
petitioner's burden under; ALAB-471,15 NRC Sil (1982)
rejectma of satimely intervention petition bsand on Ove-factor test; ALAS 471, l$ NRC $09, $14 (1982)
significance of Ave criteria for late fihngs; LBP42 50 15 NRC 1738 (1982)
sinagency of spacincity requirement for contentions; LSP-42-3,15 NRC 187 (1982)

10 CFR 2.784(s)(1)
admission of late-filed, restated hvdrogen control contention; LSP 8215,15 NRC 563 (1982);

ALAB473,13 NRC 1808,1809, Illo, Ill) (19821
factors to be addressed by late latervention petiths; LDP42-4,15 NRC 201 (1982); LBP42 31,15 NRC

559 (1982)'

i factors to be consadered for discntionary interventaca: LBP-82 23.15 NRC 720 (1982)
I five-facto' test opphed to late interventaos petition; LBP 82 23, IS NRC 723 (1982)
| latervenor pernutted to raias new issues without regard for the requirements of; LBP4219A,15 NRC
; 624 (1982)

jusuncation for Ahng asutrust latervention petition seven years late; ALAS 465,15 NRC 27-28 (1982)'

requirement for fihng tanwly intervention petition; LBP42 24,15 NRC 456 (1982)
specificity of contentens and available informatma; LBP 82 50,15 NRC 4'47,1753.1754 (1982)
terminatice of lasity in admission of late filed contenuana, LEP4210,15 NRC 346 (1982)
treatment of correspondence as late petitaan to latervens; LBP-82-46,15 NRC 1535 (1982)

10 CFR 2.714(a)(1)(i)
deciding ebetber good cease saints for late fihas of contentaom; ALAS 475,15 NRC 18 83 (1982),

! 10 CFR 2.714(a)(1)(t)-(v)
~

Bened invitation to file late contentions restricted to those involving previously saavaDahle $ER and EIA;
LBP 82 l9B, IS NRC 630 (1982)

't if,y y critana for judging adequacy of revised contemucas; LBP-8216,15 NRC $75 (1982)
,

i good cases for late fihas of cententions act gives, LBP 82195,15 NRC 628 (1982)
JN.h .in x..(., anum,ely intervesten by se agency already partacapsting as sa interested party; LSP42 25,15 NRC 723o tn
,Oi - .a p ,
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10 CFR 2.714(a)(2)
+ 4

I content of peutene for intervenuoa; LDP42-43A.15 NRC 1438 (1982)
4 .i 10 CFR 2.784(s)(3)

desdhas for amendaient of petithms to intervens; L3P-82 26,15 NRC 746 (1942); L5P-42 43A 15 NRC
1448 (IH2)

10 CFR 2.714(b)
apphcstabty of rule before bearing process has been triggered; CLl42 2,15 NRC 254 (IM2)
apphcetme of speciraaty standard to contentions; L3P-82 50,15 NRC 1753 (1982)
contentmo espressing canaras about radmactive metaminsuca of drinking water rejecsed for lack of

spectracity; LBP 8216,15 NKC 588 (1982)
masenten requirement for standing to interveme; L3P-8243A,15 NRC I432 (1982)
denuenal of 6sterventme poudons sa advance of tame prended by regulatm; LSP42-43A,15 NRC 1431

(1952)
! factors to be consadored la graating decretaonary intervention, LBP42-43A,15 NRC 1435 (1982)

faing contentions based on documents not yet available; LBP-8216,15 NRC 572,574 (1982)
r.hns supplements to contentions prior to first probearing conferemos; LSP-42 50,15 NRC 1750,1751

(1982)
for ednussibihty, contention required to fan witbis scope est forth in pubbsbed actice; LBP-82-4,15 NRC

f 206 (1982)
i interpretatice of Board rahag as specificity requirement for previoenly admitted broad emergency
I planning contention; LBP 82-32, IS NRC 876477
| purpose and scope of spearsity requirement for contamtmas; LSP4216,15 NRC 570,571 (1982)

rejectice of contenuos for lack of spearicity; LBP-82 3,15 NRC 186 (1982)
requirement for fihng supplement to petition to intervene; LSP42-26,15 NRC 746 (1982)
time fw ruling on intervennon petitions; A1AS-664,15 NRC 16 (1982)

10 CFR 2.714(d)
factors conandered la the grant of decretsonary interventior; A1AB470,15 NRC 499 (1982)
revefector test for montimely interventaan; LBP42-4,15 NetC 201,205 (1982)

10 CFR 2.714(f)
admission of prisoners as consolidated party to prar==Aar LBP42-43A,15 NRC 1447 (1982)
participation by ersanization hasted to insees related to supplementary cooling water system;

LBP 82-43A,15 NRC 1440 (1982)
== 10 CF1t 2.714e

appeal from rejec6on of tardy latervention petitice; ALAB471,15 NRC 509 (1982)
appeal of denial of request for bearing; LBP-82-34,15 NRC 1092 (1982)
appeal of order denying request for bearing on appbcation for constructice permit satsasion; L3P42-41,

15 NRC I)06 (1982)
deedhas for responses to contentions deshas with deviations from Regulatory Guides; LBP-82-43A,15

NRC 1497 (1982)
i desdhaes for fihas appeals and supporttag briefs;limitatione ce appeals; LBP42-43A 15 NRC 1521
i (1982)

10 CFR 2.714a(c)
I portme of Board order appealable; LSP-8244,15 NRC 912 (1982)
' 10 CFR 2.715
| late latervention petiticeer's request for limited appearance statsmeet granted; LBP42-4,15 NRC 202

(1982)
10 CFR 2 715(a)

2.206 petitme for suspension of license amendments by ace-intervenor; DD 82 2,15 NRC 1346 (1982)
petitions to make hauted appearsooe statements; LBP.82-43A,15 NRC 1430 (1982)
protection of late intervention petstsoner's laterests; LBP42-4,15 NRC 202 (1982) !

10 CFR 2 715(c)
adnusame of County of Westchester as laterested state is, investigative prar==har LSP42 25,15 NRC l

722 (1982)
adnuasson of interested state and local governments; LBP42-48, IS NRC 1553 (1982)
admmaion of more than one state agency to partsopate in investigative prar==tiar LBP-42 25,15 NRC

718-719, 723 (1982)
{.dm.sia. of st ie a Cahfornia and Cahfornia P bue utiness Coe - io .eismic bearias: LBP424,

15 NRC 78 (1982)

94pa. admission of the Council of the City of New York to participate as sa *isterested state in inventagative
proceeding; L5P-82 25,15 NRC 719-721 (1982)
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I;- f aswadment of peutions to participsin as laterested states to indxate party's designated representative;, .

LBP 82-25,15 NRC 719-722 (1982)*
g

defia tana of Saterested state *; LBP42 25 IS NRC 718 (1982)+

I ladzaung sobrect matter on which re interested state wishes to parucipate; LBP 32 25,15 NRC 723
(1982)

eine representatives or agencies of interested states, onenths, or municipalities adsiitted to participate la
investigauve prxee6ns; LBP42 25,15 NRC 737,718,740 (1982)

,

) pertuspation as as laterested state and as as latervenor; LBP42-25. IS NRC 722-723 (1982)

$'
passacapatma as interested governmental representatives; LBP 82-43A,15 NRC 1456 (1982)
partscapataos by snember of county legisistare as a representatsve of as laterested maaicipality;

}
LBP 82 25, IS NRC 725-726 (1982)

participstion by New Jersey as interested state la floating nuclear plant manufacturing license pr-=hart
' LDP42-49,15 NRC 1681 (1982)

participation by State of Pennsylvania is reopened restart proceedias: LBP42 348,15 NRC 926 (1982)
petinan for iet-;vention try Rockland County amended to request partacapation as interested state is

invesiigative proceeding; LBP-82 25,15 NRC 721-722 (1982)
pention of State of South Cardina to intervene greeted, LBP42-16,15 NRC 569 (1982)
right of County to participa.e as full intervenor and interested governmental agency; LBP-8219,15 NRC

617 (1982)
{ scope of partacipation by laterested municipshty adsutted after time for rding petitions to intervene;

LBP-82-44,15 NRC 1523-1525 (1982)
,

untimely intervention by aa agency already participating as sa interested party; LBP42-25,15 NitC 724g
4 (1982)

Village of Buchansa admitted as laterested municipahty; LBP-82 25,15 NRC 725 (1982)
10 CFR 2.717(a)

,ommencement of Boar (s jurisdiction over a proposed acdon; LBP-82-43A 15 NRC 1477 (1982)
10 CFR 2.717(b)

authority of hcensing board to take actions with respect to IWaaaa who is party to pending prarmarting
LDP42-36,15 NRC 1082,1084,1085 (1982)

10 CFR 2.718
admission of contention that is the subject of rulemaknas; LBP42-15,15 NRC 141 (1982)i

** considerations for allowing late-filed contentions; LBP 8216,15 NRC 572 (1982)
decovery concerning trustworthinces of intervenors to receive docun eats ander protective order; LBP42 2,

3

p 15 NRC 53 (1982)
j interpreted with $2.760s in determining Board astbority to withhold a portion of the record from the
; pubhc; LBP-8212,15 NRC 355 (1982)
; licensing board's jurisdiction to entertain interventaos petitioner's motion to observe emergency planning

{
esercises; LBP 8212A,15 NRC 517 (1982)

t lacensint naard autxrity to admit hydrogen control contention; ALA> - # 1809 (1982)
objections to interrogatories or document requests; ALAB478,15 NRC se~,1414 (1982)

, sanctions for failue; to comply with decovery; ALAS 478,15 NRC 1409 (1982)
I sua sponte consideration of confidentiality issues; LBP-82-6,15 NRC 288 (1982)

10 CFR 2.718(e)
licensing board autberity to entertain intervention petitioner's motico to be allowed to observe emergency

planning ene:cises; LBP4212A,15 NRC 518 (1982)
10 CFR 2.718(i)

L
Board authonty to revise order of contentions; LBP-8216 IS NRC 592 (1982)
Board order admitting contertions and setting discovery and bearing schedules subject to interlocutory,

j review; LBP-82 34,15 NRC 912 (1982)
denial of licensee's request for certification of order permitting intervention petitioner's representativen to

observe emergency planning esercises at licznsee's plant; LBP42128,15 NRC 526 (1982)
distinction eetweca the terms * certify * and " refer *; LBP42-50,15 NRC 1754 (1982#
hcensing boar (s power to certify issues to h h: LBP-82 23,15 NRC 650 (1982)

(
ention for interlocutory review, via directed certIncation, of a portion of a hcensing board order;

ALAB475,15 NRC 1807 (1982)
10 CFR 2.720(a)

denial of subpoena request, for lack of evidence; ALAB469,15 NRC 479 (1982)
br requirement that discovery be relevant to some contendoo not met; LBP-82-22,15 NRC 646 (1982)

4,

We 80 CFR 2.720(d)
..,M payment of feen for subpoenas and deponents; LBP42-47,15 NRC 1544 (1982)

!
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k ! 10 CFR 2 720(b)(2)(i)3 h I cruerte for subpoensing NRC staff; ALAM69,15 NRC 478 (1982)
"#g A; } 10 CFR 2 720(b)(2)(u)Ar

t objection by Staff se dasevery request; LSP 82 31.15 NRC 86) (1982)
'

10 CfR 2.721
interpretsuon of the term * presiding officer *; ALAM72,15 NRC 644 (1982)

10 CFR 2 722
functions of Syseial Master; LDP 82 348,15 NRC 924 (1982)

t 80 CFR 2.7)0
objecuans to interrogatortes or document req =esta. ALAM78,15 NRC 1405,1414 (1982)*

10 CFR 2.7)0(h)
criteria for fahng motions la operatias lacense prMef. ALAB-666, IS NRC 279 (1982)

10 Cf R 2.7)0(c)
repbes to answers to interrogatories; ALAM78,15 NRC 14051406 (1982),

10 CFR 2.730(f)i

distinctinn between the terms " certify * and * refer *; L8P-82 50,15 NRC 1754 (1982)
hcense. s request for referral of order permstting intervention petitioner's representatsves to observe

emerlency planning esercises of hcensee's plant granted, LPP-82128,15 NRC 526 (1982)
, motmas to refer rulings granted, L8P-82-50,15 NRC 1755 (1982)

[ 10 CFR 2.730(h)
| limitations on dmoovery; L8P-82 25,15 NRC 740 (1982)
+ 10 CFR 2.73)
I see of esperts as witnesses and laterrogators ALAM49. IS NRC 475 (1982)
| 10 CIR 2,740
j discwory by a persos not a party to a proceedsag. LBP 82 2,15 NRs. 52 (1982)
, objections to interrogatories or document requesta; ALAB-678,15 NRC 1405,1414 (1982)
f sanctens for fa: lure to comply with discovery; ALAB-478,15 NRC 1409 (1982)
| 10 CFR 2.740(b)(1)
g discmery considered adequate means for enlarging contention; LBP-8215,15 NRC 564 (1982)
, interrogatones opposed as premature; ALAB474,15 NRC 1410 (1982)
; awtion filed seeksas authoritation for dismeery by manparty; LBP 82 2,15 NRC $3 (1982)

requirement that discmery be relevant to a contention act met; L8P 82 22,15 NRC 646 (1982)
wmpe of discovery; LBP 82 3,15 NRC 212 (1982)

10 CFR 2.740(b)(1)and (2)
determining relevance of resctor pressure vessel embrittlement to steam generstar tubesleeving project;

L8P 82-3),15 NRC 890 (1982)
10 CFR 2 740(c)

j protective order sought as asaction for premature termination of deposations. LDP-82-47,15 NRC 1541
; (1982)
i 10 CFR 2.140(e)(3)

continuing nature of interrogatories; ALAB-478,15 NRC 1405 (1982)
10 CFR 2.74&2.742

discmery method other than laterrogatones; ALAlk478,15 NRC 1406,1483 (1982)
10 CFR 2.740e(d)

6 objections on questions of evidence at a depcsition LBP-82-47,15 NRC 1545 (1982)
; premature termination of depositions, LBP-82-47, IS NRC 154) 982)
I procedure for conducting a depositaon under NRC practice; LBP-82-47, IS NRC 1542,1544 (1982)

procedure for examinaten and cross.eaamanaten during a deposition; L8P 82 47,15 NRC 1543 (1982)
! 10 CFR 2.740s(g)

Back of propnetary interest la depcmition; LBP 82-47,15 NRC 1544 (1982) '

i 10 CFR 2.740s(h) |
| paynwnt of fees for subpoenas and deponesta, LDP-32-47,15 NRC 1544 (1982) |

! 10 Cf R 2.7406

f objections to laterrogatories or document requests, ALAS 478, IS NRC 1405,1414 (1982)
, 10 CFR 2.740b(b) *

| .aseers to interrogatories; ALAB 478,15 NRC 1403 (1982)
I 10 CFR 2.74I

| boonses contends that intervention peitatoner's anotion to be allowed to observe emergency planning
gr esercus es premature and lacks Imis. L8P-82-12A,15 NRC Si4, $20 (1982) |- (y/- | objections to interrogatones or document requesta, ALAB-478,15 NRC I405,1414 (1982) ;

~
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A. 10 CFR 2.74)(c)
' adsissebelsy et bearney ev6deias la NRC r - . . ALAS 469,15 NRC 477 (IM2)' ' " '

10 CFR 2 744
requet for copies of EIS portalains to demohtion et buildings, CLI42-2,15 NRC 265 (1982)

10 CFR 2.744(e)
granting intervenere nooses to escurity plan; LBP4216,15 NRC 590 (i982)

10 CFR 2.749
edaussion et statamments of material fact: LDP-4214,15 NRC 531532,535,538,540,541,543,548,551,

552 (1982)
analogy betwese ne== for smaunary disposition and =ah for senunary judgment; LBP42-17, IS

NPC 595 (1982)
fallare of latervesmr to answer motion for eas;maa uposition; LBP-8217,15 NRC 594,597 (1982)
reasons for ese of smaunary deposition procedures; LBP 82-4,15 NRC 302 (1982)
reponsibility of sumunary disposition parties reganhas stam===8 of material facts; LDP424,15 NRC

302 (1982)
use of sununary disposition procedures to anve time; LDP-82-17,15 NRC 596 (1982)

10 Cm 2.749(a)
s'atement of material fact fdsd by applicant; LDP42-17,15 NRC 594 (IM2)

10 Cm 2.749(b)
resgesibility of opponent to motice for sasunary depoestion; LBP-824,15 NRC 302 (1982)

10 Cm 2 751a
fding of contentions prior to prehearing conference; ALAS 464,15 NRC 16 (1982)
purpose of prehearing conference; LBP4216,15 NRC 544 (1982)
r==% tion of rulings en contentions sought by applicant, Staff, and inter *eaors; LBP42-50,15 NRC

1746 (1982)
request for delay la prehearing conference; LDP4216,15 NRC 569 (1982)

10 CFR 2.751a(d)
criteria for fding objections to admitted contentions; LBP4216,15 NRC 592 (1982)
deadline for filing request for .- . - ,, tion; LBP42 43A,15 NRC 1521 (1982)
distinction between the terms * certify * and " refer *; LBP-42-50,15 NRC 1754,1755 (1982)

10 CFR 2.752
* fulfdling specificity requirement for contentions through dmoovery; LBP-82-16,15 NRC 575 (1982)

schedule for final prehearing conference; LBP-8219,15 NRC 619 (1982)
10 CFR 2.752(c)

revision of prsbearing conference order, making minor changes in contentions; LBP42-3,15 NRC 73
(1982)

10 CFR 2.754
rights of interested musicipality admitted after time far rdir4 petitice to tatervens; LBP42-44,15 NRC

1524 (1982)
10 CFR 2.754(b)

treatment of contentices for which latervenor submits so proposed findings; LBP42-48,15 NRC 1564
(1982)

10 CFR 2.758 (1981)
denial of contention questionlag environmental impacts of spent fuel transportation; LBP-82-43A,15 NRC

15 t l (1982)
-- : LBP-82-43A,15 NRCwaiver of rule eliminating financial review freen operating licenser ,-

1510(1982)
10 CFR 2.754

chaliange to regulations governing hydrogen control, ALAB-669,15 NRC 464 (1982); ALAB475,15
NRC 1108 (1982)

! saception to rule barring need for power contentions; LSP-82-16,15 NRC .586 (1982)
method for intervenors to change ten-mile festare of plame exposare pathway rule; LBP 8216,15 NRC'

I 582 (1982)
! variations in rule goversing sine of pluaw EPZ; LBP42-39,15 NRC litt (1982)
! 10 CFR 2.758(a) and (b)
|

contention asking site specific design for spent fuel shipping casks deemed a challenge to regulations;

DfM(1.
- LBP-82-43A,15 NRC 1501 (1982)

Y% ! 10 CFR 2.?S8(s)-(d)(1981)
.;Me I criteria for admusion of need-for-power contentions in operating ik*== beanags; LBP-82-43A,15 NRCM i 1509, 1510 (1982).
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80 CFR 2.759
joint aus an so teruunate proceeding; LDP 82 43, IS NRC 1340 (IM2)*.

1 '

jenediesesa of Board a review settlement documents la antitrust proceedias; LDP42-21,15 NRC 641
(1982)

seatiement of costasted faceasing r ' ; ; LDP-82 34,15 NRC 1845 (1982)
10 CFR 2.760

effectiveness of construction poraus conditions, LBP42 35,15 NRC 1073 (1982)
; effectroeness of order terminatag constructaan peruut estension pr===her LBP-82-37,15 NRC 1842
I (1982)
j 10 CFR 2.760(s)

hautations en Board jurindaction la operating license proces& ass, LBP-82-30,15 NFC 773 (!982)
| 10 CFR 2.760s
t Board setbartty to adopt important issues; LBP42-43A,15 NRC 1454 (1982)
'

Board authority to rame sua sponte issue questioning comphance =sth 10 CFR 50, App. I, |Ilb,
LBP 82-48,15 NRC 1554,1556 (1982)

mafidentiality issues not within the scope of the ses sposta limitation; LBP 8212,15 NAC 333 (1982)
issues to be donded la se operstang hcease proceeding, LBP-82-48,15 NRC 1607 (1982)
linutations on Board's sua sponte authenty concera;as relenas of propnetary afradavit; LBP 82 5A,15

NRC 220 (1982)
matters that may be resolved by sa operating bcense board, ALAB-474,15 NRC 1103 (1982)
resenctions on hcensing boards conceraias adjudication of contentions; LBP42 30,15 NRC 794,851

(1982)
role of heensing board la operating license pr===bar ALA3469,15 NRC 457 (1982)

10 CFR 2.762
| appeals of initial decision on emer8ency planaias issees; LEP-s2 39,15 NRC 1298 (1982)
1 deadlines for appeal of order ternunatang construction permit estensica proceeding; LBP 82 37,15 NRC
; 1842 (1982)

rights of interested municipahty admitted after time for filing petitions to intervene; LBP 82-44,15 NRC,

1524 (1982)
-

10 CFR 1762(a),

necessity of reaching specific issue presented on appeal; ALAS 469,15 NRC 485 (1982)
requirements for bnef supporting enceptions; ALAB464 IS NRC 20 (1982)

10 CFR 2.762(s) (e)=

esceptions struct for esat of retard sepport; ALAB469,15 NRC 488 (1982)
10 Cf R 2.763

scheduling of oral arguments when not requested by parties to i proceeding; ALAB466,15 NRC 279
(1982)

10 CFR 2.764
admission of matentions on TMI related issues; LBP-8219,15 NRC 608 (1982)
conduct of immediata effectiveness review; ALAB 669,15 NRC 482 (1982)

! stay of effectiveness of full-power boense hfted, ALAB469,15 NRC 458 (1982)
10 CFR 2.764(a)

i effectiveness of construction permit conditions; LBP-82-35,15 NRC 1073 (1982)
i 10 CFR 2.764(b)

authoritation to amend construction permita; LBP42 35,15 NRC 1072 (1982)
10 CFR 2.764(f)(2)

effectiveness of initial decision on emergency planning issues. LBP-82 39,15 NRC I291 (1982)
issuing stay of erTectiveness of full-power license; ALAB469,15 NRC 482-483,485,486 (1982)

10 CFR 2.764(f)(ii)
criteria for intarpreting emergency planning regulataans; LBP42 39,15 NRC 1189 (1982)

10 CFR 2.780
intervenor a!)ege that applicant, Staff, and the"rs engaged in es parte communications in

violation of, LBP 82-22,15 NRC 645 (1982)
10 CFR 2.785

effectiveness of construction permit conditions; LBP42 35,15 NRC 1073 (1982)
review of order terminating construction pernut extension proceedag; LDP42 37,15 NRC 1842 (1982)

10 CFR 2.785(b)(1)
anotion for interlocutory review, via directed certarication, of a portion of a hcensing board order,

ALAB475, IS NRC 1807 (1982)*-g; 10 CFR 2.785(d). ' ^m ,% standard for certifying issuem to the hW: L3P-82-23,15 NRC 650 (1982)
4
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'N*M . j 10 CFR 2.784
deadlines for seeking review of final order tertainstang coast.@ perinit estaansas pr-Ang-

LBP42-37,15 NRC 1842 (1982)
effecuveness of constructica perndt onaditioma, LBP 82-35,15 NRC 1073 (1982)
right of latervonor to seek review of Con-imia= deamm; ALAM69,15 NRC 465 (IM2)
rights of laterestad menacapahty adnutted after time for filing petitions to latervese; LBP-42 44,15 NRC

1524 (1982)
10 CFR 2.788

denial of hoeness's regoest for certifscation of order permitting intervention petitioner's representatives to
observe emer8ency planning emerases at bcensee's plast; LBP-82128,15 NRC 526 (1982)

amanuantion of mouca for stay of low-power operatang license la light of criteria of; CLI-82 II,15 NRC
1384 (1982)

stay of effectsvesess of initial u-a= cm emergency piamming iseess; LBP-42-39,15 NRC 1292 (1982)
10 CFR 2.788(b)

hautation on lengtin of appucation for stay: LBP-82 23,15 NRC 648 (1982)
10 CFR 2.788(e)

criteria for considering a stay of low-power operating license; CLI-82-II,15 NRC 1384 (1982)
cnteria for determining whether to grant a stay pendans appeal; ALAB473,15 NRC 691 (1982)
cnteria for issuing stay of effectsveness of full-power hcmass; ALAM69,15 NRC 482-483 (1982)

' 10 CFR 1.788(f)
i proper forum for request for stay: LBP-82 23,15 NRC 650 (1982)

10 CFR 2.790
amendment of; LBP424,15 NRC 285 (1982)
appropriately marking an affidavit for coardentaahty; LBP42-5A,15 NRC 220 (1982)

.

Commansion precedents for release of propnetary information; LBP-82-42,15 NRC 13884321 (1982)
| determining apprepnate form for hcensing board order to release proprietary information; LDP-82-42,15
;

| NRC 1336 (1982)
duty to state reasons for withholding information fresa the public; LBP42-42,15 NRC 1334 (1982)'

importance of pubbc's right so know; LBP42-42,15 NRC 1328 (1982)

) interpretation sa parallel to Freedom of Information Act; LBP424. IS NRC 287 (1982)
; judicial precedent concerning validaty of; LBP-82-42,15 NRC 1313-1316 (1982)*

t protection of security plan; LBP4216,15 NRC 589 (1982)

| records exempted from disclosure la NRC proceedinga; LBP 82-42,15 NRC 1311 (1982)
review of physical security plans by NRC staff; LSP-8214,15 NRC 539 (1982)

| I 10 CFR 2.790(b)
| Board authority to withhold laformation from the pubbc; LBP4212,15 NRC 355 (1982)

| f procedure for esempting proprietary informatica from puWic inspection; LBP-82-42,15 NRC 1311 (1982)
i 10 CFR 2.790(b)(1)(ii)
r smdavits to accounpany request 'or withbdding documsets from puWic Ahe; LBP-42-42,15 NRC
j 1311 (1982)
t stauns basis for withholdias proprietary laformation; LBP-824,15 NRC 285 (1982)
' withholding of afridavit supporting proprietary nature of other documents, LBP42 5A,15 NRC 219,228

(1982)
10 CFR 2.790(b)(2)

balancing of protectiw concerns against puWic's right to know; LBP-82-5A,15 NRC 221,223 (1982)
interpretation of afFwlavit requirement fw stating basis for withhahnt proprietary documenta; LBP424,'

IS NRC 285 (1982)
10 CFR 2.790(b)(4)

content of statement supporting request for widhanaldocuments from public disclosure; LBP 82-42,15
NRC 1311 1312 (1982)

,

'

10 CFR 2.790(b)(5)
balancing test governing release to the puWie of propnetary information; LBP42-42,15 NRC 1311 1313,

1317 (1982)
duty to state reasons for withbolding information from the pubhc; LBP42-42,15 NRC 1335 (1982)
importance of puWic's right to know; LBP-32-42,15 NRC 1325 (1982)
interpretation of the scope of; LBP-82 42,15 NRC 1316-1322 (1982)

MM 10 CFR 2.790(c)
e ~ fp reason for making propnetary information puWic; LBP 82-42,15 NRC 1312 (1982)
>..M . 10 CFR 2.790(e)

4[{.1
j{ Board authority to rule on propcaals of confidentiality; LBP42-12,15 NRC 355 (1982)

v .
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1 10 CFR 2 802,d forum tw answering questions smaceraias calculatwas of radaoactivity accumulation in ran; LBP-82-8,15
'. NitC 316 (1982)

. Ci peuuss for rulemakms w give legal effect to anchorned telephose "tions; DD 82-2,15 NRC
I344 (1982)

1 10 Cf R 2.802(c)

{ informataan to be incsuded is petiuoe for rul==ahat- DDwS2 2,15 NRC 1344 (1982)
10 CFR 2.802(d)

f critene for mains pending rulemaking sa base for suspensson of bcear amendmesta; DD-82-2,15 NRC
| 1345-1346 (1982)
} 10 Cf R 2 802(f)

deadhne for subniitting additaamal data to compiste rulemaking petidos; DD 82-2,15 NRC 1345 (1982)
10 Cf R 2, App. A. V(f)(1)

adequacy off Staf review of health, safety, sad environmental findings pertaining to floating nuclear
plants, LBP-82-49,15 NRC 1642 (1982)*

10 Cf R 2. App. A, V(f)(4)
| standard for certifying issues to the F- ' . LBP-82 23,15 NRC 650 (1982)

10 CFR 2. App. A. VI(c)(1)(lii)
'

consideration of opphcant's financial quahrscations la a construction permit praradar ALAlH71,15
NRC 510 (1992)

10 CFR 2 App. A. VI!!(b)
Board authority to raise sua sponte issue quesdoning comptance with 10 CFR 50. App. I, llI.D;

LBP-82-48,15 NRC 1554,1607 (1982)
t responsitnhty for furnishing dosimeters for emergency workers, LBP-82 30,15 NRC 799 (1982)
{ 10 Cf R 2. App. A, IX(s)
{ changing locaten of appellate arguments becausa of financial hardship; ALAB466,15 NRC 280 (1982)
| 10 CFR 2 App 8

admission or contentions on TMI reisted issues; LBP 82-19,15 NRC 608 (1982)
formal bearing requested on materials hcense amendment; CLI-82-2,15 NRC 244 (1982)

10 CFR 9.5(a)(4)
release of proprietary information to the pubbc; LBP-42-42,15 NRC 1317 (1982)

10 Cf R 9 5(a)(6) and 9 6
release of sames and Wmass of temporary employees to intervenors; LBP 82-33,15 NRC 891 (1982)

10 CFR 20
challenges to occupational dose limit values of, LBP-82 31.15 NRC 863 (1982)

I consideration of accidental radioactive releance from spent fuel facility; LBP 3214,15 NRC 536 (1982)
I considerstaan of genenc effects from radiation exposure at spent fuel storage facihty; LBP 82-14, IS NRC
! 540 (1982)
; contention alleges radiation la excess of regulation will be emitted through espanded spent feel puol wall;

LBP-82-8,15 NRC 318 (1982)
contentaan alleges inadequate control room accre during and after radation releases la excess of

requirements of LBP 8214,15 NRC 551 ''982)
contentson allesca that consohdated Safety Analysm Report inadequately describes rial s and consequencest

of radioactive releases in excess of regulations; LBP 8214,15 NRC 532 (1982)
determining s!lowable radiation doses; LBP 82-43A,15 NRC 1516 (1982)
knutatmas ce terminology of, LBP 8214,15 NRC 551 (1982)
matenals hcenas conditioned for temporary omsate storage of thorium are mill tailings; CLI 82 2,15 NRC

270 (1982)

| ' for protection of workers from low-level radioactive wastas; LBP-82 30,15 NRC 830,849m-
(1982).

radiation exposure limits for facility reentry fonowing a radiological emergency; LBP-82 39,15 NRC
1281 (1982)

radiation empnsure to operating personnel, from on-site waste storage, adequacy of facilaty design to
minimise; LBP 82 30,15 NRC 789 (1982)

radiological impact of ikating nuclear plant ce swima:ws and boeters; LBP-82-49,15 NRC 1670,1710
(1982)

radiologicalimpact of releases from floating nuclear plant on food chain; LBP-82-49,15 NRC 1730
(1982)

10 CFR 20.1
[ intervenor alleges on4ste storage of low-level radioacuve waste violates standards of, LBP-82 30,15 NRC

[g*h..g 828 (1982)
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| no as for contention aanwtaag that AIARA requirement will not be met; LDP 8216,15

k to CFR 2010$(a)*

[ latwvenor alleges en ene sacrose of low-level redsoncuve esats viaistas standards of, L8P-82-30. IS NRC
828 11982)

i 10 CFR 20.306(b)
{ dmposal of heensed ansterials by lacuneration; ALAW,15 NRC IS (1982)
t 10 CrR 20 302

I ) desposal of hceased materials by incinerstlan; ALAH64, IS NRC 18 (1982)
! temporary casste storage of licensed concestrations of shariam are saUJ taihaga; CLI-82-2,11 NRC 270

(1982)
10 CFR 20.303

eesbas NRC approval far inciawsuna of low-level redsaacuve waste; ALAS 464,15 NRC 18,20 (1982)
10 CFR 20, App 5. Table 18i

t i comparison of estimated routine radaoscove releaans frees floaties nuclear plant with; L5P 8249,13
| } NRC 1780 (1982)
' 10 CFR 30

apphcation far renewal c' by-product materials t- grested, L9P-82 24, IS NRC 634433 (1982)
10 CFR 3&32(f)

fihna of appbcation to construct incinersuon system for low-icwel radacuve waste; A1AE464,15 NRC
18 (1982)

10 CFR 30 34
| rules, regulations, and statutes governing great of heartag on by-product materials haa renewal;
l LBP 82 24,15 NRC 655 (1982)
| 10 CFR 30 61
| determining pentioner's right to latervene on by-prodect snatorials lacenes renewal; LBP-82-24,13 NRC

635 (1982)i

; 10 CFR 40,
| consulerations far greeting amendments to materials licenses; CLI 82 2,15 NRC 238 (1982)
i formal studicatory bearing sought on amendment to materials hcense; CLI-82 2 IS NRC 234 (1982)

10 Cf1t 40.32
considerations for gristing smendments to matwiels bceases CLI 82 2, IS NRC 239 (1982)

"" 10 CFR 50
consideration of plans for training spent fuel pool shipment escorta; L8P 82-43A,13 NRC 1518 (1982)
constructica of system for incineratina of low-level radioacuve wastes; ALAb464, IS NRC 18 (1982)
esemption from requirements of; CLI 82-4, IS NRC 364,377 (1982)
proposal of $50 60 deshng with criteria for protectaan stalast ATWS; LBP-42 41A, IS NRC 1499 (1982)
ose of probetahsuc risk assessment la review of opersung became apphcauan, LSP 82-43A,15 NRC I489,

lett (1982)
10 Cf1t 50.10

and hmited work authorizadoes; CLI-824,15 NRC 378 (1982)
criteria for issuanos of a limsted work entbartrance; CLI 82-4,15 NRC 363 (1982)
DOE request for enempuan from, to conduct este prepersuon acuvities for breeder reactor prior to

lasvance of construction permit, CLI-824, IS NRC 342,400 (1982)
factors considered la grsauna esemption to; CL1-82-4,15 NRC 377,401 (1982)
legislauve betory of, CL1-824,13 NRC 376,178 (1982),

purpose of; CLI 82-4, IS NRC 348 (1982)i

.
10 CFR $0.10(c), (e)

' and hauted work notharisations, CLI-824,15 NRC 378,379 (1982)

| 10 CFR 50.12
i

altwneuve to siemption under; CLI-82-4,13 NRC 373 (1982)
and hmited work authortsauons, CLI-82-4,15 NRC 377 379 (1982)'

apphcatson of; CLI 824. IS NRC 373,375,176,379 381 (1982)i
i

| changes la, to esflect NEPA; CLI-824,13 NRC 377 (1982)
concerns about greating easmpuan, for breeder reactor; CLI-824,15 NRC 365 (1982)

|
consideration of effect af delay la construcdon of breeder reactor on public interest; CLI 82-4, IS NRC

384 390 (1982)
| dental of reconsiderados of DOE's petition for esemption mader; CLI 82 8,1S NRC 1096-1097 (1982)

Mf;y,a - DOE request for esempdon under, to conduct site preparation activides for breeder reactor prior to
1 4 issuance of construction permit; CLI-82-4, IS NRC 362,364,372,398 (1982)

| (.g3 anemptica for breeder reactor not la pubhc interest; CLI t2-4, IS NRC 878 (1982)

f$
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. Jesuficetma for requestics esempuas mader; CLI-42-4, l$ NRC 391,393-393 (IM2)
negolatwo b6 story of. CLl42-4,15 NRC 378. 373,376,378 379,388 349 (1982).M?O i submissene of maw request for permissaos to conduct este preparataos actmtaas for breeder reactor,

t CLB-82-8,13 NRC 1097 (1982)
10 CFR M32(a)

and bauted work astbartsations; CLI-82-4,15 NRC 378,379 (1982)
factors considered la granung esemptions to constructaan permuta CLI42-4, is NRC 377 (1982)

| lesialatsve bastory of CLI 82-4,15 NRC 373,376,377 379 (1982)
j 10 Cf R 5012(b)

apphcanon of; CLI 824,15 NRC 379-381 (1982)
factors consedered in decidin8 whether to perant constructaan prior to issesem of construcuos permat;

CLl42-4,15 NRC 364,373,377,382 384,398,401,403 (1982)
legislatne history of; CLI42-4 IS NRC 373,379 (1982)

10 CFR 50.12(b)(4)
consuleration of crats la greating esemption so constructaas permit; CLI-82-4,15 NRC 399 (1982)

10 CFR 50.13
edmissibihty of electranagnetic paine contenuos le operating license proceedias; LBP-82 28,15 NRC 760

i (1982)
] conssderation of accidents relating to weapons deployment for US. defense; LBF-82-43A,15 NRC 1500

| (1982)
considerstaos of electromagneus pulse contention la operating license proceeding; ALAB474,15 NRC

1102 (1982)
electromagnetic pulse contention viewed as challenge to regulatsons, LBP-4216, l$ NRC 588 (1982)

10 CFR 50 21
apphcotion of constitutional requirement for " rase or controversy * to NRC prM=8= ALAB-471,15

NRC 510 (1982)
encepuans to considering apphcant's fianacial quahrscatens la a construction permit pr===har

ALAB471,15 NRC 510 (1982)
10 CFR 50 22

enceptions to consadering opplicent's financial quahficatices in construction permit pr=== hag ALAB471,
15 NRC $10 (1982)

10 CFR M33(a)($)**

eligibihty requiremen a for license renewal; LBP 82-345,15 NRC 1012,1020 (1982)
10 CFR 30.33(f)

shmination of financial review from operating hcense proosediass; LBP-8243A,15 NRC 1510 (1982)
untimely intervention pet'tioner alleges that apphcast fails to demonstrate flamacial quahficatione pursuant

to; ALAB-478,15 NRC Sit (1982)
10 CFR $0.33(a)

government mesta for which operating liconee opphcaat meat submit emergency plaas; LBP42-39,15
NRC 1241,1224 (1982),

invaluistion of radiological response plana; LBP 82-44. IS NRC I655 (1982)i

| obligation to file Indiana redaalogx:al emergency response plan for hm= station; LBP-42-48,13 NRC
6 1576, 1604 (1982)

| size and configuration of EPZ; LBP-42-48, IS NRC 1626 (1982)
10 CFR 50.33a

satitrust information required by: CLI-82 5,15 NRC 405 (1982)
10 CFR 30 34(a)(IH9)

requirementa to be met by appiscations for operating beennes; LBP42-49,15 NRC 1679,1742 (1982)
10 CPR $0.34(a)(7)

requirement that certain constructice acuvities be governed by e QA plaa; LBP-82 33,15 NRC 1072
(1982)

10 CFR M34(b)(1)
sesmic update obligation imposed ce operstlag bcease apphcnata; LBP42 3,15 NRC 73 (1982)

g 10 CFR $0.34(b)(6)(v)
>

standarda and requirements fw emergency plans, LBP42 30. I$ NRC 816 (1982)
10 CFR 50 34(f)(proposed)

admissitulity of contenuons on TMI-related issues; LBP4219, I$ NRC 606 (1982)

4%441
conditions attached to hcease to maamfacture floating nuclear plants; LBP-82-49,15 NRC 1744 (1982)

KC guidance for complying with; LBP-82 49,15 NRC 1648 (1982)
& M &Ee w ;.3
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4 - [*-
I 10 CFR 50 54(f)(1)(ii)(proposed)

J [ doestmeenas whether contention questioning rencsor igerator qualifications is an attack on rules;
f LDP 82-16,15 NRC 578 (1982)
t 10 CFR 50J4e(s) and (b)
( adequacy of appucation for hcense to aussfactars floating maclear plaats; LBP 82 49,15 NRC 1742
} (1982)
; 10 CFR 50 44
) amendment of; LBP 82-43A,15 NRC 1501 1502 (1982)

basis of standards for hydrogen control; ALAB-669,15 NRC 464 (1982),

i bases of, and challenges to, standards for hydrogen control; AMB-475,15 NRC 1108 (1982)
changes la requirements of, concerning hydrogea control; LBP-82-15,15 NRC Set (1982)'

generation of hydrogen enceeding design basis of. ALAB-669,15 NRC 443 (1982)
resvaluation of standards ef, ALAB-669.15 NRC 460 441 (1982)

.

standards for hydrogen control, ALAB-669,15 NRC 460 (1982)i ,

j waiver of application of standards of, to TMI l; Aul669,15 NAC 464 (1982)
, 10 CFR 50 44(c)(3)(i). (iii)
I hydrogen nutigation systems required for Lirnerich facihty; LBP-8243A,15 NRC 1502 (1982)

| 10 CFR 50.44(d)(1)
; contention alleges delay la operation c( bydroges analysera inappropriate la light of; LBP 82-15,15 NRC

| 562 (1982)
10 CFR 50 44(d)(2),

smount of hydrogen resulting front staansladdrag reaction; ALAB-669,15 NRC 460 (1982)
3

10 CFR 50 46-

i request for demonstration that break in scram discharge volame system meets criteria of; LBP-82-43A,15
- NRC |504 (1982)
{ 10 CFR 50.46(c)(I)

scenario of a credible LOCA; AIAS475 IS NRC 1108 (1982)
.

10 CFR 50 47

|' adequacy of evacuation emergency plas questioned LBP-82-30,15 NRC 816 (1982)
contention asking espansion of EPZ not a challenge to regulations; LBP 82 54,15 NRC 904 (1982)

g
dismissal of contention as impermissible challenge to; LBP 82-48,15 NRC 1575 (1982)

'i- emergency planning contentions dismissed as challenge to Commission regulations; LBP-8219, I. ,RC
418(1982)

general nature of emergency planning regulations; LBP-82 50,15 NRC 1748 (1982)'

! intent of emergency planning rule; LBP 42 39,15 NRC 1871 (1982)
| 10 CFR 50.47(a)

compliance with new emergency planning rule prior to operating license hearing; LBP-82 39,15 NRC
,

i 1216 (1982)
NRC review of onsite emergency plans; LBP 82 3,15 NRC 195 (1982)

.| specificity requirements for emergency planasag contentions where relevant documents are unavailable;
- LBP 8216,15 NRC 572 (1982)

10 CFR 50.47(s)(1)
{ contention questions adequacy of plans for evacuation and protection of populations withia plume esposure

|
pathesy EPZ, LBP 82 39,15 NRC 1175,1244,1288 (1982)

contention questions comphance of emergency respon.e planning with; LBP-82 39,15 NRC 1175,1280,

! (1982)
I fulfillment of emergency planning requirements prior to issuance of operating license; LSP-82-48,15

NRC 1577 (1982),
; standard seed in esaluating emergency plans for special groups; LBP-82-39,15 NRC 1242 (1982)

10 CFR 50 47(a)(1) and (2), a.I
{ determining the adequacy of off-site emergency plans; LBP 82 50,15 NRC 834 (1982)

| 10 CFR 50.47(a)(2)
'

effect of FEM A findings on adequacy of offsite emergency plans; LBP 82 39,15 NRC 1210,1211 (1982),

|
necessity for medical arrangements for offsite psblic during radiologu:al emergencies; LBP-82 39,15 NRC

1199 (1982)
,, , I responsibility for assessing adequacy of applicann' casits enwrgency plans; LBP-82-39,15 NRC 1275

AC%i (1982)

{ kk.4 10 CR 50.47(s),(b)
Mkg invalidation of radiological response plans; LBP 82-44. IS NRC 1655 (1982)

' 'M a.
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e+ 10 CFR 50 47(b)
L 8 adnussaos of contention alleging inadequate asserance that emergency y .as for breeder reactor will siest

a'C requerements of, LBP-82 31,15 NRC $72 (1982)
spphcane's emergency plans found to adagnately address requirements of; LBP-82-30,15 NRC 783,834

(1982),

l consideration swee so compliance of applicaat's emergency plan with NUREG4654; LBP 82 39,15 NRC
1891 (1982)

contenteon alleges emergency planning standards c(, not met; LBP-82-34,15 NRC 900 (1982)

g contentace questsons comphance of emergency response planning with; LBP-82-39,15 NRC 1875,1l99
(1982)i

t satent of emergency planning required at operstang lacense stage; LBP 82 50,15 NRC 1748 (1982)
10 CFR 50 47(b) m.I .

list of documents andressing criteria for emergency plans; LBP 82 30,15 NRC 816 (1982)i

'

10 Cf n 50 47(b)(1)
contentaan questions capstulity of principal emergency response organization; LBP-82 39,15 NRC 1876,

1271, 1276, 1288 (1982)
10 CFR 50 47(b)(IH16)

standards to be snet by emergency pleas, LBP 82 39,15 NRC 1873 (1982)
10 CtR 50 47(b)(3)

contention questions adequacy of laterim Emergency Operations Fadlity; LBP-82 39,15 NRC 1876,
j 1287, 1289 (1982)

{ 10 CFR 50 47(b)(3), (3) and (6)
| adequacy of personnel so insure proper control is an accident questioned la light of spent fuel pool
i espansson; LBP-82 32. IS NRC 484 (1982)

10 CFR 50 47(b)(3)
adequacy of siren warning system for San Onofre; LBP 82-46,15 NRC 15321533 (1982)
communicating radiological emergencies with the public; LBP 82 30,15 NRC 516 (1982)

I contentica questions comphance of emergency notification procedures; LBP-82 39,15 NRC 1875,1I76,
1877, 1204, 1258, 1262, 1265, 1271, 1248, 1289 (1982)

10 CFR 50 47(b)(6)

I
contention questions compliance of procedures for communication among emergency personnel;

LBP 82-39,15 NRC 1875,1255,1258,1288 (1982)

| prompt notircation of radiological emergencies, LBP-82-30,15 NRC 816 (1982)
**

j 10 CFR 50.47(b)(6) and (7)
contention alleges noncomplianos of State emergency plan with; LBP-82 34,15 NRC 900 (1982):

i 10 CFR 50 47(b)(7)
contention questions compliance of procedure for dissemination of emergency information to the public,

with; LBP-42-39,15 NRC 1876,1262,1265,1289 (1982),
; 10 CFR 50 47(b)(8)
! contention questions adequacy of equipment of emergency response organizations; LBP-82 39,15 NRC
! 1876, 1283, 1285, 1247, 1288, 1289 (1982)

requirements for emer8ency evacuation of people without cars ia light of spent fuel pool expansion;
LBP 82-32,15 NRC 883 (1982)

so a '# SO 47(b)(9)
s'equa v of radiation monitoring questioned la light of spent fuel pool capansion; LBP-82 32, IS NRC

883 g.982)
capatalities of offsite radiological monitoring equipment to meet standards of; LBP-82 39,15 NRC I251,

1252, 1253 (1982)
; comphance of emergency plans for ingestion pathway area questioned; LBP 82 39,15 NRC 1211 (1982)

contention questsons capabihties for assessing and momtoring offsite consequences of radiological
emer8ency; LBP 82 39,15 NRC 1876,1288 (1982)

entent of admission of contention on monitoring of farm products during radiological emergency;
LBP-82-48,15 NRC 1654 (1982)

10 CFR 50.47(b)(10)
contention questions adequacy of plans for evacuation and protection of populations within plume exposure

pathway EPZ; LBP-82 39,15 NRC 1875.1877,1184,1244,1288 (1982)
davelopment of protectae actions for use espcaure pathway EPZ: LBP-82 50,15 NRC 1749 (1982)
factors to be included la emergency aning tone plans; LBP-82-30,15 NRC 817 (1982)

10 CFR 50 47(b)(12)
,,a p t contention questions comphance of arrangements for emergency medical services; LBP-82 39,15 NRC
g3 1876, 1290 (1982)

> MM
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Qw~:cQ,g

89

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

_



- - ~ . . - - - - . - - . . . - - - - . . .

I'

i
i IIGAL CITATIONS INDEX

9 REGL'LADONS

. 2, I<
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,

'*g f laterpretatson of regulatory language governing emergency respones plana; LBP42-39,15 NRC 1887,
lit 9 (IM2)

standard nos emet for emergency plans for medical earvices; LBP42-39,15 NRC 1247 (IM2)

} 10 CFR 50.47(b)(13)
contention questions adequacy of plans for reentry and recovery following redsological emergency;

f LBP.82 39,15 NRC 1876,1280,1283,1288 (1962)

i 10 CFR 50 47(b)(84)
i measures for ensorias f are vtability of emergency plegs; LDP42-39,15 NRC 1244 (1942)

10 CFR 50 47(b)(15)
j eennederation of adequacy of radiological emergency response training la light of spent feel pocI

espansaan; LBP42 32,15 NRC 882 (1982)
! contention questmas compliance of radmiogxal emergency response training with; LBP42-39,15 NRC

| 1876, 1279, 1289 (1982)
personnel required to have radiological respones training; LBP-82 30. IS NRC 819 (69M)

10 CFR 50.47(c)(1)
I " escape clause * for compliance with criteria for emergency plans at low power; LBP-82-3,15 NRC 193

(1982)
capabilities of applicants to assoas and monitor radaanctivity la plume EPZ la an emergency; LDP42 39,

15 NRC 1288 (1982)
contentica questions compliance of emergency r==pa=== planning with: LBP-82-39,15 NRC 1875,1199,

1202 (1982)*

ds&ciencier la emer8eacy plans found not agnificant for low-power operations; LBP-82 3,15 NRC 197
'

(1982)
exceptions to emer8ency planning requirements; LDP-82 39,15 NRC 1874 (1982)'

significance of defsiences in akhty c(offsite r==pa=== organizations to mest emergency planning
standards; LDP 82 39,15 NRC 1253 (1982)

signincancs of full power operation while adequate emergency offsite a*=1 arrangements are being
developed, LBP42 39,15 NRC 1200 (1982)

10 CFR 50 47(c)(2)
adoption of plume EPZ boundary by local ofGcials; LDP42-39,15 NRC 1224,1228,1290 (1982)
conditional admission of contention involving evacuation of prison located withis plume exposare pathway

* EPZe LBP-82-43A,15 NRC 1446 (1982)
contentma asking expansion of plume exposure pathway deemed an attack on rules; LBP4216,15 NRC

582 (1982)
contention quotions adequacy of plans for evacuation of populations withis plume exposure pathway EPZ;

LBP 82-39,15 NRC 1875,1876 (1982)
dennition of in8 cation pathway emergency planning anne; LBP42 39,15 NRC 117t, II78 (1982)
definition of plume exposure pathway emergency planaias sone; LBP42 39,15 NRC 1871,1878 (1982)
determining size and configuration of EPZ, LBP-82-48,15 NRC 1568,1625 (1982)
fletikhty in desi8nating EPZ, LBP-82-4sA 15 NRC 1519 (1982)
interpretation of requirement for implementing offsite emergency plans; LBP-82-48,15 NRC 1575 (1982)
review of competing claims concerning size of emergency planning mones; LBP42 32,15 NRC 880 (1982)

,

10 CFR 50.54(c)
j spproval of transfer of construction permit; DD42-6,15 NRC 1767 (1982)
6 10 CFR 50.54(t)
; measures for ensuring the future viaWlity of uergency plans; LBP42-39,15 NRC 1244 (1982)
; 10 CFR 50.55(b)

good cease for catensica of a w.d;.r, permit; DD424,15 NRC 1764 (1982)
9 showing good cause for extension of construction permit; LBP42-41,15 NRC 1298,1301 (1982)i

10 CFR 50.57 (1982)

|
Board responsibility regarding fiaAnte to be made price to issuance of ,,perating license; LBP42-43A,15I

| NRC 1512 (1982)
I I 10 CFR 50.57

| elimination of low-power licenses from planaias requirements of; LBP-82-48,15 NRC 1578 (1982)

| post-bearing ruolution of issues; LBP-82-48,15 NRC 1579 (1982)
responsibihty of NRC Staff to address health and safety leseas prior to issuance of operating licasse;

,

f ALAB478,15 NRC 1420 (1982)I

j Nh i risks to construction permit bolder; LBP42-35,15 NRC 1062 (1982)
g l saa of probabihstic risk a-aient by Staff in operating license review; LBP-82-43A,15 NRC 1492

@MW (1982)y-pegW
'h fWm;%
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10 CFR 5457(a)
condasoon for issuance of full-power opersung liosase: LBP42 39,1 NRC 1291 (1982)
issuance of low-power test luense for $0NGS, LBP-42 3,15 NRC 197 (1982)

10 Cf R 50 57(a)(3),

'

consideration of impscas of construction la omrating h pr*=f LBP4243A,15 NRC 1477
(1982)

10 CFR 50.57(sM3)
contentson allege that reasonable assersace of safe disposal of radioactive wastes ace grven; LBP-82-II,

| 15 NRC 349 (1982)
*

standard appised la decadNg whether to stay low-power operation pending appeal, ALAB473,15 NRC
698 (1982)

10 CFR 50.57(c)
'

-hation of adequacy of emergency preparedness for low-power tasting; LBP 82 3,15 NRC 185
I (1982)

10 CFR 50.57(c)(1)
coenmencement of plant operations prior to fulfdiment of emergency planaang requirements; LBP42-48,

15 NRC 1577 (1982)
10 CFR 50.59

inspection of turtune overspeed ktection and control devices; ALAB476,15 NRC 1814 (1982)
10 CFR 50 60 (proposed;

criteria for protection against ATWS, states of; LBP-42-43A,15 NRC 1499 (1982)
10 CFR 50 60(b)(3)(prepasso)

requirement for mingsung ATWS; LBP 42 l A,15 NRC 45 (1982)
10 CFR 50 80

approval of transfer of construction permit; DD-824. IS NRC 3767 (1982)
10 CFR 50.91

permit needed for constructice of low-level redacective waste incineration system; ALAB464,15 NRC 18
(1982)

10 CFR 50.109
need for response system to decrease chancn of reactor vessel overpressurization; DD42 3,15 NRC 1333

(1982)
10 CFR 50 App. A

*=
admiasson of contention questioning adequacy of breeder reactor systems to cope with sovircementa!!y

related accidents; LBP42 31,15 NRC 872 (1982)
admission of restated contention on ATWS, LBP4219,15 NRC 615 (1982)
contention alleges failure of plant to meet requirements regarding correctica of ATWS paebiem,

LBP-8219,15 NRC 612 (1982)
contention alleges laedguate means to antrol radioactive affluents; LBP-82-43A, IS NRC 1505464

(1982)
contentiran aQeging opphcant's failure to sneet hydrogen control criteria of, not admitted; LBP42-43A.15

NRC 1501 (1982)
contentions allege that plant design does aos assure protection from aa:ident sequences as required by;

LBP4219,15 NRC 610 (1982)
criteria for design of floating nuclear plants for protection against natural phenomena; LBP42-49,15

NRC 1705 (1982)
'

effect of propo.ed ATWS rulemsk93 on I BP 42-I A, IS NRC 45 (1982)
; hydrogen distribution and entrol, during LOCA, la ice condenser containment; ALAIL669,15 NRC 461
4 (1982)'

request for review of safety systems to determine relaatmlity of decay best removal system; DD42-3, IS
NRC 1352 (1982)

requirements for protection of floatlag nuclear plant frore turbine massdes; LBP-8249,15 NRC 1722
(1982)

10 CFR 50, App. O
admission or contention alleging failure of quality assurana program; LBP-42-43A,15 NRC 1517 (1982)
adopt 6on of more conservative interpretation of requirements of. LBP-42-35,15 NRC 1071 (1982)
contentions question the classification and quahfication of safety equipment according to the standards of,

LBP4219,15 NRC 606 (1982)
10 CFR 50, App. D9M$gQ environmental reports submitted la se .iort of application for h o manufacture floating nucleart

-

planta, LBP42-49,15 NRC 1649 (1982)
Mik ;
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i 10 CFR 50 App. C
admissaan of contention on ammhastion of local emergency plans and evacuation en=*ets; LDP-82 39,15N | NRC 1875,1899 (1982);

8, apphcant's emergency plans found to adequately address requirements of; LBP-82-30,15 NRC 785,816
! (1982)
$ basis far Big Rock emergency plaa; LBP 82 32,15 NRC 879 (1982)

comphance of apphcant for manufacturing lxanne w Lb design requirements for floating nuclear plant;'

LBP-82-49,15 NRC 174)(1982)
contention alleges emergency planning standards of, not awt; LBP-82 34,15 NRC 900 (1982)
contention sabag espansaan or EPZ not a challenge to the regulations; LBP-82 54,15 NRC 904 (1982)i
description of floating nuclear plant safety-related design festores; LBP-42-49,15 NRC 1685 (1982)I

{
disemaal of contention as impermissib5 challenge to; LDP-82-48,15 NRC 1575 (1982)
emergency planning cretentions dismissed as chaNase to O ~ tsgulations; LBP-8219,15 NRC

!

618 (1982); evaluation of onsite enwrgency preperedness for low-power operations; LBP-82 3,15 NRC 194 (1982)e

! intens of emergency planning rule; LBP 82 39,15 NRC 1871,1216 (1982)
t invalutation of rad.o6caxal response plans, LBP-82-48,15 NRC 1655 (1982)

i requirements for offsite emergency medzal plans, LBr 82 39,15 NRC I190w1191 (1982)
' 10 CFR 50, App. E,11

stage for ensuring possitmhty of effective emergency planning; LDP 82-50, IS NRC 1744 (1982)
,

;
10 CFR 50, App. E, II E.

g
interpretation of regulations referring to emergency medical arrangements; LBP-82 39,15 NRC 1891

g
(1982),

| 10 CFR 50, App. E, IV
adequacy of emergency plan for spent fuel storage facihty to address gransions of, LBP-82-14,15 NRC

t

| 549 (1982)
! contention r,uestions adequacy of plans for evacuation and protectaan of populations withis plume esposure

pathway EPZ, LBP A219,15 NRC 1875,1884,1190,1244,1288 (1982)t
emer8ency planning at the operating hcense stage; LBP-82 50,15 NRC 1744 (1982)

j time allowances to be allowed for evacuation during radiological emergencies; LBP-82 30,15 NRC 817
- (1882)

10 CFR 50, App. E, IV.D.2
necessity of disseminatnan, to the pubhe, of radiation basards information la light of spent fuel pool

expansion; LBP 82-32, IS NRC 882 (1982)
10 CFR 50, App E, IV.D.3

adequacy of siren warning system for Saa Onofre; LBP-82-46,15 NRC 1533 (1982)
actirmation of offshore boats during radiological emergenoes, LBP-82 39,15 NRC 1268 (1982)-

}
10 CFR 50, App. E, IV.C

measures for ensunna future viatulity of emergency plans; LDP-82-19,15 NRC 1244 (1982).
ID CFR 50, App. E, D 3 (as amended)

license condationed with requirement for certifecation of sarea sydem; LBP-82 39,15 NRC 1266 (1982)|,
' 10 CFR 50, App E. V

requirement for implementing procedures for smergency plana; LBP-82-44,15 NRC 1575 (1982)
3

10 CFR 50, App. O+

comphance of Catawba presssre vessel with fracture toughness requirsments of; LBP-8216,15 NRC 588'

' (1982)
# 10 CFR 50, App. H

comphance of appbcant for manufacturing hcense with design requirements for floating nuclear plants;
LBP 82-49,15 NRC 1743 (1982)

dacription of reactor vessel material surveillancs design features for floatang nuclear pianu; LBP 82-49,
,

15 NRC 1685 (1982)
10 CFR 50. App. I

estimated normal radiation dcmas from spent fuel facihty; LBP 82-14, 4 5 NRC 534 (1982)
htigation of bestth effects associated with routtne radioactive emissions; LBP 82-43A,15 NRC 1515

j
(1982).

radiologicalimpact of floating nuclear plant ce awtmmers and bosters LBP 82-49,15 NRC 1670,1710'

M b .,2 i (1982)
resolutnan of board-raised i:aues related to whether scheduling certain operations would result in more'

{jyi favorsbie cost benefit balance; LBP-82-48,15 NRC 1554,1555,1607 (1982)*

y ,? - / c . 3
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[ 10 CFR 50, App. I,Il and IV

.% ; contentmo alleges increased bazards from redmactm releues frixa expanded speet fuel pool; LBP42 8,
N

| 15 NBC 312,317 (1982)
? 10 CFR 50, App I,!!D
$ sua sponte questma raised by Board as schadshag of releases from arecentinuous sources to effect done

reductens, LBP-42-48. IS NRC 1554 (1982)
10 CFR 50. App. K

rejectme of contentens quesuosing adequacy of emergency core cooling system; LBP42-16,15 NRC 545
,

i (1982)
| 10 CFR 50, App. M
i providing site parsmeters for floating nuclear plants; LBP-42-49. IS NRC 1685 (1982)
f requirements to te met by appbcation for hoense to snanaractere flontang nuclear plants; LBP42 49,15

NRC 166243,1679.1680,1649,1705,1742 (1982)
10 CFR 50, App. M. E'1

content of environmental report scoompanying appbcation for licenas to manufacture floating nuclear
plants; LBP-82-49.15 NRC 1742 (1982)

10 CFR 50 App. M, E 43,14,5
compliance of apphcant for manufactaring license with design requirements for floating nuclear plast;

LBP-42-49,15 NRC 1743,1744 (1982)
10 CFR 50. App. M. E15

criteria for Iw=nsing suelear power reactors for which site is set identified in applicatiae; LBP-82-49,15
,

| NRC 1705 (1982)
; 10 CFR Si

conclusions of law regarthng Zimmer facihty's comphance with; LBP-82-44.15 NRC 1608 (1982)
construction of system for incinerstma of low-level redacective wastes; AIAB464,15 NRC 18 (1982)
content of apphcant's Environmental Report and relation of Staffs EIS to it; LBP-82-43A,15 NRC 1477

(lv82)
content of environmental report accroipanying opphcstica for license to manufacture floating nuclear

plants; LBP42-49,15 NRC 1742 (1982)
use of probatnlistic risk amenanment is review of operadas license apphcation; LBP-82-43A,15 NRC 1489,

1491 (1982)
10 CFR 51.2

* asture of Staff e-ment of radmactm waste dispcmal plan; ALAB464.15 NRC 4 (1982)'

10 CFR 51.5(b)
issuance of EIA on estension of spent fuel storage facil;tr, LBP42-14,15 NRC 550 (1982)

10 CFR 51.5(d)(1)
definitson of major federal actions; DD P.-4,15 NRC 1360 (1982)

10 CFR St.5(d)(4)
no environmental impact statement required price to issuance of materials hcense amendmeat; CLI42 2,

15 NRC 263,245 (1982)
10 CFR St.20(s)

content of apphcast's operating hcanne stage ER; LBP42-43A,15 NRC 1477 (1982)
10 CFR 51.20(e). Table S-3

conL-ation questioning effects of redon caussaou not sufFacient cause for discrtmaary intervention;
LBP-82-43A,15 NRC 1452 (1982)

bealth effects of Technetium-99; LBP-82-30,15 NRC 805 (1982)
10 CFR 51.20(g)

g contenten relating to training of spent fuel truch drivers deemed an attack ce regulations; LBF-82-43A.
15 NRC 15tl (1982),

= site specine considerstion of spent fuel shipments; LBP42-43A.15 NRC 1501 (1982)
I 10 CFR 51.20(3)(1)

spent fuel contention danallowed because it avoeds appbcation of the values of Table S-4 c(; LBP42-16,15
NRC 578 (1982)

10 CFR 51.20(g)(i)
appiscation of Table S-4 to shipment of spent fuel from Limenck; LBP42-43A,15 NRC 1501 (1982)

10 CFR 51.21
content of apphcmat's operating license stage environmental review- LBP42-43A.15 NRC 1477 (1982),

reconsideration of environmentalissues at operating hcense stage; LBP42-43A,15 NRC 1459 (1982)j

@[3. ,
g
fA* 10 CFR 51.23i

f@g
| scope of DES; LBP42-43A. IS NRC 1459 (1982)

Yy
%1
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. I 10 CFR SI.2f
f.4 T arf Q acape of FT3. LDP-8243A, l$ NRC 4459 (1982)

10 CFR St.52(b)(3)A ., y treatmens of empplemsstal 4 -- tal tasthnomy as aww to FES; L5P-82-43A,15 NRC 1459e -x

(1982)
10 CFR SI SHc)

admissaan of ased-for-power contentions la operatietcease heariass; LBP-82-43A,15 NRC 1509 (1982)h
need for-power contentana barred from prMag- LsP-8216,15 NRC 584 (1982)

10 CFR 55.10
licemame*: system for earth riector operator candeletes; LDP-32-348,15 NRC 1020 (1982)

10 CFR $1.11
g ewes of getties asked as whether contentions questenung reactor operstar quahfications sometitute

|
lanparaussible attack at rules; LDP 3216. IS NRC 378 (1982)

i 10 CFR $3.2423
! reenamiestion of alllicensed persommel at TMI -* prior to restart of Unit I; LSP 8244B,15

NRC 923 (1982)
I 10 CFR $3.24

{
eines of partia. asked on whether contention questioning reactor operator quahfications constitute

impermissible attack on ruise; LSP-8216,15 NRC $78 (1982)j
10 CFR 55.33+

heensee's system for certafying reactor operator condade.sa; LDP-32 348,15 NRC 1020 (1982)
10 CFR SS.3J(c)(3)

renewal of reactor operstar licasse a violation of, LSP 82-148,15 NRC 1012 (1982)
10 CFR 60 (proposed)

deposal of Technetium; LBP 82-30,13 NRC 773,806 (1982)
10 CFR 70.22(a)

contention alleges landequate assersace that applicant is flasactally capable of miseting costs of
decontaminating and decomaussioning spent feel storage facdaty; LBP-8214,15 NRC 542 (1982)

10 CTR 71
bandling of spent fuel casks by floating anclear plant; LBP 82-49,15 NRC 17021703 (1982)
spedfications for haars for low-level radianctive wastes to be stored on-site in holding facihty; L8P-82-30,

15 NRC 829 (1982)
10 CFR fl.35(s)(4)

analysis of coolant to determine if contamination from davaged spent feel is witM limits of; LBP-8214,
** 15 NRC 553 (1982),

# 10 CFR 72
| adequacy of design of spent fuel storage facihty to withstand natural phenomena; LBP 82-14,15 NRC

$37 (1982)g content of operator traimma sad certification program for spent feel storage facility subantted ander;
,
; LBP 8214,15 NRC 553 (1982)

contentes alleges inadequacy of technical specifications to consadet handling of damaged spent fuel;
i LBP-8214,65 NRC 553 (1982)

esceptions to requirements for protectica a facihty from natural phenomena; LBP-82-14,15 NRC 536'

(1982)
failure to set forth seanime lasse of material fact relative to accident analysis requirements; LBP-3214,15

'
NRC 535 (1982)

|
lectusion of sabotage report la SAR for spent feel storage facihty; LBP-8214.15 NRC 538 (1982)
requirements for considering specific accidents to CSAR; LBP-8214,15 NRC 533 (1982)

! requirements for issuance of Imenos to store spent feet, LBP-82-14,15 NRC 542 (1982)
10 CrR 72.14(e)(3)

descriptma of contents of application for spent fuel storage facility license; LBP 82-14, l$ NRC 542,543
(1982)

f 10 CFR 7215(a)
I reports to be included in hcanse application for spent feel storage facihty; LBP-8214,15 NRC 333
i (1982)

10 CFR 72.lS(a)(13)
discriptions to be included la Safety Analysis Report on spent fuel storage facihty; LBP 8214,15 NRC

533 (1982)
10 CFR 72.15(s)(15)

requirements for describing security measures for physical protectson of spent fuel storage facility;
LBP 8214,15 NRC 539 (1982)

4,
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ugp 10 CFR 72.16
receipt of damaged spent feel at storage facihty; LBP-8214,15 NRC 553 (1982)Yh | 10 Cf R 72.88

%

_ flaancial requirements for decosis.iesioning spent feel stora6e facility; LBP-8214,15 NRC 542 544

| (1982)
-

10 CFR 72.18(b)
adequacy of pies for decommissioning opsat feel asorage facihty, to protect publi. beeth and safety;

LBP-8214,15 NRC 547 (1982),

j adjustments for inflation la apphcant's estimate for d======ias spent fuel storage facahty;
LBP-8214,15 NRC 545 (1982),

| 10 CFR 72.19
g adequacy of emergency plan for spent fuel storage facihty to estify requirements of; LBP-82-14,15 NRC
I 549 (1982)

10 CFR 72.33
remipt of damaged spent fast at storage facihty; LBP-82-14,15 NRC 553 (1982)

I 10 CFR 72.35(c)'
consideration of radiation esposure from fuel disassembly, dry storagw or compactmo activihes at spent

I fuel storage facihty: LSP-8214, IS NRC 540 (1982)
10 CFR 72.67

-htion of combined radiologicalimpacts of speet feel facility and nearby soclear power plant;s

| LBP-8214, IS NRC 534 (1982)
10 CFR 72.68,

'
consuleration of tornado causing reduced water level at spent fuel storage facility and subsequent

radmactive releases la excess of limits of; LBP-8214,15 NRC 537 (1982)
considerstice of unespected accidental radistica dossa from spent fuel storage facihties; LBP-8214,15,

NRC 536,551 (1982),

10 CFR 72.a4(b)
calculatma of ebol& body radiation dog la the event of tornado missile penetrating fuel basia structure;

LDP-8214 IS NRC 536 (1982)
10 CFR 72.72(e)

consideration of combined radiologicalimpacts of spent fuel facthty and nearby nuclear power plant;
LBP-8214,15 NRC 534,535 ('982)

10 CFR 72.72(j)
*"

contention alleges inadequata control roosa access during and after radiation releases; LBP-8214,15
NRC 551 (1982)

s0 CfR 72, Subpart H
physical secunty plans for spat fuel storage facihty found la comformance with; LBP-8214,15 NRC 539

(1982)
10 CFR 72. Subnert I

content.on cites inadequacy of operator ' raining and certincation program for spent fuel storage facihty;
LBP-8214,15 NRC 552 (1982)'

10 CFR 72.92
submassion of operator training and certification program for spent fuel storage facihty: LBP-8214,15,

i NRC 552 (1982)'
10 CFR 73

contenten allegen failure of Physical Security Ptse for spent fuel storage facihty to meet requirements of;
LDP-8214,15 NRC 538 (1982)

offsite surveillance of opponents of nuclear power; LBP 82-43A,15 NRC I444 (1982)
secanty requirements for floating suelear plant control room; LBP-82 49. IS NRC 1701 (1982)

'

10 CFR 73.l(a)(1)(i)
appeal board interpretation of the word "several* as used in reference to design basis threats; CLI-82 7,

t5 NRC 674 (1982)
10 CFR 73 21

withholding of Apphcant's security plan from intervenors; LBP-8215,15 NRC 578 (1982)
to CFR 100

| sdequacy of turtnne missile protection in ficating nuclear plant; LBP-82-49,15 NRC 1722 (1982)

} compliance of apphcant for manufacturing bcense with siting cntena for floating nuclear plants;
LBP 82-49,15 NRC 1743 (1982)

{ inabahty of containment to withstand pressures from bydrogen generation and combustion, resulting in
QM u.f radiation releases in escess of ALAB-669,15 NRC 463 (1982);

' ? MQ t litigsten of hydrogen gas control under; ALAB-669,15 NRC 464 (1982)
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lossefamolant soc 6 dent scenarios necessary for Pugstma of hydrogen control leseas; ALAB475,15 NRC
1107-1808 (1982)

radaatogical n sesquenc af feel cash drop -taat at floating nuclear plant, LBP-82-49,15 NRC 1667,'

170) (1982)

|
radaukgical impsce of thedag neuest plant on swiauners and boaters, LBP 82-49,15 NRC 1670,1710'8 *

(1982)
radiological renesese reseliing frorn ship colhason with protscuve strecture artmand flustang seclear plant;

LSP 82-49,15 NRC 1785 (1982)
results of a stady of potanual acssdeau at the low-level radaancuve waste holding faciler LBP-82 30,15

NRC 830 (1982)
| siums of floating seclear planta to asiaimize riska frose aircraft; LDP 82-49,15 NRC l.fi (1982)
i sating of flosting seclast pianu so aumurdae risk of ship colhasons with them; LSP-82-49,15 NRC 1714

(1982)
esting standards apphcable to IJmerich plaat at operating license stage; LDP-82-43A,15 NRC 1505

(1982)
10 CFR 100.l(s), fa. I

canaiderstma of core desreption accadssta at breeder reactor: LBP-32 31,15 NRC See (1982)
10 Cf R 10010

cananderation of shipping barards as design base evesta; LBP-82-49,15 NRC 1714 (1982)
contentaos questioning adequacy of eegineertas esfeguards edadtted, LBP 32-43A 15 NRC 1506 (1982t

10 Cf R 100 Il
I hmitations on discovery concerning proposed occomps.tional saposure does limits at breeder reactor;

| LBP-82 II,15 NRC 84)(1982)

I'
radiation dames from postolated LOCA 6e esoems af guidelines of; ALAB475,15 NRC 1109 (1982)
rewordans of cententma concerning radiation preiectica standards for breeder reactor; LBP 82 31,15

i NRC 862,873 (1982)
t 10 CFR If*.ll(s)(i)

|
individual done at esclusion area boundary froni scstdental release of redusctivity from Dresden fadisty;

LBP-8214,15 NRC $35 (1982)
10 CFR 800. App. A

| calculation or safe shutdown earthquake for flanung suc'est planta; LBP 82-49 IS NRC 1708 (1982)
e consistency of Stafra method for correlating nbretory granad motion with requirements of; ALAB-447,
i 15 NRC 442,444-445,447 (1982)

i cruena for design of floating nuclear plaats for protecuam against materal ; ; LBP-82-49,15

) NRC 1705 (1982)m-

{ estabbshment of design criteria for SONGS; LMP-82 3,15 NRC 69,78 (1982)
" evatusw a8 capsbahty of CrisStantos Fault, LBP 82-3,15 NRC 101 (1982)

intervenor queauons hcensing boarfs apphcataca of seismic and geologw satang cnteria; AIAB-667,15
NRC 423 (1982)

intervenor's awthod for calculating SSE and vibratory ground motion la confhet with requiremenu of,
ALABL667,15 NRC 424-426e

! 10 CIR 100, App. A, il
seismic investigative obh ations imposed on applicasta; LBP-82 3,15 NRC 74 (1982)i 8

|
10 Cf R 100, App A,Ill(c)

motion for stay of low-power hcense focused om esfe shutdown earthquake; A1AB473,15 NRC 691
{ (1982)
j purpuse of SSE determination; ALAB-473,15 NRC 692 (1982)

10 CFR 100, A, Ill(c), V(s), VI(a)
! descriptma the concept of safe shutdown earthquake; ALAB467,15 NRC 423 (1982)
t 10 CF R 100, App. A, Ill(d)
! SSE determination at SONGS; LBP 82 3,15 NRC 123 (1982)

f 10 CF R 100. App. A, III(g)
; capabihty of Cnstianitos fault, ALAB-47),15 NRC 691 (1982)

test for capabihty of a fault, LBP-82 3,15 NRC 156 (1982)v

30 CFR 100, App. A, VI(a)
laterpretates of requirements of, for deternuains vibratory ground omtion; AIAlke67,15 NRC 443

(1982)

|
le CFR 103

transport of spent fuel from floating nuclear plant; LBP-82-49,15 NRC 1703 (1982)r

17 CFR 200 60 (SEC)
respanasbehty for disquahfication decisions; ALAB472,15 NRC 685 (1982)-g ,

j'
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18 CFR 292,# '
.

rights greeted to smaD power producers; ALAS 465, l$ NRC 26 (1982)
Q,4j M CTR 800 9

- entisfacs.ae of Natannel Hatoric Preservatire Act requasmeets by circalation of drah EIS; L5P-82-43A.
15 NRC 1483 (1982)*

1 36 CFR 80143)
mas of Imd agency concept whers compliance van Nataamal Hatoric Preservation Act is required;

LSP-82-43A R$ NRC 1483 (1982)
40 CFR 190

? estimated normal redation doses from spent fee facesty not la e2 cess of regulations; LDP-8214,15 NRCs

i $34 (1982)
- pronsions for protectice of workers froen low-level radaoactive wastes; LBP-82-30. IS NRC 830 (1982)

{ redation esposure so operating personnel, from on-arts waste storage, adequacy of facility design to
, minimise; LDP 82 30.15 NRC 789 (1982)
6 40 CFR I$02.5. 6

effect gives to NEPA determlaations by agencies other than NRC; LBP-82-43A,15 NRC 1464 (1982)
40 CFR 1508.IS(a)

esclusion of enforcement action from definitica of major federal action; DD 82-4,15 NRC I360 (1982)
de CFR 146

transport of spent fuel from floating nuclear plant; L8P 82-49, IS NRC 1703 (1982)
49 CFR 174189

| transport of spent leel from floating socisar plant; LEP-82-49. IS NRC 1703 (1982)
: 49 CFR 1000.736-3 (ICC)
t reponsatality for daqsahfication hw==- ALAB-472. IS NRC 685 (1982)
L
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| ._
a

1 *

'

Administrative Procedure Act $55(e) r -

!%milituiwe of praeeding for matenals hcense renewal. LBP-82 24 IS NRC 658 (1982)
' '

Adminsuratr=e Procedere Act 9(b) 5 USC 558(c) ,

construction permit suspennon or revocation and second chance doctnne. DD-82 6,15 NRC 1766 (1982)
eflect of timely request for construction permal estension on his of esisting permit. LBP-82 41,15 NRC r<

1297 (1982) '

Administran e Procedure Act. 5 US C. 552 taw 2HC) K- -1
precedennal effect of vapubhshed order. LBP 82-47. IS NRC 1547 (1982) .

Admemstrateve Procedure Act. 5 US C 556(c) [
queshons requinns cross enamination. LBP 82 39. IS NRC 1217 18982) g

Administrative Procedure Act. 5. 5 USC D54 -

appixability of formal hearms procedures to matenals hcense amendment case. CLl 82 2,15 NRC 234 '49
246-257 (1982) ; 4

Admimsitative Procedure Act. 7(a) and 8(a) _y- c

f, apphcabehty to materials hcense amendment cases. CLI-82-2.15 NRC 247,250,251,273 (1982) Lg ~ . $W
.

Atomic Energy Act 101(b)(3) v
NRC authoney to release propnetary information. LBP 82-42,15 NRC 1314-1316 (1982) 4I g

IAtomic Ipergy Act 182 . '.] -

! cntens for determining if a statement is a material false statement; CLI-821.15 NRC 228 (1982) JU "b 2
%y ' *E 3revocation of license for matenal false statement. DD-82-6.15 N RC 1754 (1982)

?Atomic Energy / " 184. 42 USC 2234 i

4 Er iapproval of tras.eier of construction permit. DD-82 6.15 NRC 1767 (1982) |y;3
* Atomic Energy Act 185. 42 USC 2235

scepe of proceedmg en estensson of constructica permit. LBP-82 41. IS NRC 1299.1301.1302-1303 es-a

(1982) /*[
N i*

Atomic f nergy Act 186b 42 USC 2236(b)
"

construcuon permit suspension or revocation and second chance doctnne. DD 82-6.15 NRC 1766 (1982)
Atomic Energy Act 189(b) ~

effeu liven to ACRS advice letters on particular reactors. LBP 82 39,15 NRC 1214 (1982)
Atomic Energy Act 189. 42 USC 2239

applwani cited for making maierial false statements. CLI-821.15 NRC 225 (1982) I'

! procedural nghis of interestd mumcipahty admitted after tune for fihng pennons to iniervene. )*

'
f LBP-82 44.15 NRC 15241525 (1982)

h' reasons for alto irig late films of emergency plannmg contenuona. LBP 82-16,15 NRC 573 (1982)
| settlement of contested hcensing proceedmgs LBP-8218.15 NRC 1845 (1982) ,

Atomic E nergy Act 189a 'i

| effect of propsed rule.naking on hcense amendments to allow steam generator repairs. DD-82-2. IS NR( '

1343(1982)g
put-heanns resolution of emergency planning snaues by the Staff. LBP-82 39.15 NRC 1217 (1982)

Atomic Energy Act 274(1),42 LSC 2021(l) i
praedural nghis of mierested munripahiy admitted after time for fihng petiisons to miervene, i

LBP-82 44.15 NRC 1524-1525 (1982)
Atomic E ner87 Act of 1944.12 ,

review of legislative history to determine meaning of the term " health and safety". CLI 82-6.15 NRC b
411 (1982)

Atomic Energy Act of 19t4 as amended.103b and 161i,42 USC 213)(b) and 220lti) b
hmitations on dunes of NRC Director of Inspection and Enforcement to protect public health and safely, e

AL AB 670. IS NRC 507 (1982) b

$bR Atomic Energy Act of 1954 as amended.105(c). 42 USC 2135(c) E
m7 h c - purpru of Commis. ion rule for early fihng of anutrust mformation. CLl-82-5. IS NRC 405 (1982)

di,N;h.c, --
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,

j Atornic Emergy Act of 1954 as amended,147
% g adopues of rules governing protections for safeguards information; CLI-82 3,15 NRC 359 (1982)

y Atomac E.nergy Act of 1954 as amended,189(a) 42 USC (2239(a)
g alloweg for broader public participation in NRC licensang proceedings; ALAB470,15 NRC 498 (1982)
s*/ Iwerd designated to determine if beenna requirements for astervention on by-product autorials license

have been met. LBP 82 24,15 NRC 654 (1982)
Comeuss on interpretation of bearing requirement as opphed to snaterials hcense amendment; CLI-82-2,

15 NRC 247 256,272 274 (1982)
macepts of standing applied ia determining bearing and intervention rights; LBP-82 36,15 NRC 1083

(1982)
constitutional process due to intervenor requesting hearing as matenals hoense amendment; CLI-82 2,15

NRC 256-257
formal adjudsatory bearing on snaterials L*a== amendment sought; CL182 2,15 NRC 234-235,245-247

(1982)
interpretsuon of, to determine petitioner's right to intervene in by-product matenals hcense renewal;

LDP-82 24,15 NRC 655,659 (1982)
legahty of apphcant's and staffs position on specificity reqaired for emergency plamaing contentions;

LBP 8216,15 NRC 573 (1982)
request for hearing on construction permit estension eMication; LBP-82-41.15 NRC 1297 (1982)

Atomic Energy Act of 1954,105c(1),42 USC 2135c(1)
referral of construction permit opphcation to US. Attorney General for antitrust revww; A1A5465,15

NRC 25 (1982)
Atomic Emergy Act of 1954,105c(2),42 USC 2135c(2)

rejection of interventaos petition on antitrust concerns at operating license stage where construction permit
antitrust review is in progresa; ALAB455,15 NRC 24 (1982)

Atomic Energy Act of 1954,105c(5),42 USC 2135c(5)
disminaal of entitrust proceeding; LDP-82 21,15 NRC 640 (1982)
rejection of antitrust intervention petition for failure to explain anticompetiuve effects of activities under

hcense, ALAB465,15 NRC 24,28,32. 34 (1982)
Atomic Energy Act of 1954,11. 42 USC $2014(a)

esihonty to hcenas une of thorium; definition of source matenal; CLI-82 2,15 NRC 235 (1982)
Atomic Energy Act of 1954, Ill,42 USC 52231

apphcaluhty of Administrative Procedure Act to request for formal bearing on matenals hcense
amendment:CLI-82 2,15 NRC 247 (1982)

* Atomic Energy Act of 1954,186,42 USC 2236(a)
Commission authority to take enforcement scuoe for material false statement; DD 824,15 NRC 1764

(1982)
omissions as matenal false statements; DD 824,15 NRC 1764,1766 (1982)
omissions as material false statements; DD 824,15 NRC 1764,1766 (1982)

Atomic Energy Act of 1954,2e
basis of regulatory actions by NRC; DD-82-4,15 NRC 1360 (1982)

Atomic Energy Act of 1954,42 USC 2018
dencnption of Commission's regulatory metrol, CLI-824,15 NRC 482 (1982)

Atomic Energy Act of 1954,42 USC 2021(b)
intent of the words * health and safety *; CLI-82 4,15 NRC 412 (1982)

Atomic Energy Act of1954,42 USC 2021(d)
intent of the words *heshb and safety *; CLI-824,15 NRC 409 (1982)

Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended.103(d),42 US C. 2133(d) (1976)
offsite surveillance of opponents of nuclear power; LBP-82-43A,15 NRC 1444 (1982)
protection of Fhat Amendment nghts; LBP-82-43A.15 NRC 1445 (1982)

Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended,105
hcense conditions deshng with applications for power connections between apphcents and other enuties;

LDP 32 38,15 NRC 1852,1160 (1982)
limitations on NRC autbonty; DD 82-4, IS NRC a360 (1982)

Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended,42 USC 552011 et seq
NRC Junadiction over DOE; LBP-82 36,15 NRC 1088 (1982)

Atomic Energy Act,186(a). 42 USC 52236
apphcant ated for causing late filing of emergency planning contentions; LBP-8216,15 NRC 57)(1982)
interpretation of, to determine petitioner's right to intervene ce by-product materials hcense renewal;

LBP 82 24,15 NRC 655 (1982)
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" Atomic Peargy Act,147,42 USC 2237'

,
intupretation of, to determine petsthmer's right to intervene la by-prodect matenals hasase renewal

.
p.h =

| prosawkng, LBP-82 24,15 NRC 635 (1982)
, Atomic Emergy Act,191,42 USC $2241

g apphcatahty of formal hearing prosadern to materials - amendment case; CLI-82-2. IS NRC 250,
273 (1982)

Atomic Emergy Act 42 USC 20112281
NRC setbanty to release propnetary informadon; LBP-82-42,15 NRC 1314 (1982)

| Clayton Act,15 USC 5-(b)

|
Board authonty to determine wbsther andtrust settlement agreement is la pubhc interest; LBP-82 21,15

NRC 648 (1982)g Clean Water Act 401,402,$11,

| responsetnhty for detersuning water quality impacts fresa effluent discharges; LDP-82-43A IS NRC 1441,

9
1488 (1942)

Delaware River Basin Compact 13.1, Pub. L. No. 87 324,75 Stas 648 (1961)
entent of comprehensrve plan for Delswere IUwer Bassa; LBP 82-43A, IS NRC la49 (1982)

Delaware PJver Besia Compact 15.l(s)l, Pult L Net 87 328,75 Stat. 688 (1961)
rehtigation of environmental issues; LBP-82-43A,15 NRC 1468,1485 (1982)

Elementary and Secondary FAucataan Act of 1965,20 USC 887c.(b)(3)
taking psychological factors into account; CLI.824,15 NRC 414 (1982)

Emergency heedical Servias System Act of 1973, P.L 93-154 and amendments la 1979 P.L 96142
planning standard for medical services for redsologically contaminated. 6njured individuals; LBP-82 39,15

i NRC 1192 (1982)
e Endangered Species Act,16 US C, ||1531 1543 (1976 and supp )
y necessity of reconsiderstaos of environmental impacts because of amendment of, LBP-82-43A 15 NRC
i 1441 (1982)

Energy Reorsenstauon Act 202,42 USC 5842*

hmit on NRC junsdict on over DOE; LBP 82 34,15 NRC 1092 (1982)
En.rgy Reorganization Act of 1974, es amended,42 US C 5801, et seg.

NRC junedictma over DOE; LBP 82 36,15 NRC 1088 (1982)
transfer of heensing functions from AEC to NRC; LBP 82-41,15 NRC 1297 (1982)

Federal Power Act 210,211,212
hcense conditions deshna with applications for power connections between apphcants and other entities;,,,

! LBP-82 38,15 NRC 1852,1160 (1982)
i Federal Water Pollution Control Act 511(c)(2),33 US C. ll37|(c)(2)
i rehance on EPA's evaluanon of water quahty impacts of once through coohng system; LBP-82-43A IS
j NRC 1466 (1982)

Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amendments of 1972,33 USC {l544
APA 5554 hearings not required; CLI 82 2,15 NRC 255 (1982)

Federal Water Pollution Control Act 33 USC (1251, et seq.
Laterpreting statutory language:CLI-824,15 NRC 410 (1982)

I Fire Research sad Safety Act of 1964,15 USC 278(f)(2),(f)(2)(E), and (f)(2)(G)
) taking psychological factors into amount; CLI-824,15 NRC 414 (1982)

Freedom of Infnrmation Act. 5 US C. 552
6mportance of protecting propnetary information; LBP-82-42, IS NRC 1322 (1982)

Housing and Community Development Act of 1980,42 USC 15320
use of lead agency concept where comphance with Nananal Hastanc Preservation Act is required;

LBP-82 43A IS NRC 1483 (1982),

i Low Level Radioactive Waste Pohey Act of 1980, P.L 96-573,95 Stat. 3347 (December 22,1980)
I construction and operation of low level waste dispunal facihues; ALAB464,15 NRC 4 (1982)
i National Eavironmental Puhey Act 102(2)(A),(C) and (E)
! conclusions of law regarding Zimmer facihty's comphance with; LBP 82-48,15 NRC 1608 (1982)

National Eavaronmental Pohey Act 102(2)
comphance of opphcation for Incense to manufacture floatias seclear plaats with; LSP-82-49,15 NRC

1744 (1982)
Nanonal Environmental Pohey Act 102(c),42 USC 4332(c)

f, environmental costs that en agency must consider; LBP 82-45,15 NRC 1530 (1982)
reasons for courts' disfavanns consideradon of psychological effects; CLI-824,15 NRC 417 (1992)

National Environmental Pohey Act of 1969,42 USC 4332
Y ,** 7 contention states that NRC is obhged to issue EIS for estension of hcense for spent fuel storage facihty,

pWd?yA
LBP-8214,15 NRC 549 (1982)
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National Environmental Pohey Act,102

{ scope of consadoration of .; tal geescoms, L5P-3216,15 NRC 574 (1982)

L., '

National E-_ - tal Policy Act,4211SC $4321. et seq.
interpreums statstory language; CLI 824,15 NRC 410 (IM2)

L J National Hasoric Preservatson Act,16 USC, ll470-470(b),470(c)-470(a)(1976 and espp)-
meceasety of reconnaderation of environmental impacts becanes of amendment of. LBP-82-43A, IS NRC

1441 (1982)
Noise Contrtd Act,42 USC 4913(l)(A)

taking psychological factors into scoomat: CLI-824,15 NRC 414 (IM2)
NRC Appropn'ataans Act of 1980,100(b), Pub. L 96-295,94 Stat. 783

demographic cruaria for siting nuclear power planta; LBP 82-43A,15 NRC 1505 (IM2)
Occupational Safety and Hestth Act of 1970,29 USC 651(b)(3)

tabag psychological factors into acaunt; CLI-824,15 NRC 414 (1982)
Pubiac Utihtaes Regulatory Policies Act of 1978, Pub. L. No. 95417,92 Stat. 3117,1611SC 824e-3

rtshts of small power producers; ALAS 465,15 NRC 26 (1982)
Rahatulitation Act Aswedments of 1974,29 USC 701(5),

i tabag logical factors into accomat; CLI-424,15 NRC 414 (1982)
Rensed of Obse 31147

command setbority for emer8ency respones pleas; L5P 82-48,15 NRC 1640 (1982)
Revised Code of Ohm 3313.172 and 3327.14

mee of school buses for transportation during radeological emergenoes; LSP-82-48.15 NRC 1631 (1982)
Sherman Act,15 USC I,2

violation of sati- y provmaans of; ALAWS,15 NRC 31 (1982)
Sherman Act,2,15 2

| somciency of pleading claiming mee of monopoly power to ishare potential competitor by refusal to wheel

| power. ALAB465,15 NRC 30 (1982)
. Shipping Act of1916,15,46 USC 814
| applicatma of Administrative Procedures Act tnal-type procedaris; CLI-82-2,15 NRC 255 (1982)

constitutaanal right to intervene la antitrust proceedias claimed. ALAMS,15 NRC 34 (1982)4

Trade Secrets Act,18 USC 1905
release of ~ ry information to the public; L8P-42-42,15 NRC 1313,1315 (1982)

West Valley trstion Project Act 2(a), Pub. L. No. 96 368,94 Stat I!'? (1980),
temporary transfer of interests la Nuclear Service Center to DOE; L8P 82 36,15 NRC 1078 (1982)

West Valley Demonstration Project Act 2(c)

{ legislative history of, LBP 82 36,15 NRC 1028-1092 (1982)
West Valley Demonstration Project Act,2(b)(4)(D)m'

,

submission of josnt opphestaan by DOE and New Ye-t State for NRC license amendment; LBP-82 36,15
, NRC 1088-1091 (1982)

West Valley Demonstration Project Act. 5(s)
) NRC junedictaan over DOE; LBP 82 36. IS NRC 1091 (1982)
i
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OTHERS ,, ,

i
j b
# Charles Alan Wright, Federal Courts,1963 at 225, fa 20
I esplanatwi of why confidennalny issue is procedural rather than substanuve; LBP 82 24A,15 NRC 663 a. .

! (1982)
, ,

i Federel Rules of Cml Procedure, Rule I i m,

apphcabihty of, to NRC practice; LBP 82-47. IS NRC 1542 (1982)
f' Federal Rules of Civd Procedure Ruk 24(a)(2)

",

instafauson of practicalimpairment of interut standard, ALAB465,15 NRC 34 (1982) di

Federal Rules of Cml Procedure, Rule 30(c) ~
,

~

guidance for interpretir's NRC discovery rule, LBP-82-47,15 NRC 1542,1544 (1982)
,

monetary awards as sancimns for violaten of, LBP-82-47,15 NRC 1547 (1982)
premature terminaten of deponneon in NRC proceeding LBP-82 47,15 NRC 1541 (1982) [, .

'

Iederal Rules of Cml Procedure Rule 32(c) %. -

,

I scope of cross-esamination at a deposaien LBP 82 47,15 NRC 1543 (1982) tF 4

( Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, Rule 37(a)(2) and (4) ,2 ~~ s
sanctions sought for premaiure termination of depcanaona, LBP-82-47,15 NRC 1541,1541,1548 (1982) I",I t

f oderal Rules of Cml Procedure Rule 41(a)(2) [s itconditioning damissal of proceeding on payment of attorney's fees LBP-82 29,15 NRC 766,767 (1982) [j.
~

- Federal Rules of Cml Procedure, Ruk 56 t!-

anungy between moticina for summary pidgment and motions for summary disposason; LBP-8217,15 ~-) - *f a
| NRC 595 (1982) M ",.M
i f ederal Rules of Evidence Notes of Advisory Commatee on Proposed Rules,28 US C A-, fol Rule 702 P *~I

' ]WJetermining o' ether a situation marranta espert testirnony; ALAB-669,15 NRC 475 (1982) d! -
admissibilery of government agency or consultant reporta as hearsay evidence; ALAB-669,15 NRC 476, d' -'ederal Rules of Evidence, Rule 803(8) ie*

477 (1982) . j.*
,

K. Davis, Ademmstrative Lao Test 54 07, et 106-07 (3d ed.1972) -W ' <

comphance w th statutordy mandated beanags, CL1-82 2, !5 NRC 25)(1982) 'o}
3 K Davis, Administrative La= Trea:Te 122 0'.. at 240 (1958) fJ

violation of First Amendment rights as grounda for standing to intervene; LBP-82-43A 15 NRC 1445 '

(1982)
4A M, ore's f ederal Practice 33.25(I) at 33-129-130 (2d ed 1981) r

detail required in anseers to interrogatories, ALAB-678,15 NRC 1421 (1982) =

4A Moore's Federal Practice, 13058(1981)
scope of cross-esamination at a deposition; LBP-82-47,15 NRC 1544 (1982) t*

4A Moore's Fed:ral Practwe, 632.10 (1981) C

i procedure for taking deposasons, LBP 82-47,15 NRC 1544 (1982) =

6 Monre's Feders! Practice 56 15(13)
opptains summar) disposition monons, LBP-8217,15 NRC 596 (1982),

Restatement (2nd) of Judgments $85(d) (Tent. Draft No. 2.1975)i

4 representaten of naves in prmr htigation; LB*-82-3,15 NRC 32 (1982)
| 1 %cinstein's Evidenca 10)l3) at 103 27 (1981) f'* error in esclusion of evidence. ALAB 673,15 NRC 698 (1982)
3

21 wright A Graham, Federal Pra:tice A Procedure $5040 (1977) at 209
,

error in escluuon of evidence. ALAB-673,15 NRC 698 (1982,
Wr:8 t A Graham, Federal Practice and Procedure 15126 (1977) b;h

effect of rebuttable presumption, LBP 82-39,15 NRC 1213 (1982) ^

2A Sutherland Statutory Construction $47.17, at 103 (4th ed 1973)
s

apphcaten of ejusde n generis rule to interpretation of the term *bealth and safety"in the Atomic Energy ?,
Act, CL1-82-6,15 NRC 41) (1982) 7 76%,1 /'.
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| ACCIDE NT(S) ' 6

el spnt fuel storage facility, contenteon allegi.sg saadequase description of,in consolidated Safety Analysisr
I liepert summarily dismissed LBP 8214,13 NhC $30 (1982)I tbeyond design bases, conditional adminion of sententson alleging appinant's faslure to siaquately address,

LBP 82-16,13 NRC 566 (1982)
clan 9 assenment of environmental rak of, admembelaty of contentions LBP.8219, IS NRC 601 (1982)

,

slau 9, conditmnsi admiss.on of consention seesing cons deration of economic costa of, LBP82 86, 15
NRC $66 (1982)

f clau 9, sper.: fuel pol expension increasens severity of, LBP 82 8 l$ NRC 299 (1982)
>

conseq,6mes suffered by the public, modernatson of contention alleging high risk of, LBP82 34,15 NRC
893 (1982)

cure darupuve et breeder reactor, contenteons admatied ceruerning snciasson of, eith design basis
accedents, and adequacy of analyses of, LBP42-31,15 NRC 833 (1982)

deugn basis admin on of contention sileging NRC's lack of emhnnal esuficaten for settang;JLBP-82-43A,15 NRC 1423 (1982) I
las of feedealci, effect on applecant's shelity to safely maintain espanded spent fuel pel, LBP 82 8,15

j NRC 299 (1982) s

$} ather than design basis at breeder reactor, admenseon of contention allating insuffkient attenten to; b$ LBP 82 31,13 NRC 455 (1982) %{ serious, not considerad en plant's design basis, Commsuaan questions tak paed by; LBP8214,13 NRC q| 895 (1982)
'r.( ADJUDICATORY BOARDS inti

delegaied authori,y of, regarding tuvance of procedural orders LDP 8L2,15 NRC 48 (1982) M) standard of review by, of uncontesied health, safety, and environmental matters LBP-82 49, l$ NRC M-{ 1638 (1982)
*=

- Af flDAVli(S) f' a! supp> rung proprietary nature of other documents, decision upheld concerning release to public of,
LBP 82-SA,15 NRC 216 (1982)

AIRL R A F'T

I crash from S AC simulated bombeng run, increased release of radounctivity from esponded fuel pel in
i

ievent of, LBP 82 8 IS NRC 299 (1982) '

flying into camling tower plumes, considerauon of carburetor scong of LBP 82 4)A, l$ NRC 1423 (1982)
rnha io fbsting nuclear plants from, LBP-82 49,15 NRC 1658 (1982)

AME NOMI NT(S)
to operating license to permit onsite storage of low-level redeusceive easte, decas on denying meervention

[;

petitioes, hearing requests, vacated, ALAB-664,13 NRC 1 (1982) L-See also Operating Lnense(s)
l-

} ANilCIPATE D TR ANSif NTS WITHOUT SCRAM (ATWS) >-
admissibility of conter.tions on. LBP8219,15 NRC 601 (1982) $,
admiunon of contention asking that opp!icant be required to maintain comeruiment to more strmsent

requirements for; L DP 82 41 A,15 NRC 142) (1982) (disminal sought of consenuon envolvmg mitiganon of, baauas of pending rutemaking LBP 82 I A, l$t

8 NRC el(1982)
repcten of contention seeking to raise inaues on, in individul licensing proceeding LBP.82-16,15 NRC

[566 (1982)
ANTIT R UST I

approval of settlement of all outstanding issues and disminal of proceeding LBP-82 38,15 NRC |143
(1982)

revie undes Atomic Energy Act, scope of. ALAB 665,15 NRC 22 (1982)
See also Construction Permit (s)

;gf41),pg* ANTITRUST PROCEEDING r
pm, j 4 denial of late intervenuon in ALAB 663,13 NRC 22 (1982)M.-ff, 4 t.s .
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eens.derstma and h- CLI-82 5,15 NRC 404 (1982)

bcmasias board grants josat motion of applicant sad intervemors is; LBP-82 21. IS NRC 639 (1982)

APPEAL 90ARD,(5)y; ALAS 469,15 NRC 453 (1982)
,

g,
scope of review, ,

APPEAL (S)u,* decretmanry laterlacetary, r a request for referral of aroer to the Cosnaussion mader the Rales of-

Practme provusons for, granted, LSP-82128,15 NRC 523 (1982)
BIOACCUMULATION

of redacectivity in rah as a result of expansion of epset feel pool; L5P-82-8,15 NRC 299 (IM2)
90ARD(S)

Jonadstma of, pendaag rulemaking; LDP-82.ll,15 NRC 548 (1982)
See slao Adpedsatory Boards; Appeal Board (s); e i,== mag Board (s)

BREEDER REACTOR
sharnatsves to, admissaan of contention alleging inadequate analysis of; LSP 82-31,15 NRC 835 (1982)

BY PAODUCT MATERIALS LICENSES
rules applicable to; requirement of hennas for renewal of; LDP-82-24,15 NRC 652 (1982)
See also Malenals License

CALIFORNIA
southera, historic Weity of; LSP-82-3,15 NRC 61 (IM2)

CERTIFICATION
to appeal board. of questions concerning specifsity of contentions; LSP 82-50,15 NRC 1744 (1982)
to the Commission of Board order pernutting intervention petitioner's refrasentatives to observe emergency

planning esercises at hcenses's plant, denial of request for; L5P 82128,15 NRC 523 (1982)
See also Dirated Certirmation

CHAIN REACTION CONSTANT
in spent fuel pool may saceed standards, emaial of summary depositaos of contention alleging that;

L8P 82 7,15 NRC 290 (1982)
la spent fuel pool, muscalculation of; LDP-82-8. IS NRC 299 (IM2)

CHEATING
on reactor operator enams at TMI, conclusions and recommendations of Special Master regarding;

LBP 82 348,15 NRC 918 (1982)
CIVIL PENALTIES

denial of 2.206 petition requesting use of, for conservation /weatherization prgram; DD-82-4,15 NRC
1339 (1992)

CLAMS, ASIATIC
effect of infestation of, on performance of cooling tower system, conditional ad- of contention on;*'

LBP-8216,15 NRC 366 (1982)
COLLATERAL ESTOPPELi

appicaten of, to NRC proceedings; ALAB 673.15 NRC 688 (1982)
application of, to prmously litigated environmental insees. LBP-82-43A,15 NRC 1423 (1982)
in operating lxense proceeding, departure from traditional elements of; LBP-82 3,15 NRC 61 (1982)

COMMISSIONER
denial of snation for recusal of; CLI-82-8A,15 NRC 1098 (1982)

COMPUTER CODES
. tarbnical d"- of MARCH and CLASIX; ALAB-669,15 NRC 453 (1982)
i CONCRETE

in spent fuel pool, resistance of, to boiling water; LBP 82-8,15 NRC 299 (1982)
CONFIDENTIALITY

of a portion of a record, LBP 82 5A,15 NRC 216 (1982)
of steem tenerator tubesleeving report, standing of intervenors to litigate issue of; LBP 82-2,15 NRC 48

(1942)
CONSTRUCTION

activities, sosis-related, imposition of interim conditions governing. LBP-82-35,15 NRC 1060 (1982)
affirmatma of order denying request to balt, pending resolution of electromagnetic pulse issee; ALAB-474,

15 NRC 1801 (1982)
allegations of serious deficiencies in, need as basis of motion for continuance; LBP-82-13,15 NRC 527

(1982)
denial of motion for suspension of; LBP-82 28,15 NRC 759 (1982)
permit's construction compiction date, toimination of proceeding involving applicatica for extension of;

LBP 82 29,15 NRC 762 (1982) ,

See also Environmental Impact
g
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CONSTRUCTION PERMIT (5),

i . apphcation, denaal of late interventaos pe6the la amtstrust proceeding on; AIA5465,15 NRC 22 (1982)
4 authonty of, and a sks undertakee by holder of; LDP-82-35,15 NRC 1000 (1982)

. f .M deferral of motion to withdraw, without projedece; ALA3468,15 NRC 450 (1982)
3;gn denial of DOE request for saampuce mader 10 CFR 50.12 for authority to condect site peeperstice' ,

activttsen for breeder reactor pn'ar to tuseamos of; CLI-824,15 NRC 342 (1982)
denial of recoasederation of DOE's request for esempden under 10 CFR 50.12 for authority to conduct

sits preparatsoa sc6vities for breeder reactor pnar to issuance of; CLI424,15 NRC 1095 (1982)
entensson, good ceoss for, scope of proceeding for; LSP 82-41,15 NRC 1295 (1982)
antension proceeding, final order terminating; LDP42-37,15 NRC II)9 (1982)
including antitrust anformation la apphcados for; CLl42-5 IS NRC 404 (1982)
revocation on basis of matenal false statement, demaal of 2.206 peddos requeenas; DD424,15 NRC

1741 (1982)'

CON 58 'LTANTS .
independent, on seismic issues, boensing board see ef; CLI4210,15 NRC 1377 (1982)

CONTAINMENT (5)
breech of, due to pressenzad thermal shock, adeussion of contention asserting capr bslity of Limonck

facihty for; LSP 8243A, IS NRC 1423 (1982) '

contention accepted desting with filtered vested system for; LSP42 34,15 NRC 89f(l)S2)
for boshng ester reactor, summary disposation sought on contes,tions conceralag: closure of isolation valves

to; effect of boihng ca components of; sprays, rebalmhty of motor operated valves for; aircrsfl crash
into; L8P-824, IS NRC 299 (1982)

ice condenser, hydrogen mitigation and control in; pressere limits of; ALAS 469,15 NRC 453 (1982)
ics condenser, safety of, for floating nuclear planta; LBP42-49. IS NRC 1658 (1982)
need for separate, for rehevtag accident generated presures, contention acuspeed ce; LBP-82-34,15 NRC

395 (1982)
of breeder reactor, admission of contention a!!eging inadequate systesna to maintain integrity mador some

envircemental conditions; L8P 82 31,15 NRC 855 (1982)
of breeder reactor, denial of contention alleging design inadequate to maintain AIARA offaite desse

during accidents; LBP-42 31,15 NRC 855 (1982)
pool dynamic loads, temperature limits for, emergency sump performance, admianan of contention

I addressing; LBP 82-43A IS NRC 1423 (1982)
| CONTENTION (S)

broad, admission of,in the interest of expedition; LSP-8219A 15 NRC 623 (1982)
certification, to appeal board, of questions concerning specificity of; LBP42-50,15 NRC 1746 (1982)

*' electromagnetic pulse, admissibihty of,in operatina bcense proceeding; LBP-82 28,15 NRC 759 (1982)
concerning ATWS autigation, dismissal becease of poeding rulemaking ca; LBP42-I A,15 NRC 43

(1982)
for which no proposed findings have band made, abaadaament of; LBP-82-48,15 NRC 1549 (1982)
good cause for late filing c(; LBP42198,15 NRC 627 (1982)
late, on disposal of nuclear wastes, and need for magnesiam oxide bricks beneath reactor vemesi, denial of

motion to admit; LEP-82 II,15 NRC 348 (1982)
purpose of specificity requirements, standard of spoutncity for, at initial prehearing conference;,

admissibihty of, =bero documents are not yet asailable; revised principles for judging adequacy of;
'

| LBP 82-16,15 NRC 566 (1982)
# requirement for latervention; LBP 82-43A,15 NRC 1423 (1982)
} showing good cause for late filing of; demonstrating means between issue sad facility that is subject of
| proceeding; previously admitted, smendment of; LSP-82-IS,15 NRC 555 (1982)
t' special renceeding setting forth final formulation c(; L8P-82-34,15 NRC 895 (1982)
f termination of Las standards foe admitting. L8P 82 lo. * ~ "C 341 (1982)
| treatment of matters not in; L8P42-34 IS NRC 8'.

untimely, Iwansin8 board review of, to determine if te,+ raised sua sposte; L8P-82198,15e

NRC 627 (1982)
CONTINUANCE

allegations of eenous constructson dersciencies as base 1 a for; LBP42-13,15 NRC 527 (1982)
CONTROL ROD

blades, technical discussaan of dimensione of; LBP42-44,15 NRC 1549 (1982)
seals, contention questices quahty of inspection for smoothness of; L8P42-44 IS NRC 1549 (1982)

CONTROL ROOM
for floating nuclear power plant, adequacy of design and location of; LBP-4249,15 NRC 1658 (1982)
license conditioned for design review of, prior to restart at TMI 1; L8P 82-27,15 NRC 747 (1982)

g p simulator, Board plans trips to, prior to raising sua sposts issue concerning rehabihty of; LBP-82-9 IS
NRC 339 (1982)

:n
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CONTROL ROOM OPERATOR (S)
reversal of hcessias board's order denyias labor ansce's request for hearing on NRC esforcement ec$sr

l reatncting overtime by; ALAB-670,15 NRC 493 (1982)
I CONTROL SYSTEMSl

I
l .

contestson citing need for redundancy landaussible because of late filing; LBP42-15,15 NRC 555 (1982)* *

,, W faderen, admissaan of contentson asserting ased for plaat spectrac review of offects of; LBP-82-43A,15
- N BC 142) (1982)

e CORE CATCHER
i conteenae alleges need for; LBP-82-34,15 NRC 895 (1942)

- CORROslON

|
from use of Hudson River water le plaat coolias systems, contentson accepted ce; LBP42-34,15 NRC

895 (1992)t

I of pipe from fanit storage practices, adeussion of contes 6am anestag; LBP42-43A,15 NRC 1423 (1982)
l See also latergranular Stress Corrosaan Crackang

I COST / BENEFIT ANALYSIS
esetronmental, rejecues of contention seeking injecnoe of increased constructaan costs into: LBP4216,15

NRC See (1942)
CRISTIANITOS FAULT

capabshty of, ALAB-473,15 NRC 644 (1982)
l esclusion of evidencs on,le operating license pr*"r LBP42 3,15 NRC 61 (1982)
l CROSS-EXAMINATION

'e an adjudacation, denial of right to conduct; CLI42-II,15 NRC 1383 (1982)
DECISION (S)

initial, reservation of juindictice to approve plan for implemeetation of; LBP 82 27,15 NRC 747 (1982)
I partial initial, Board clanrication of provisson of, relating to esparation of TMI Units I and 2. LBP-82 20
j 15 NRC 636 (1982)

partial initial, vocated ce mootness p. rounds; ALAM68. IS NRC 450 (1982)
g

empublished, precedentaal effe:t of; LBP42-47,15 NRC 1538 (1982);

g DECOM MISSIONINO
intervenors attenipt to dancredit vahdity of apphcast's costs for; LBP-82 30,15 NRC 771 (1982).

of breeder reactor, adeussics of contention alleging inadequate analysis of savironmental effects or costs
associated with; LBP-82 31,15 NRC 855 (1982)

| DECOMMISSIONING AND DECONTAMINATION
| 6 of spent fuel storage facihty, summary dispositiae of contention questioning apphcaat's financial capability

I for; LDP4214,15 NRC 330 (1982)i
,

I DEMOLITION
i of buddings, denial of po6 tion requesting formal adjudicatory hearing on materials licanes aurad==at""

{
permitung; CLl42 2,15 NRC 232 (1982)

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY (DOE),

{
denial of recons.daratice of regnest by, for esemp6am mader ;2 CFR 50.12; CLI42-4,15 NRC 1095

(1982)
I denial of request by, for esemption mader 10 CFR 50.12 for enthority to coeduct site preparation for

breeder reactor prior to issuance of construc6am permit; CLI42-4,15 NRC 362 (1982)
facihties, linuts on NRC junediction over; LBP42 36,15 NRC 1075 (1982)

i DEPOSITIONS
premature termination of, by applicant's attermey, ruling on motion for sanctions for; LBP42-47,15 NRCi

1538 (1982)
DESION BASIS

| threat, appcal board laterpretation of the word *eerweral" as need is 10 CFR 73.l(a)(1)(i) describios;
1 CLl42 7. IS NRC 67)(1982)
l DIRECTED CERTIFICATION

laterlocutory review of hosesing board order via; ALAB47),15 NRC 1105 (1982)
g

See also Certification
,

|
DISCOVERY

by laterventaos peutioners; LBP 82-125,15 NRC 523 !!982)
guidances from judecial proceedings for laterpreting NRC rule for: LBP 42-47. IS NRC 1538 (1982)

, not related to contentions, authoruation of; LDP-82-2,15 NRC a8 (1982)
I

enactions for failure to comply with; ALAH78,15 NRC I400 (1982) .

sanctions, ruling on modon for, following prematare termination of deposition of wit == aman by applicaat's
,

attorney; LBP-82-47,15 NRC 1538 (1982)i

ocope of sad sanctions for failure to comply with; LBP42-5,15 NRC 209 (1982)

( ,
timing of; LDP 8212A, IS NRC SIS (1982)

i[h ,
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5 h
f a setment of intervonor's requeri for disclosure of en parte communications as requer for; LBP-82 22,15,

a :sfa ( NRC 644 (1982)rP
w. DISMISSAL# I of hcenses proceedings, reasons for; LBP 82 29,15 NRC 742 (1982) 1

*

N * .. [ DISQUALillCATION
: a hcensing baard panel member, appeal boarJ issues owmarsada.n esplaining reasons for; ALAB-672,15
t NRC 677 (1982)
I of hcensing board member, standards applied to; CLI-82-9,15 NRC 1363 (1982)

|
See also Recnal

DREDGING
I et die of flomang seclear power plant, effects ce Inota of; LDP-82-49,15 NRC 1658 (1982)

DUE PROCESS
in materials hornas amendment proceeding, violation of; CLI-82 2,15 NRC 232 (1982)

EARTHQUARES
f hcensing board rules that seismic design basis for SONGS provulas reasonable assurance of safety agalast;
I LBP-82 3,15 NRC el (1982)

| See also Faults, Ground Motion, Safe $butdows Earthquake, Seismic Design, Seismic lasses
i ELECTRIC FIELDS
f technical discussion of bestth effects at; LBP-82 30,15 NRC 771 (1982)

ELECTRICAL CABLES
edequacy of fire insulation materials for; LDP 82-48,15 NRC 1549 (1982)

ELECTRICAL EQUIPMENT
safety-related, admiasson of contention asserting need far early environmental qualification of;

LBP-82 43A 15 NRC 1423 (1982)
' ELECTROMAGNETIC PUISE
I contention seeking to htigate possible effects of, disallowed; LBP 8216,15 NRC 566 (1982)

f.
denial of motion for suspension of construction pending resolution of issues concerning potential effects of;

LBP-82 28,15 NRC 759 (1982)
from accidential, high-altitude esplosion of US. auclear device, rejection of metention cxmccranus,

LBP 82 43A,15 NRC 1423 (1982)
from auclear weapon detonation, afnrmation of order denying reqscot to bait canstruction pending

resolution of potential effects of; ALAB-474,15 NRC 1801 (1982)
EMBRITTLEMENT

of reactor vessel, status of, at Big Roc 9 *oint; DD-82-5,15 NRC 1757 (1982)
EMERGENCY PLAN (S)*

adequacy of, in light of increased risk associated with licesse amendment; for evacuation of womes and
children; LBP 82 32,15 NRC 874 (1982)

comparative risk analysis; standard for low power hcense; LBP-823,15 NPC 61 (1982)
conditional admission of contention questiorung adequacy of; LBP 8216,15 NRC 566 (1982)i

! contests of, une of license onnditions to resolve denciencies in; LBP-82-48,15 NRC 1549 (1982)

| for breeder reactor, admission of contention addressing adequacy of; LBP-82 31,15 NRC 855 (1982)
r for reactors generating less than 250 MW thermal; LBP-82 32,15 NRC 874 (1982)
! for spent fuel storage facility, summary disposition of contentice alleging inadequacies la; LBP-82-14,15

NRC 530 (1982)
non esistent, niing contentions on; LBP-82 50,15 NRC 1746 (1982)
purpuse of LBP-82 32,15 NRC 874 (1982)
rehance on volunteers in; for transportation of dependent disabled individuals; LBP-82 48,15 NRC 1549

(1982)
seven contentions sileging danciencies in, modined and accepted for litigation; LBP-82-34,15 NRC 895

(1982)
See also Evacuation. Evacuation Plan

}
EMERGENCY PLANNINO

admission of subantentions to previously ad aitted broad contention on, to spent fuel pool amendment
{ proceeding; LBP-82 32,15 NRC 874 (1982)

arrangements for medical services; LBP-82-39,15 NRC 1863 (1982)
Commission questions status of degree of conformance with guidelines for, and improvements is level of;

LBP-82 34,15 NRC 895 (1982)
deferral of filing of metenticas on; LBP-82 43A IS NRC 1423 (1982)
determining boundaries of plunie esposure pathway sons for purposes of; LBP-82 39,15 NRC 1163

n?T/f
(1982)

determining size of EPZ, admissibility of contentions on; LBP-8219,15 NRC 601 (1982)
.O n, effect of Federal Emergency Management Agency findings on; LBP-82 39,15 NRC 1863 (1982)

?*'
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1

I
esercises at bconsee's plant, denial of request for stay and certification of Board order permitting' ' V ,

|
intervention petitanet's repressatatsves to observe; LBP 8212B, IS NRC 523 (1992)

!

* /
Isosasing board grants intervention petitioner's motion to be permitted to observe eneruse for;,, ,

" ( LBP 8212A, IS NRC SIS (1982)
I public motification system, htigation of adequacy of; LBP 82 48,15 NRC 1549 (1982)

| State and County, contention alleges inadequacy of, LBP 82 30,15 NRC 771 (1982).-p'
' EMERGENCY PLANNING ZONE
| oratention asking espansion of, modified and ccruyted for htigation: LBP-8214,15 NRC 395 (1982)
j determamns sins and enfiguratiam of, LBP 82-45,15 NRC 1549 (1982)

EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS
| st SONGS found adequate for lasa.aaos oflow-power licmass; LBP-82 3. IS NRC 61 (1982)
? EMPLOYEES
i temporary, abo worked on steam generator tubeslesving demaastration project, disclosers of names and
t addrenees of, to intervenars; LBP 32 33,15 NRC 887 (1982)
f ENERGY

[
burden on econoeny of capital intensive I *tne of; LBP 3216,15 NRC 566 (1982)
requirements e-ted with emplacemee6 of floating iaclear power plaats; LBP-82-49,15 NRC 1658i

( (1982)
' See elao Department of Emergy

ENFORCEMENT ORDER
restricting overtime by control room operators, reversal of that iard's order denying regeest by laborb

union for beenns on; ALAB470, IS NBC 493 (1982)
t ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS

ecope of, for segmented non-federal waste disposal plan, ALAB464,15 NRC 1 (1982)
empe of, tnder NEPA; LDP-82-43A,15 NRC 1423 (1982)

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
of construction, ansideration of, la operating licenas proceeding; LDP-32-43A.15 NRC 1423 (6982)
of fuel cycle sanaciated with breeder reactor, admaasson of contention alleging landaquate smalysis of;

LBP 82-31,15 NRC 855 (1982)
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

for spent fuel storage facility, summary deposition of metentica stating NRC's obligation to issue;r

I LDP-8214,15 NRC 533 (1982)
programmatic, segmentation of, mader NEPA. for autorials liconas aw-t; CLI-82 2,15 NRC 232

(1982)
ENVIRONMENTAL REPORT

applicant's, rejection of contention manerting derh la; LBP-8216,15 NRC 566 (1982);

n. * ENVIRONMENTAL REYlEW
segmentation of, meder NEPA; LBP 82-43A,15 NRC 1423 (1982)

EVACUATION
of schools, problems associate 6 with; time studaea, LBP 82-48,15 NRC 1549 (1982)
outside low population sons; lack of traia64 ar personasi participating la; lack of ability of State agencyf

to respond to; LBP-82 30,15 NRC 771 (1982)
EVACUATION PLAN

selecten of relocation osaters under; LBP-82 48,15 NRC 1549 (1982)
EVIDENCE

error in esclusion ef; ALAB473,15 NRC 648 (1982)
bearsay, standard for admissibehty of,in NRC proceeding; ALAB-669. IS NRC 453 (1982)
la reopened proceeding on cbeating on TMI-I opctstar's hcesse casms, relevamos of 4taff attitude as:

LBP 82 7A,15 NRC MS (1982)
W-82 3.15 NRC 61 (1982)s,a Cnstianitos Fault, esclusion of, frem operating hcmans *

responsibihty of parties to advise Board or matenal chanas s , ' f,15 NRC 1387 (1982)I

sponsorabip of, by se empert; adsuibil'ty of Reports of Advm w, sttee on Reacto Safeguards;
ALAB469,15 NRC 453 (1982),

{
EX PARTE COMMUNICATIONS

treetsunt of intervenor's request for Caciosure of, sa reqosat for dascavery; LBP-82 22,15 NRC 644
I (1982)

{ EXAMINATIONS
reactor operstar, at TMI, conclusions and roowmnesdations of Special Master regarding cheating ce;

I LBP 82 34B IS NRC 918 (1982)
EXEMPTION (S)

under 10 CFR 50.12 for authority to meduct site prepara' ion activities for breeder reactor prior to
issuance of construction permit, denial of reconsideration of DOE's request for, CLI-82-8, IS NRC
1095 (1982)

g;y,, $ , .
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mader 10 CFR 50.12 to allow site preparation for breeder reactor prior to issuance of construction permit,
*

N), denial of request by DOE for; CLI-82-4,11 NRC 342 (1982)
EXTENSION

I of construcuan penmit's construction completion data, termination of proceeding involving application for
T. Ji, entensaan of; LDP-82 29, IS NRC 762 (1982)

of time for discovery on contention alleging applicant's failure to adhere to QA/QC required pronssons,
denia! of intervenor's audie for; LBP-82 |8.15 NRC 598 (1982)

of time la filing cratentions, propriety of Board discussions on; LBP-82-8,15 NRC 299 (1982)
FAULT (S)

See Cnstianites Fault
FEES

attorney's, enception to the 'American Rule" of not sesrding; LBP-82 29,15 NRC 762 (1982)
attorney's, NRC policy for award of, against a party; LBP42-47,15 NF.C 1538 (1982)

i FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE
| to perticipants in NRC proceedings; LBP-82-47,15 NRC 1538 (1982)

FINANCIAL QUALIFICATIONS
htigatnhty of contentions related to; LBP 82 41,15 NRC 1295 (1982)
of applacent to decommission and decoetaaninate spent fuel storage facility, summary disposition of

contention questioing, LBP4214,15 NRC 530 (1982)
of applicant, appeal board affirms licensing board's denial of antimely petition for intervention based on;

AI.AM71,15 NRC 508 (1982)
of applicant, consideration of, at operating licease stage; LBP-82-43A,15 NRC 1423 (1982)
of small owners to operate plant safely, conditanal admissaos of contentica questioning; LBP-8216,15

NRC 566 (1982)
i F1NDINGS OF FACT
! propcned, abridgement of right to file, la se adjudication; CLl42 II,15 NRC 1383 (1982)

FLOATINO NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS
adequacy of design and location of control room for; safety of ice condenser contaiament fer; esfety of

turbme tenerator for; adequacy of discharge cutfall design for; LBP 82-49. IS NRC 1658 (1982)
authoruataan to issue manufacturing license for eight standardaad; LBP-82-49,15 NRC 1658 (1982)
development of site envelope parameters for, relative to natural conditions; cost-benefit analysis for; special

energy raquirements associated with emplacement of; LBP-82-49. IS NRC 1658 (1982)
effects of marine environment on; LBP42-49,15 NRC 1658 (1982)
emergency power for; safety of underwater electrical transm%:an lines to; LBP42-49,15 NRC 1658

(1982)""
impact of, on resort econom , LBP-82-49, IS NRC 1658 (1982)
radaalogical impact of, on swimmers and bester,, on biota: LBP 82-49,15 NRC 1658 (1982)
risks tr fror aircraft or ship colltsions; LE 42-49,15 NRC 1658 (1982)

FOOD CHAIN
cumulative effects of radioactive materials from floating nuclear plaats est; LBP-82-49,15 NRC 1658

(1982)
RJEL

for breeder reactor, denial of contention questioning availability of; LBP-82 31,15 NRC 855 (1982)
work suspension and filtration systems operation during bandliad of, at TMI as condition of license;

LBP-82-27, I$ NRC 747 (1982)
See also Spent Fuel

' FUEL CYCL E
I associated with breeder reactor, admission of contention alleging inadequate analysis of environmental
; impact of; LBP 82-31,15 NRC 855 (1982)
i GROUND MOTION

strong, at SONGS site, technical discussion c( empirical analysis, theoretical modeling, enclopment of
des:gn spectrum, saturstion and focusing of seismic waves; LBP-82 3,15 NRC 61 (1982)

eibratory, appeal board receives additional informataan ce method for determining, and resfrirms earher
determinataan; ALAB-667,15 NRC 421 (1982)

GROUNDWATER
contamination and hydraulic asturation due to seepage from Bradshaw Reservoir, admission of contention

j alleging risk of; LBP42-43A IS NRC I423 (1982)
g See sino water

HEALTH
effects of Techme'imm; LDP42 30,15 NRC 771 (1982)

HEALTH # ND SAFETY
g g,9 consequent.e of acts of asbotage, terronsm, or theft directed against breeder reactor, admissica of

-

contention alleging inadequate analysis of; LBP42 31. IS NRC 855 (1982)
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i
annequcaces of mere comphance of breeder sanctor with current NRC standards for r6diation protection,

admission of contention concerning; LBP 82 31. IS NRC 855 (1982)'

findings mader 10 CFR 50.57, responsib.hty of NRC Staff to make; ALAS 478,15 NRC 1400 (1982)
HEARING (S)

L evidentaary, en trustworthiness of latervenor, entstlement of party tot LDP 82 2,15 NRC 44 (1982)

{
for renewal of by-product materials hcenses, requirement for; LsP 42 24,15 NRC 652 (1982)

on matenals license amendment to permit demolation of buildings and temporary
formal adjudicatory,horium ore mill taihngs, denal of petstion requesting; CLI-82 2, s5 NRC 232 (1982)p

ensats e1orage or ti

| notice of, relating to lanning amendment, saphcit espansion of; LDP 82 36,15 NRC 1075 (1982)

{
on NRC enforcement order restncting overtime by control room operstars, reversal of lxensing board's

order denying request by labor uniun for; ALAB-670,15 NRC 493 (1982)
I operating heense, issues to be decided in; LBP 82 48, IS NRC 1549 (1982)

opersting lanae, hmsting issues that may be htigated in; ALAB-673, IS NRC 648 (1982)
regarding opphcation for spent fuel pool esponsson, denial of request for; LDP-821,15 NRC 37 (1982)'

reopened, standard to be opphed for deciding whether to allow continued operation denng pendency of,*

1 ALAB-473,15 NRC 648 (1982)

} See also Operating License (s)
, vilSTORIC DISTRICT

Pont Pleasant, contentions admitted relating to eethetic impacts of Point Pleasant pumping station and'

| latake operations on; LBP-82-43A,15 NRC 1423 (1982)
HUMAN FACTORS

I sad erriciency of operation, interaction ef, condatannat admission of contention deshas with; LDP-8216,
' 15 NRC 564 (1982)

HYDROGEN CONTROL
contention, denial of applicants' motion for interlocutory review of Scard order admitting; ALAB-675,15

I NRC 1105 (1982)

h requirements for Limerxk facihty; LBP 42-43A,15 NRC 1423 (1982)
HYDROGEN GENERATION

I contention, admissitnhty of; LBP-82 IL IS NRC 555 (1982)

f encessive, rejsen of contentions deshes with; LBP 8216,15 NRL 566 (1982)
from a LOCA; combustion; control; emergency control systems for; ALAB-669,15 NRC 453 (1982)I >

t INDI AN A
: lagestion esposure EPZ, plan for; LBP 82-48, IS NRC 1549 (1982)

INDIANS
Pima-Maricopa, effects of pending lawsuit by, on Palo Verde coobag water source; LBP 82-45,15 NRC

1527 11982)
INTEGRITY

7 of other parties,inputning LBP-82 5A,15 NRC 216 (1982)**

i INTERGRANULAR STRESS CORROSION CRACKING
| conditions and solutions for; LBP 82 30,15 NRC 771 (1982)

of stainless steel components in new spent fuel pool storage racks; LBP 82 8,15 NRC 299 (1982)e

{ of turbine dr.cs, internally generated missiles as a result of;' ALAB-676,15 NRC til? (1982)
l INTERROGATORIES
1 concerning names and addresses of tempwary employees; LDP-82-33,15 NRC 887 (1982)
[ failure of intervenor to respond to; LBP-8210,15 NRC 341 (1982)
I on reactor pressure vessel embrittlement, relevance of, to steam generator tebesleeving prorsm;
- LBP 82 33,15 NRC 887 (1982)' INTERVENOR(S)

reversal of decision dismissins, from operating license proceedsag, for refusing to comply wid discwery
order; ALAB-678,15 NRC 1400 (1982)

standing of, to htigata confidentiahty issues; LBP-82-2,15 NRC 48 (1982)
INTERVENTION

appeal board affirms lanning based's denial of untimely petition for, based on apphcant's financial
qualifications; ALAB-671, IS NRC 508 (1982)

, by a non membership crsanization; LBP 82 25,15 NRC 715 (1982)
) by seeinmental agency; LBP-82-19,15 NRC 601 (1982)

by interested states, hmitations on numbers and sub,act metter of, LBP 82 25,15 NRC 715 (1982)
content of petitions for; contention requirement for; LBP-82-43A 15 NRC W3 (1982)
denial of late petition for, because of lack of particularity and specificity; Lb7-82-4,15 NRC 199 (1982)
denial of untimely petition for, and request for beanns regarding application for spent fuel pool espansion;

LBP 82 l,15 NRC 37 (1982)
discretaan of licensing board to trant; LBP-42-43A 15 NRC 1423 (1982)
estoppel on the issue of timeliness of petition for; LBP 82-24 15 NRC 652 (1982)
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(

in cases where avenues of public partidpation are not sveilable as a nastter of right; AMB470,15 NRC

Ypg ( late, good cause for,in operating hcense amendment proceeding; AuB464. IS NRC 1 (1982)
493 (1982)

-

. h,g, j late,6a asutrust procendag, eenial of; ALAM65,15 NRC 22 (1982)

j3 g.
- of *tsht, concepts of standing governing; LBP 82-43A.15 NRC 1423 (1982)c

- | petsimner's anation to be pernutted to observe emergency planning esercise granted LDP-8212/.15
NRC SIS (1982)

petitoner's rehance to its detriment on Staffs representation; LBP 42 24,15 NRC 652 (1982)
JURISDICTION

for challenge of licensee's compliance with sepotste envirarmental responsibilities under NEPA;
ALAB-664,15 NRC l (1982)

of Boards pending rulemaking; LBP 82 II,15 NRC 544 (1982)
i of hcensing board to entertain maten by intervention peutioner to observe emergency plansing emertises;
I LBP-82 82A,15 NRC 515 (1982)
' of hcensing tmord to issue a etsy; LBP 82 23,15 NRC 647 (1982)

of hcensing boards, espansion of notice of bearing as prerequisite to exerting, over subsequent4

| amendments, LBP-82 36,15 NRC 1075 (1982)

{
ef operating license board over authorized, ongoing construction ALAH74,15 NRC 1101 (1982)
reservaten of, to approve post <lecision implementation plan on plant design and unit sepersuon issues;

| LDP-82 27,15 NRC 747 (1782)

{ See also Licensing Board (s)
KENTUCKY

|,
LABOR UNION

nionitoring water supphes in, during a radiological emergency; LBP 82-48,15 NRC 1549 (1982)
'

h reversal of hcansing board's order denying request by, for bearing on NRC enforcement order restricting
overtime by control room operators; ALAB-670,15 NRC 493 (1982)

LAWSUIT
pending, on opphcant's water source, denial of mouan for reconsideration of ruhng on inadmissibihty of

effects of, LBP 82-45,15 NRC 1527 (1982)
i LICENSING BOARD (S)

{ suthority of, to issus a stay, and to certify issues to the C- "% LBP-82 23,15 NRC 647 (1982)
discreten in managing damissals from proceedings and is selecting sanctions. ALAH78,15 NRC 1400

(1982)
d.scretionary authority of, to grant intervenuan; LBP 82-43A,15 NRC 1423 (1982)

,

for operating brense proceeding, jurudiction of,over authoriand, ongoing constructan; ALAH74,15
,

NRC 1101 p'2)
t issuance of memorandum explaining reasons for replacement af; ALAM72,15 NRC 677 (1982)

juns$cten of, to consaler contentions concerning a probabihstic risk assessment; LBP-82-43A,15 NRCr

| 1423 (1982)
) jurisdiction of, to consider in operating license proceeding, environmental impacts of constructsan;
i LBP-82-43A. IS NRC 1423 (1982)
! jurisdiction of, to entertain enutrust proceeding when parties havs withdrawn; LBP 82 21,15 NRC 639
i (1982)

jurudicten of, to entertain amtion by latervention peutioner to observe emergency plar.ning exercises;
LBP 8212A,15 NRC 515 (1982)

jurisdiction of, to modify order or action of Staff, LBP 82 36,15 NRC 1075 (1982)
hmitations on sua sponte authority of; LBP-824. IS NRC 281 (1982); LBP 82 24A. IS NRC 661 (1982)
matters that may be resolved by; ALAB-674,15 NRC 1801 (1982)
respcesibility of, to decide whether construction comphen with a!I legal requirements; L3P-8213,15 NRC

527 (1982)
role of. La operating hcense proceeding; responsibihty of, to follow directives of supenor tribunals;

obhssten of, to esplain its reasons for finding that a witness is inadequately quahNd as an empert;
ALAB 669,15 NRC 453 (1982)

sua sponte authonty of, to adopt untimely contentions; LBP 82-198,15 NRC 627 (1982)
See also Consultants, Disquahncation, Juriodstion

LICENSING PROCEEDING (S)
reasons for granting conditioned termination of, LBP 42 29,15 NRC 762 (1982)

i LIMITED WORK AUTHORIZAh0N(S)
appheibehty of, to Grst-of a-kind reactors; LBP 82 Jt,15 NRC 855 (1982)

MANUFACTURING LICENSE
' h QN to produce eight standardized floating nuclear plants authorized, LBP-82-49,15 NRC 1658 (1982)
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{ MATElllAL FAISE STATEMENTS
'

by apphcant in regard te report on seemic revenrication program, Staff directed to issue Notice of
Violataan concerning; CLI-821,15 NRC 225 (t982)*

,
$ omissian of reference to financial constraista la apphcetion far construction pernut catensaan as; DD 82-6,p. .

7#
| 15 NRC 1761 (1982)

I i M ATERIALS LICENSE
amendment to permit demahtion of buildings sad temporery casite storage of tbarium are mill taihngs,4 ,

- 8 denial of petstaan requesting formal adjudicatory bearing on; CLI 82 2,15 NRC 232 (1982)
See also By Product **eterials Licenses

} MISSILES
'

internally generated turtdne, sua sponte review of danger of. ALAB476,15 NRC 1817 (1982)
MONITORING

conditaans denna and fallowing se acc6 dent, admission of contentions dealing with applicant's capatihty
far; LDP 82 43A,15 NRC 1423 (1982)

of form products during a radiological emergency; of Kentucky water supphen; LSP 82 48,15 NRC 1549
(1982)

MONITORS
weter level, la spent fuel pool, reimbility of; radiatson, impact of espansion of spent fuel pool on;

LBP-82 8,15 NRC 299 (1982)
MOTION (S)

for withdrawal of hcease apphcetion filed with both appeal and bcensing boards; ALAB-668,15 NRC
450 (l982)

seebas recusal of hcensing board panel member; ALAS 472, IS NRC 677 (1982)
to compel information about performance of plugs inserted is sten a generator tubes granted, LDP 82 33,

15 NRC 887 (1982)
to compel intervenor to respond to interrogatories, LBP 82 lo,15 NRC 341 (1982)
to reconsider previous deciseon not to certify si,a sponte question to Comnussion; LBP 82 24A,15 NRC

641 (1982)
See also Continuance

NEED FOR POWER
contention barred from proceeding; LBP 8216,15 NRC 566 (1982)
contentaarm, admission of,in operating hcense proceedings, LBP-82-4)A,15 NRC 1423 (1982)
from floating nuclear plasta, la owe of improved (casd fuel productica and conservation; LBP-82-49,15

NRC 1658 (1982)
questioned on grounds of growth rate, electric cepecity la encess of needs, inadequate conservation

programs, and fadure to consider siternatives; LMP-82-30,15 NRC 771 (1982)
NOTICE

of proposed action or opportunity for bearing, Conimassaca de:ies regarding issuance of, CLI 82 2,15.-

NRC 232 (1982)
of Yeolation concerning matenal false statements by applicant la regard to report ce ocismic reverifacetion

program, Staff directed to issue; CLI-821, IS NRC 225 (1982)
NOTIFICATION

of pubhc during radiological emergencies; LSP-82-48 IS NRC 1549 (1982)
NOZZLE CRACKINO

adnussion of contention questioning applicant's atmhty to prevent; LDP 82 43A,15 NRC I423 (1982)
NRC STA,FF

assigned mter role sa independent reviewer of implementation of site restoration plan; LDP-82-37,15E
NRC 1839 (1982)

motion for revww of Special Master's ruling with respect to attitude of, denied, LSP 82 7A IS NRC 295
(1982)

post bearing resolution of lasues by; LDP-82 39,15 NRC |163 (1982)
responsibihty of, to make beelth and aslety findings under 10 CFR 50.57; ALAB478, IS NRC 1400

(1982)
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

authority to protect pubhc baalth and safety, hmitations on; CLI 82-6, IS NRC 407 (1982)
duties concerning nouco of prtienned action or opportunity for bearing; eevironmental resporuibshties for

license amendments; effect of concurrent 5'ets or local proceedies ce proceeding of; CLI 82-2,15
; NRC 232 (1982)
| sffect on, of granting 15012 eneenption far breeder reactar; CLl42-4, IS NRC 362 (1982)
| heensing proceedings, applicttion of constitutional requirement for "csas or controversy * to; ALAB471,

15 NRC 508 (1982)
hmitations on setbarity of DD 82-4,15 NRC 1359 (1982)

,
policy concerning award of costa or attorney's fees against a party; LBP-82-47, IS NRC 1538 (1982)
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d
3 proceediegs, application of judicial doctrines of res judicata, collateral estoppel, and privity to; ALAB-67),

. /V 15 NRC 688 (1982)* "'s responsitmhty of, to consider pending lawsuits in NEPA balancing; LBP-82-45,15 NRC 1527 (1982)
;; g sub,ect matter jansdiction of, to consider conduct of West Valley Demonstration Project; LBP-82 36,15

NRC 1075 (1982)
See also Environmental Impact Statement

OPERATING LICENSE (S)
smandment proceeding, intervenor's action to dispense with oral argument and submit appeal on briefs

granted; ALAB-666,15 NRC 277 (1982)
smendment to permit onsite starsas of low-level radioactive waste, darinaa denying intervention petitions,

beenns requests, vacatd; ALAB-664,15 NRC I (1982)
amendments authartzing steem generator repairs, denial of 1206 request for suspension of; DD-821,15

NRC 1343 (1982)
condition requiring estension of sires coverage to estended EPZ, order clanfying; LBP-82-40,15 NRC

5293 (1982)
conditioning of, to require surveillance of groups oppnsaw to nuclear power, LBP-82-43A,15 NRC 1423

(19t2)
conditions deshna with safety-related equipment asked la contention; LBP 82 34,15 NRC 895 (1982)
conditions to ree9ve emergency pinnains deficiencies; LBP 82-48,15 NRC 1549 (1982)
full-power, issuance of. subject to emergency planning conditions; LBP-82-39,15 NRC 1863 (1982)
beenng, htigation of TMI-related issues in: LBP-8219 IS NRC 601 (1982)
issued subject to emergency planning conditions and outcome of rados proceedings; LBP 82-30,15 NRC

778 (1982)
issues to be decided in bearings for: LBP-82-48,15 NRC 1549 (1982)
low power for Unit 2 denial of intervenors' apphcation for stay of; CLI-82-II,15 NRC 1383 (1982)
low-power, denial of intervenor's motion for stay pending appeal of decision authorizing issuance of;

ALAB-673,15 NRC 688 (1982)
modification to allow storage of low-level radioactive waste, material changes is application for.

ALAB 677,15 NRC 1387 (1982)
obhgation to updata site seismicity investigations for; LBP 82 3,15 NRC el (1982)

%ee sino Amendments (s), Hear g(s)
ing, hcensing bcard's rule in; ALAB-669,15 NRC 453 (1982)

a4

OPERATOR TRAINING
at spent fuel storsas facility, summary disposition of contention alleging inadequacy of program for.

** LBP 8214,15 NRC 530 (1982)
ORAL ARGUMENT

intervenor's motion to dispense with,la operating bcense amendment proceeding, granted; ALAB-666,15
NRC 277 (1982)

0% ERTIME
by control room operators, rwersal of licensing boerfs order denying labor union's request for bearing on

enfomment order restricting; ALAB-670,15 NRC 493 (1982)
by hcensJ operators, termination of proceeding is light of recission of order restricting; LBP-82-43,15

NRC 1339 (1982)
PHYSICAL SECURITY PLAN

denial of petitions for review of appeal board decision concerning; CLI-82 7,15 NRC 6?)(1982)
,

for spent fuel storage facihty, summary dispcsation of contention alleging inadequate asso , ment of
sabota8e risks in ; LBP 8214,15 NRC 530 (1982)

See also Secunty Plan (s)
PIPE

corrosion, admission of contention alleging applicant's storage practices result in; LBP 82-43A,15 NRC
1423 (1982)

PLAN KTON
in presimity to floating nuclear plant, mortality of; LBP-82-49,15 NRC 1658 (1982)

POPULATION DENSITY
Board questions reistive risk of plant having highest of any nuclear plant site; LBP-82 34,15 NRC 395

(1982)
PRECFDENTIAL EFFECT

of unpubhshed NRC decisions; LBPW 47,15 NRC 1538 (1980
PRESTURIZED THERMAL SHOCK

discussion of potential roles of seismic, hydrodynamic, and vibratory loads is analysis of, DD 821,15
*V 1;y NRC 667 (1982)

See also Containment
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- ! PRIVITY

'

I apphcstion of, to NRC proceedinga; ALAB473, d 5 NRC 648 (IM2)
'

! PROBABILISTIC RISK ASSESSMENT
ff ( admission of contentions alleging inadequacies in, for purposes of operating license review; LBP-82-43A,

IS NRC 1423 (1982),
i

PROPRIETARY DOCUMENTS-*e.*W' release of portions of, to tic public; LBP424,15 NRC 281 (1982)
PROPRIETARY INFORMATION

! balancing test concerning release to the public; time period for withholding from the puMic; stating
I reasons for withhoading; fashioning orders for release of; LBP-82-42,15 NRC 1307 (1982)
I en steam generator tG sleeving, order supplementd by adopting protective order to cover release to

[ latervenor of; LBP-42 2,15 NRC 44 (1982)
i PROTECTIVE ORDER
; impcming conditions on intervention petitioner's ohnervation of emergency planning exercises; LBP42-12A,
t 15 NRC 515 (1987)
I to cover release to intervenor of propnetary material on steam generator tube sleeving; LDP42-2,15
t NRC 48 (1982)

PSYCHOLOGICAL STRESS
not cognizable under Atomic Energy Act Commassaan issues statement of reasons for determination that;

CLl424,15 NPC 407 (1982)
( QUALITY ASSURANCE (QA)
f admission of contention questsoning effectiveness of program for; LBP-82-43A,15 NRC 1423 (1982)

|
contention, means for espanding; LBP 8215,15 NRC 555 (1982)
denial of intervenor's motion for eatension of time for discovery on contention doling with; LBP42-18,15

& NRC 598 (1982)
j implementation of, with respect to soils settlement; LBP42-35,15 NRC 1060 (1982)

progree for breeder reactor, denial, at LWA stage of contention addrtesing adequacy of,; LBP42-31,15
I NRC 855 (1982)

f RADIATION
- adnussion of contention questioning long term bonith effects of; occupational caposures not as low as

reasonably achievable, rejection of contention alleging; LBP-8216,15 NRC 566 (1989
gamma, sufficiency of shielding against; increase in amount of, resulting from spent fuel pool espansion;

I LBP42-8,15 NRC 299 (1982)

|
hazards facing workers during plant decommissioning; LBP42 30,15 NRC 771 (1982)
underestimation. of effects of, on health of personnel at spent fuel storage facility, summary dispcsition of

f contention alleging; LBP 82-14,15 NRC 530 (1982)
* See also Monitoring, Monitors

I RADIOACTIVE EFFLUENTS
', admission of contention concerning adequacy of safeguarda engineering for, LBP42-43A 15 NRC 1423
i (1982)
; from espanded spent fuel pool, bazards et discharges of; LBP42-8,15 NRC 299 (1982)

RADIOACTIVE EMIS$ IONS
i rcutine, htigation of beslth effects associated with; LBP-82-43A,15 NRC 1423 (1982)
| RADIOACTIVE MATERIALS TRANSPORT
' between floating nuclear plant and land, concerns with; LBP-82-49,15 NRC 1658 (1982)
J RADIOACTIVE SEDIMENTS

| in Chnch River, denial of untimel cae:ention alleging inadequate attention to; LBP42 31,15 NRC 855
(1982)

RADIOACTIVE WASTE (S)
contention alleges applicants fs a to meet standards for on-site stornas of; LBP-42-30,15 NRC 771 (1982)
denial of late contention on d%osal of; LBP-82 II,15 NRC 348 (1932),

g low-level, decision denying intervention petitions, bearing requesta, regarding operating license amendment
; to permit onsite stornac of. ALAB464,15 NRC I (1982)
g low-level, matenal char.ges in apphcat;on for operating license modification to allow storage of;
, ALAIM77,15 NRC 1387 (1982)
i RADIOLOGICAL RELEASES

from floating nucient planta, impact of, on swimmers and boeters, os biota: LBP42-49,15 NRC 1658
il982)

| !-
RADON

emissions, admissibility of contention concerning bealth effects of; LBP42-43u,15 NRC I423 (1982)
| [ REACTOR
'

lack of spent fuel pool capacity to allow complete defueling of; DD42 5,15 NRC 1757 (1982)
p_ t %,
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f scram system, admi=laa of costeetion assertang escussity for desiga changes; LDP-82-43A,15 NRC 1423

% (1982)
w;f ( Ses also Breeder Reactors, Costalamset(s)--

*. 6 REACTOR CORE
yt d,(,' coolias. Landequate, rejection of contr; tion alleging absemos of instrumentation to detect; LBP-8216,15'

' NRC 5(,6 (1982)

| REACTOR OPERATOR (S)
and shift impervisors, conditional ada'asion of comtestica questlaning qualif*stions of; LBP-8216, 8 5

NRC Sie (1982)
et TMI, conclusions and recommendations of Special Muter regarding cheating on exams by;

LBP 82 348,15 NRC 918 (1982)

! rejection, without prejudios, of contention addressing inadequacies la qualifications of, number of, and

t testing of; LBP-82-43A,15 NRC 1423 (1982)
I terminataos of pr-==tiae la light of r-aa of order restnctang overtune by; LBP 82-43, IS NltC 1339
' (1982)
f REACTOR VESSEL

des.;al of as contention on need for magnesium osia e bricks beneath; LBP 82 II,15 NRC 548 (1982)8

embrittlean at interrogatories, relevance of, to stsam generarer tubesleeving project; LBP-82 33,15 NRC
887 (1982)

embrittlement, contendom accepted on; LOP 82-54,15 NRC 395 (1982)
REACTOR (S)

breeder, denial of DOE request for esemption under 10 CFR 50.12 for authority to conduct site
preparation activities prior to issuance of construction permit for; CLI-82-4,15 NRC 362 (1982),

I breeder, denial of reconsideration of DOE's request for esemption under 10 CFR 50.12 for authority to
'

conduct site preparation activities for; CLI-82-8,15 NRC 1095 (1982)
generating less than 250 MW thermal, requirements for emergency plans for; LDP 82 32,15 N2C 874

g
(1982)

{ potentially subject to pressenzad thermal shock, denial of 2 206 petition requesting shutdown of all;
DD 821,15 NRC 667 (1982)

g RECONSIDERATION
t et operating license stage, of savironmental issues considered mader NEPA at construction permit stage;
! LBP-82-43A,15 NRC 1423 (1982)

{
effect of pendency of applicaat's siotice for, on latervenor's response to interrogatories; LBP-82 5,15

j NRC 209 (1982)
of determination, in response to untimely motica; LBP-82-6,15 NRC 281 (1982)t

{ of DOE's request for esemption under 10 CFR 50.12 for astbority to conduct site preparation activities*

a for breeder reactor, denial of; CLI 82-8,15 NRC 1095 (1982)
i of rules governing protections for safeguards information, denial of petition requesting; CLI-82-3,15 NRC

359 (1982)i

i of ruling on inadmissibility of effects of pending lawsuit by Pima-Maricope Indians on applicaat's source
of cooling water, denial of motion for; LBP-82-45,15 NRC 1527 (1982)

RECORD
creation of a sua sponte Lisme by withholding a portion of, from the public; LBP-8212,15 NRC 354

e (1982)
discretionary authority of licensing board to reopes; LBP-82 3,15 NRC 61 (1982),
evidentiary, denial of intervenors' motion to reopen; LBP 82 34A,15 NRC 914 (1982),

|
evidentiary, prerequisites for reopening; ALAB-669, IS NRC 453 (1982)
reopemng, ca adequacy of sires alert system, limnsing board declines; LBP-82-46,15 NRC 3531 (1982)
treatment of a portson of, as propnetary: LBP-82-24A,15 NRC 668 (1982)
See also ConfWentsality

RECUSAL
1 of Commissioner frorn reconsideestion of order knying DOE's request for esemption under 10 CFK
i 50.12, denial of aux.ca for, CLI-82 8A,15 NRC 1098 (1982)
$ REGULATIONS

interpretation of 10 CFR 100, App. A ALAB-667, I? NRC 421 (1982)
interpretation of; LBP 82 SA,15 NRC 216 (1982)
new, deslang with evacuations beyond low-population sone; LBP 82 30,15 NP.C 771 (1982)
See also Rules

REGULATORY GUIDES
[ | admunion of cortentiana concerning applicant's deviations from; L5P-82-43A,15 NRC 1423 (1982)

RES JUDICATAI i

appimation of, to NRC proceedansa; ALAB-67),15 NRC 688 (1982)! % .

+U.h is operating hcense proceeding departure from tradstsonal elements of; LBP-82 3,15 NRC 61 (1982)4
&y
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REVIEW
T 9I appellate, bases for decision in: ALAB-669,15 NRC 453 (1982)

by appeal board, scope of; ALAB-669,15 NRC 453 (1982)
interlocutory, via directed certincation, of Board order admitting hydrogen metrol contention, denial of**

,( L opphcants' nraion for, ALAB-475,15 NRC 1805 (1982)*

% of appeal board decision, in operating licenas proceeding, concerning physical security plan, denial of

" - petnions for; CLI-82 7, IS NRC 673 (1982)4
'

of memorandum setting out reasons for denial of NRC Staff petition for interlocuto~ review of licensing
board decision to invoke assistance of independent seismic consultants denied; CLI-82 to, ;5 NRC
1377 (1982)

of plaats to discover and correct flaws, contention modined to include request for, LBP-82 34,15 NRC
! 895 (1982)

of safety issues pnar to resumed operation following steem generator tube rupture,2 206 petition for,
! granted in part, denied in part; DD 82 3,15 NRC 1344 (1942)
- of Special Master's ruling with respect to Staff attitude, denial of NRC Staff motion for, LEP-82 7A, IS
| NRC 29' (1982)

of unmntes,al besith, safe'j, and environmental isses for floating nuclect plants, standard of;,
LBP-82-49,15 NRC 1658 (i 92)'

sua sponte, of danger of internalty generated turbine missiles; ALAB-676,15 NRC til? (1982)
See also Antitrust Environmental Review

RULEMAKING
admissihhty c(contentions that are the subiscs of, LBP-8219,15 NRC 601 (1982),

pending, on ATWS lasue, dismiseal of contention sought because of; LBP 82 l A,15 NRC 43 (1982)
RULES

apphcable to by product materials license renewal; LBP-82 24,15 NRC 652 (1982)
I governing protections for safeguards information, denial of petition requesting reconsideration of;

CLI-82 3,15 NRC 359 (1982)
,

See also Regulationsi

! RULES OF PRACTICE
I disquahfication of hcensing board member, CLI-82-9,15 NRC 13e3 (1982)

abandonment of contentions for obich no proposed findings Lave been submitted; LBP-82-48,15 NRC
1549 (1912)

abridgement of right to nie proposed findings of fact CLI-82 II,15 NRC 1383 (1982)
admissiblity of radom emissions contwion; LBP-82-43A,15 NRC 1423 (1982)
admission of brord contaions in the interest o espeditice: LBP 8219A,15 NRC 623 (1982)r
answers to inyrogatones; ALAB-678,15 NRC 1400 (19w)
Board reinterprets contentions, discusses conflicting objectives to be accommodated in deciding commary

disposition motion, and finds good cause for late filing of afndsvits; LBP-82-8,15 NRC 299 (1982)*

burden of going forward where contention is a general inquiry into plant design systems analysis
methodology; LBP-8219,15 NRC 601 (1982)

challenge to .egulations pertaining to bydrogen control; prerequisite for reopening sa ev;dentiary record;
criter a for a subpoena request; .insis for deciding an appeal; cntena for considenns claims of error on
appeal; ALAB-669,15 NRC 453

Commission duties concerning notice of proposed action er opportunity for bearing; constitutional due
protens in materials hcense amendment proceeding; CLI-82-2,15 NRC 232 (1982)

concepts apphed in determining standing; LBP 82-36,15 NRC 1075 (1982)
conndential documents, sua sponte issues, integnty of other parties, interpretation of regulations;

LBP-82 5A,15 NRC 216 (1982)
content of intoention petitions, judicial concepts governing standu g; tuntention requirement for

intervention; LBP-82-43A,15 NRC 1423 (1982)
,

creation of sua spoate issues by withholding a portion of the record from the public; LBP-8212,15 NRC
354 (1982)'

cntena for granting stay pending appeal; crror in esclusion c(evidence; ALAB-673. IS NRC 688 (1982)
! cntens for motions foi cral argument; ALAB-666,43 NRC 277 (1982)

{
denial of right to conduct cross-examination; CLI 82 II,15 NRC 1383 (1982)
departures from traditional elements of res judicata and allateral estoppel esclusion of evidence,

I admissibihty of contentions, reopening the record; LBP-82 3,15 NRC el (1982)
[ determining ebetber a portion of the record should be treated as propnetary; LBP-82-24A,15 NRC 66)

(1982)
dismvery by intervention petitioners; requent for heretionarv interlocutory appeal granted; LBP 8212B,

| 15 NRC 523 (1982n
discretionary interlocuL ry review of Special Master's order inquiring into Staff attitude; LBP-82 7A,15

NRC 295 (1982)
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$i discretionary intervention; LBP-8243A,15 NRT' I423 (1982).-M N dismissal of costentions regarding ATWS because of rading rulemaking on; LDP 82-I A,15 NRC 43
'

M. (1982)
disquahtication of licensing board member: ALAB-472,15 NRC 677 (1982). NIA:' enittlement of mrticipants in NRC adjudications to discovery; LBP-82-44,15 NRC 1523 (1982)I
estoppsi on the issue of timehnes of intervention ptation; standing to latervene; LBP-82 24,15 NRC 652-

(1982)
entension of time for discovery; LDP 8218,15 NRC 598 (1982)
entensions of time; responsibihty of licensing board concerning compliance of sonstruction with legal

requirernents; LDP 8213,15 NRC 527 (1982)
factors considered for adnaissica of natimely intervention petitions; ALAB-471,15 NRC 508 (1982)
good cause for inte interventi:rs ALAB464,15 NRC 1 (1982)
good cause for late-filed coatsmions;jensdiction of Boards pending rulemaking: LBP 82 II,15 NRC 348

(1982)
guidance for interpreting NRC discovery rule; sanctions for default of discxprer); LBP 8247,15 NRC

1538 (1982)
inadmissibihty of a late-filed contention because of sammary disposition of prior contention based on same

allegations; LBP 82195,15 NRC 627 (1982)
including an*itrust information in construction permit application; reason for early filing of entitnest

' information; CLI-82 5,15 NRC 404 (1982)
' interlocutory review, via directed certification, of hcensing board order, ALAB-675,15 NRC 1105 (1982)

interpretation of specificity requirement for previously admitted, brano emergency planning contention;
LBP 82 32,15 NRC 874 (1982)

interresatories concerning names and addresacs of temporary employees: LBP 82 33,15 NRC 887 (1982)
intervention by governmental agency; LBP-82-19,15 NRC 601 (1982)
intervention in cases where evenues of public participation are not available as a matter of right;

acceptance of intervenor's material allegations; ALAB-670,15 NRC 493 (1982)
intervention: requests under 10 CFR 2.206; DD-82-2, IS NRC 1343 (1982)
issuance of orders; DD 82 3,15 NRC 1348 (1982)
hcensing board's power to certify issues to the Commission; LBP 82-23 IS NRC 647 (1982)

; litsabihty of issues that are the subject of ongoing rulemakings; ALAB475,15 NRC 1105 (1972)
motion to compel information about performance of plugs inserted in steam generator tubes; LBP-82 33,

15 NRC 887 (1982)
motion to compel, motion concerning htigable issue, las standard for admitting contention; LBP 82-lo,15

NRC 34' (1982)w,

motion to regen record because of previously undiscovered conclusions of NRC Staff; LBP-82 34A,15
NRC 914 (1982)

motions for withdrawal of hcense application T.W with both appeel and licensis 4 boards; ALAB468, IS
NRC 450 (1982)

participation in hearings by an interested State or local government; LBP-82-43A,15 NRC 1423 (1982)
petitions for halting authorized, ongoing construction; ALAB474,15 NRC 1801 (1982)
pcst hearing resolution of issues by the Staff, LBP-82 39,15 NRC 1163 (1982)
precedential effect of unpubhshed NRC decisions; LBP 82-47,15 NRC 1538 (1982)
prehminary investigation of possible sua sponte issue; LBP-82-9,15 NRC 339 (1982)
procedure for conducting depositions; LBP 82-47,15 NRC 1538 (1982)
reconsideration in response to untimely motion; release of portions of proprietary documents to the pubbc;

hmitanions on Board's sua sponte authonty; LBP-824,15 NRC 281 (1982)
release to the pubhc of proprietary information; LBP 82-42, IS NRC 1307 (1982)
relevance of reactor pressure vessel embrittlement interrogatories to steam generstar tubesleeving program;

LBP-82 33,15 NRC 487 (1982)
reopening record ;cr further hearings; LBP-82-46,15 NRC 1531 (1982)
requirement of specificity for sententions; emergency planning contentions; admissibility of contentions;

LSP 8216, IS NRC 566 (1982)
requirements of intervention petitions in antitrust proceeding; ALAM65,15 NRC 22 (1982)
residency requirements for standing to intervene; LBP 82-43A,15 NRC 1423 (1982)
responsioihty of getties to advise Board of material changes la evidence; ALAB-677,15 NRC I387

(1982)
revocatio.: of construction permits; DD'824,15 NRC 1761 (1982)
rights of participants in NRC sdjudications who are admitted after time for filing intervention petitions;

LBP 82-44,15 NRC 1523 (1982)
(@ pN scope of discovery; effect of pendency of applicant's motion for reconsideration on responses to

@ Q4 interrogatones, sanctions for failure to comply with discovery; LBP 82 5,15 NRC 209 (1982)
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W% I
!? Eh |

119

|
J

|

|

|
|

|



_ _ -

,

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

1

I

l

,

SUBJECT INDEX

y j showing good cause for late-nied contentions; demonstration of acmas; ====d= at of contention;
t LDP-4215,15 NRC $$$ (1982)

- I standing of an organization to intervene; LBP-82-25, S NRC 715 (IM2); LBP-82-43A,15 NRC 1423

f.j%. '
{ (1982), . ,

standtag to intervene; LBP-82 26,15 NRC 742 (IM2)a

summary deposition of contentions obere no litigable issue of fact exists; LBP-8214,15 NRC 530 (1982)
j- summary deposition of contenticus; board adoption of contentions; LBP-8217. IS NRC 593 (1982)

timehness of, and piesding requirements for intervention petitions; LBP-82-4,15 NRC 199 (1982)
i timing of decovery; protective order imposing coedations ce latervention petitioner during observation of
'

emergency planning esercisca; LBP 8212A,15 NRC SIS (1982)
treatment or intervenor's request for disclosure of as perte communications as regeset for decovery;

LBP-82 22,15 NRC 644 (1982)
trustworthiness of intervenor to receive documents under protectsve order; special procedure for

confidential trial plan; protective order governing release of propnetary data; LBP-82-2,15 NRC 48,

r (1982)'
unumely intervention petitica regarding applicatic.: for spent fuel pool expsasion; LDP-82-1,15 NRC 37

f (1982)
vote necessary for reconsideration of F--" decision; CLI-82-8,15 NRC I395 (1982),

SABOTAGE
t summary disposition of contention alleging inadequate risks of, to spent fuel storage facihty; LBP-8214,
; IS NRC 530 (1982)

SAFE SHUTDOWN EARTHQUARE*

| appeal board receives additional information on method for determining, and reafGras earlier
determination; ALAB-667,15 NRC 421 (1982),

{ motion for stay of low-power license based on; AIAB-673. IS NRC 684 (1982)
; technical discussion of controlling geologic feature, shp rate and fault length methods at SONGS site;
, LBP-82 3,15 NRC 61 (1982)

SAFEGUARDS
engineering, related to endioactive effluents, admission of contention concern ag; LBP-32-43A,15 NRC

1423 (1982)
SAFEGUARDS INFORk ATION

denial of petition requesting reconsaderation of rules prohibiting unprotected telecommunications of and
mandating use of GSA-spproved security container for; CLI-82 3,15 NRC 359 (1982)

SAFETY
measures ordered of licensee Commusion questions what improvements will result from: LBP-82 34,15

NRC 895 (1982)
6 of construction and operation of Catamba plant conditional admission of contentsons questioning;

**
r LBP 8216,15 NRC 566 (1982)
,1 of workers installing new spent fuel storage rucks questioned; LBP-82-8,15 NRC 299 (1982)

power reactor, effect of a $50.12 exemptaos for breeder reactor on; Cti 82-4,15 NRC 362 (1982)
See also Containment (s)

SAFETY ANALYSIS REPORT
consolidated, contention all: sing inadequate descriptions of particular socidents at scent fuel starage

[ facility summarily damiswd; LBP-8214,15 NRC 530 (1982)
! SANCTIONS

for failure of intervenor to respond to applicant's laterrogatories; LBP-32 5,15 NRC 209 (1982)
for failure to comply with discovery order, factors considered la selectir4; AIAB-67f,15 NRC 1400y

|' for premature termination of depcmition of witnesses by applicant's attorney, ruling on motica for;
(1982)

LBP 82-47,15 NRC 1538 (1982)4

{ SCRAM DISCHARGE VOLUME
technical discussion of break in; LBP-82-30,15 NRC 771 (1982)i

*

SECURITY CONTAINER
I GSA approved, denial of petition requesting reconsideration of rules mandating use of; CLI-82-3,15 NRC
} 359 (1982)

SECURITY PLAN (S)
: requirements and conditions for admission of contention alleging inadequacies of; LBP-82-16,15 NRC

566 (19821
See also Physical Suurity Plan

SEISMIC DESIGN
i appeal board receives additional information at aiteria for determining SSE, earthowake size, fig <acy,
) intensity and maximum vibratory ground motion, and formulation of seismic respass spectrum,

#en.% '

ALAB-667. IS NRC 428 (1982)|
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I

I, basis at SONOS found safe against earthquake barards; LBP 82 3,15 NRC 61 (1982)
- | SEISMIC ISSUES

J, { licensing board use ofindependent consultants on; CL182 lo,15 NRC 1377 (1982)
See alae Operating Licena=(s)p,w

"" ' | SEISMIC REVERifICATsON PROGRAM
l Staff directed to issue Notice of violation concerning nuterial false statements by apphcant in regard to
I report on; CLI 821,15 NRC 225 (1982)

SETTLEMENT
of entitrust issues, approval of, where there is no opposition to; LBP 82 38,15 NRC 1843 (1982)

SHAD. AMERICAN
f contention admitted relating to adverse effecta of facility intake operation on spawning area of;

LDP-82 43A. IS NRC I423 (1982)
SHUTDOWN

cold, at TMI, environmental quahrscation of equipment needed to achieve, as condition of hcense;
LBP 82 27,15 NRC 747 (1982)

Commissioners and intervsnors question consequences of LBP-82 34,15 NAC 895 (1v82)

| SIREN ALZRT SYSTEM
n licensing board declines reopening record on adequacy of; LBP-82-46,15 NRC IS31 (1982)

SITE
kaation and major geologic features of SONGS; LBP-!2 3, IS NRC 61 (1982)
restoration plan, NRC Staff role in implementation of,'.BP 82-37,15 NRC 1839 (1982)a

SITE PREPARATION
i for brseder reactor prior to issuance of construction permit, denial of DOE request for esemption under 10'

CFR 50.82 to conduct; CLl 82 4, l$ NRC 362 (1982)' SITE SUITABILITY
I of breeder reactor questioned on bases of population and proximity of other critical facihties; LBP-82-31,

{ 13 NRC 835 (1982)
, SOIL SETTLEMENT
g under nuclear power plant structuria, snodlecation of construction permit to accommodate; LBP 82 35. IS
| NRC 1060 (1982)
6 SPENT FUEL

condaional admission of contentions desting with espansion of storage pool for;" cascade * plan for storing,
and transportation of, LBP 8216,15 NRC 566 (1982)

damaged, summary disposition 6f contentwo alleging noncomphance of apphcant regardmg reczipt,
bandhns and storsge of; LBP 8214,15 NRC $30 (1982)=

,

from Big Rock Point, storage of, at other facihties; DIA82 3,15 NRC 1737 (1982))

| shipping caska, contention asserting unsafe nature of, deemed attack on regulations; LBP 82-43A,15
NRC 1423 (1982)

truck drivers, denial of cuatention addressing training of, LBP 82-43A,15 NRC 1423 (1982)
See slao Fual

SPENT FUEL POOL
amendment, emergency plannina issues to be considered for; LBP-82 32,15 NRC 574 (1982)
denial of sumanary disposition of contention sileging miscalculation of chain reaction constant in;

LBP-82 7,13 NRC 290 (1982)
) insufracsent capacity of, to accommodate full core offiosd at sq Rock Point; DD 82-5,15 NRC 1757

(1982)
See stao Chain Ranction Constant Concreta, latergranular Stress Corrosion Cracking

SPENT FUEL POOL EXPANSION
dental of untinmly petition for latervention and request for bearing regarding apphcation for. LBP 82-1,

15 NRC 37 (19s2)
summary disposation sought for contentions dealing with criticahty calculations, arconium/ steam

reactions, aircraft crash risk, radiosctive releanca, corrosion, cashdrop incsdent; pafety of workers
instslhng recha for; LBP-82 8, IS NRC 299

STANDINO
concepta for determining; LDP 82-16,13 NRC 1075 (1982)
of an organization to intervens; LBP-82 25,13 NRC 713 (1982)
of ec* licensee eben relmf has been granted in another proceeding; LDP 82-16, IS NRC 1073 (1982)
pronimity nenus for estabhahment of, not apphcath to by product matertala lacense renewal, LBP-82 24,

IS NRC 652 (1982)
to intervene in operating bconse proceeding, judscial concepta governing; LBP-82 43A,15 NRC 1423

(1982),

'U Y'% to latervene, economic concerns of ratepayers, academic interest in outcome sa bases far; LBP 82 26,1$
*7 NRC 742 (1982),

%g ;nW
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j to intervene, estabhshing injury la fact, residency requiremente for; L.BP 82 43A IS NRC 1423 (1982)
to intervene, requirement for en organization to bare; LBP-82-43A, IS NRC 142) (1982)e

i STAY
denial of licensee's motion for, because of lack of Junediction; LBP 82-23,15 NRC 647 (1982)6

:
~ l of Board order permitting intervention petitioner's representatives to observe emergency planning esercises

a fp ) at hcensee's plant, denial of request for; LBP 8212B,15 NRC 523 (1982)
of low power operating hcense, denial of intervenors' appication for; CLI 82-II,15 NRC 1383 (1982)

g of proceeding. latervsnor's motion for, treated as motion for continuance; LBP 82 83,15 NRC 527 (1982)
pending appeal of decision authorizing issuance of low-power hcense, dimial of intervenor's motion for,e

{
ALAB-673,15 NRC 64818982)

STEAM GENERATOR TUBE (S)
detenoration, contention asbng solution to, accepted, LBP-82 34 IS NRC 895 (1982)
motion to compel information on performance os plugs inserted la, granted; LBP 82 33. IS NRC 887

(1982)
reWas to pubhc of pecprietary inbrmation en tents of sleeving of, LBP-82 42,15 NRC 1301 d1982)
ruptoire,2 206 psythe for review of safety issues prior to resumed operation following; DD-82 3,15 NRC

1348 (1982)
sleeving of, adoption of protective order to cover release to intervenar of proprietary neatorial on;

LBP 82-2,15 NRC 44 (1982)
STEAM GENERATOR (S)

bypass logic problem et TMI, solution to, as condition of bcense; LBP 82 27,15 NRC 747 (1982)
- repairs, dental of 2.206 request for suspensean of hcense amendments authorizing; DD-82 2, IS NRC 1343

(1982)
STURGEON,

' short nosed, contention admitted relating to adverse effects of facihty intake operation on; LBP 82-43A,
} 15 NRC 1423 (1982)
! SUA SPONTE ISSUE (S)
: Board review of propcsal concerning withholding of purtion of the record from the pubhc eat subject to
i limitation as; LBP-82 5A,15 NRC 216 (1982)
I creation of, by withholding of a portion of the record from the public; LBP-8212,15 NRC 354 (1982)

{ limits on hcensing board's authortly to raise, LJP-82 24A,15 NRC 661 (1982)
i on control room relialnhty, prehminary investigation prior to raising; LBP 82 9,15 NRC 339 (1982)
! SUBPOENAS

criteria for request for; ALAB-669,15 NRC 453 (1982)
SUMMARY DISPCSITION

answenns motions for; analogy between summary judgment and, LBP-8217,15 NRC 593 (l982)e

of contention that chain reaction constant in spent fuel pool assy escoed standards, eenied; LBP-8b7,15*

NRC 290 (1982)
of contentions in spent fuel pool amendment proceeding sought; LBP-82-8,15 NRC 299 (1982)
of contentions oppcming entensior sf emisting hcense to store spect fuel granted; LBP 8214, IS NRC 530

(1982)
of prior contention,inadmissibihty c(laterfiled contention based on same allegations because of,

LBP 82198,15 NRC 627 (1982)
SUSPENSION OF OPERATIONS

because of lack of full core offload capacity, denial of 2.206 petition for; DD-82 5. IS NRC 1757 (1982)
SYSTEMS INTERACTION

analysis, admission of contention asserting need for; LBP-82-43A,15 NRC 1423 (1982)
et TMI, generic reviews of, as condition of bcense; LDP 82 27,15 NRC 747 (1982)
repection of contentan alluding so problems of, for lack of nesua; LBP 8216,15 NRC 566 (1982)

'.
TECHNETIUM

production, releams, dispumal, and amassament of desce sad besitb effects of; LBP-82-30,15 NRC 771
(1982)

TELECOM MUNICATIONS
unpresected, cf safeguards infcemation, denial of cetitire requesting reconsideration of rules probibiting;

CLI 82 3,15 NRC 359 (ib2)
' TER MIN ATION
! of proceeding in light of recession of order restricting swertime work of hcanned operators; LBP 82-43,15
j NRC 1339 (1982)

TESTINO
| of watertight doors at Zimmer; LBP-82-48,15 NRC 1549 (1982)

THORIUM
nuit taihass, denial of petition for formal adjudicatory bearing on matenals licecae amendment peruutting

gf f tanporery onsite storage of, CL182 2,15 NRC 232 (1982)whg |y,
yj9.s ,
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6

THREE MILE ISLAND,,

f .y: { conclusmas and recommendations of Special Master regarding cheating on reactor operats.r exams at;-- ' - LBP-82-348,15 NRC 918 (1982)

O I; conditanal admission of contenian charging apphcast with failurt to develop procedsres is response to
sondent at: LBP-8216,15 NRC 566 (1982)

descriptma of Unit 2 accident st; ALAB469,15 NRC 455 (1982)
lessons learned, comphance with regulation resulting from, la expansion of spent fuel pool; LBP-82 8,15

NRC 299 (1982)
litigation of issues related to, in operating license bearing; LBP 8219,15 NRC 601 (1982)
separation of Units I and 2 of, clarification of provision of partialinitial decision relating to; LBP-82 20,

15 NRC 636 (1982)
TOURISM

f Lnpact of floating nucles; plant on; LBP 82-49, IS NRC 1658 (1982)
3 TRANSMISSION LINES

underwater, for floating nucicer plant, safety of; LBP-82-49,15 NRC I658 (1982)
TRANSPORTATION

of radioactive materials between floating nuclear plant and land, concerns with; LBP-82-49, IS NRC
1658 (1982)

TURBINE GENERATORS
for floating nuclear plant, safety of; LBP 82-49,15 NRC 1658 (1982)

TURBINE (S)
, discs, brittle or ductile cracking of, intergranular stress corrosion cracking of, critical crack size on;
} ALAB476,15 NRC 1817 (1982)

North Anna, description of, and inspection and testing of; ALAB4?6,15 NRC 1187 (1982),

'
VALVES

containment isolation, closure of; motoreperated, for containment sprays; to mitigate spent fuel pool
accident, rehabihty of; LBP-82 8, IS NRC 299 (1982)

WATER
barated, use of,in boiling water reactors; LBP-82-43A,15 NRC 1423 (1982)
for drinking. rejection of content % espressing canarns about radioactive contaminatPc of; LBP-82-16,

15 NRC 566 (1982)
suppl.es in Kentucky, monitoring of, during radiological emergency; LBP 42-48,15 NRC 1549 (1982)
See also Groundwater, Monitors

WATER INTAKE STRUCTURE
Board raises sua sponte question on integrity cf 6aveling screens for LBP-82-48,15 NRC 1559 (1982)**

WELDS
on cable tray transitson fittings, contention questions adequacy of; LBP 82-48,15 NRC 1549 (1982)

WITHDRAWAL
of hcense application, applicant's " Notice of Prematurity and Advice of Withdrawal" doemed to be;

CLI-82 5,15 NRC 404 (1982)
WITNESS

empert, standard for judging qualification as; ALAB-669,15 NRC 453 (1982)
ZIRCALOY

, cladding, reaction of steam with; LBP-42-8,15 NRC 299 (1982)
I
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L FACIUTY INDEX

l ALLENS CREEK NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION, Unit I; Docket 54466-CPt
# CONSTRUCTION PERMIT: Marsh 31,1982. DECISION: ALAB-671,15 NRC 508 (1982)
{ BAILLY GENERATING STATION, NUCLEAR 1; Docket 50 367 ,

i CONS)RUCTION PERMIT EXTENSION; Apnl 12,1982; MEMORANDUM AND ORDER; '

j LBP 82 29,15 OC 762 (1982)
CONSTRUCTION PERMIT EXTENSION; May 6,1982; MEMORANDUM AND ORDER;

' LBP-82 37,15 NRC 1139 (1982)
BIG ROCK POINT PL/.NT; Docket 50155

OPERATING LICENSE AMENDMENT, February 5,1982; MEMORANDUM AND ORDER;
LRP 82 7,15 NRC 290 (1982)

OPERAllNG LICENSE AMENDMENT; February 19,1982; MFMORANDUM AND ORDER;i
' LtlP 82 8, I5 NRC 299 (1982)
I SPECIAL PROCEEDING; June 15,1982. DIRECTOR'S DECISION UNDER 10 CFR SECTION
I 2.206; D[tB2 5,15 NRC 1757 (1982)

SPENT FUEL POOL AMENDMENT; March 19, 1982; MEMORANDUM AND ORDER:
E BP-8219B,15 NRC 627 (1982) u_

SPENT FUEL POOL AMENDMENT; April 20,1982; MEMORANDUM AND ORDER; LBP 82 32, ,j
15 NRC 874 (1982) -

BROWNS t ERRY NUCLEAR PLANT, Unas I,2 and 3. Dockets $4259 OL,54260 OL,54296 OL L
OPERATING LICENSE; June 10, 1982; MEMORANDUM, ALAB-677,15 NRC 1387 (1982)
OPERATING LICENSE AMENDMENT: January 6,1982, DECISION; ALAB-664,15 NRC I (1982) ;

BYRON NUCLEAR POWER STATION, Unns I and 2; Dockets 54454 OL,54455 OL .

OPERATING LICENSE: June 17,1982, DECISION; ALAB-678,15 NRC I400 (1982) -

BYRON STATION, Units I and 2; Dockets ETN-544%OLA, STN 54455-OLA 7,
OPERATING LICENSE AMENDMENT; January 27,1982, MEMORANDUM AND ORDER;

LSP 82-5,15 NRC 209 (1982)
CATAWBA NUCLEAR STATION, Units I and 2; Dockets $4413,50-414

SPECIAL PROCEEDING; June 30,1982; MEMORANDUM AND ORDER; LBP-82 50,15 NRC
l'46 (1982)

CATAWB A NUCLEAR STATION, Units I and 2, Dockets 50-413-OL,54414-OL; ASLBP Docket
st 463-OlOL
OPER ATING LICENSE; March 5,1982; MEMORANDUM AND ORDER: LBP 8216,15 NRC 566

| (1982) ,

CLINCH RIVER BREEDER REACTOR PLANT; Docket 54537

|' SPECIAL PROCEEDING; Apnl 14, t982; ORDER FOLLOWING CONFERENCE WITH PARTIES; r

j LBP 82 31,15 NRC 835 (1982)
CLINCH RIVER BREEDER REACTOR PLANT; Docket 54537 (esemption request under 10 CFR

7
| 50 12)
i CONSTRUCTION PERMIT; March 16,1982; ORDER; CLI-82-4,15 NRC 362 (1982)
i SPECIAL PROCEEDING, May 17, 1982; MEMORANDUM TO THE PARTIES; CLI-82-8A,15
> NRC 1098 (1982)

SPECIAL PROCEFDINO; May 18,1982; ORDER; CLi 82-8,15 NRC 1095 (1982)
COBALT 60 STORAGE FACILITY; Dmket 30-6931

MATERIALS LICENSE RENEWAL; March 31, 1982; MEMORANDUM AND ORDER; LBP 82-24,
15 NRC 692 (1982) r

COM ANCHE PEAK STEAM ELECTRIC STATION, Units I and 2; Dockets 50 445, 50-446
OPERATING LICENSE; March 5,1982; ORDER; LBP-42 ?7.15 NRC 593 (1982)

3
OPE RATING LICENSE; March 8,1982; ORDER; LBP-82-18. IS NRC 598 (1982)

COM ANCHE PEAK STEAM ELECTRIC STATION, Units 1 and 2;Iecket: $4498A,54499A,
- g 54445 A, 50-446 A

U k, ? | ANTITRUST PROCEEDING; May 6,1982; MEMORANDUM AND ORDER; LBP 82-38,15 NRC
[, 1843 (1982)

85
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FACIUTY INDEX

DIABLO CANYON NUCLEAR POWER PLANT. Units 1 & 2: Dockets 50 275-OL,2323-OL*
,

OPERATING LICENSE, February 10,1982; STATEMENT OF THE COMMISSION; CU-821,15

'
NRC 225 (1982)

;? .k.
,

DIABLO CANYON NUCLEAR POWER Pl. ANT, Units I and 2; w=*= 50 275 01, S323 OL-

I (SECURITY)
.;1QM OPERATING LICENSE; April 22,1982; ORDER; CLl42-7,15 NRC 673 (1982)

GE MORRIS OPERATION SPENT FUEL STOPAGE FACILITY; Dockets 701308,721 SP
,̂

OPERATING LICENSE RENEWAL; March 2,1982; DECISION AND ORDER; LBP-82-14,15
NRC 530 (1982)

INDIAN POINT STATION, Unit No. 2: Deat 50 247-OLA
OPERATING LICENSE AMENDMENT; Jassary 4.1982; MEMORANDUM AND ORDER;

I BP 82-1. IS NRC 37 (1982)
INDIAN POINT, Unit 2; Dockets 50 247 SP,50 286-SP

SPECIAL PROCEEDINO; March 1.1982; MEMORANDUM AND ORDER; LBP4212A,15 NRC
SIS (1982)

SPECIAL PROCEEDING; March 2,1982; MEMOAANDUM ANQ ORDER: LBP-82-128. IS NRC
$23 (1982)

SPECIAL PROCEEDINO; March 29,1982; MEMORANDUM AND ORDER LBP-82-23,15 NRC
647 (1982)

SPECIAL PROCEEDINO: April 2,1982; MEMORANDUM AND ORDER; LBP-82-25,15 NRC 715
(1982)

SPECIAL PROCEEDINO; April 23,1982; MEMORANDUM AND ORDER: LDP42 34 IS NRC 695
(1982)

INDIAN POINT, Unit Na 3; Dockets 50$247 SP, S2SMP
SPECIAL PROCEEDIN0; March I,1982; MEMOR ANDUM AhD ORDER: LBP42-12A,15 NRC

565 (1982)
SPECIAL PROCEEDIN0; Martb 2,1982; MEMORANDUM AND ORDER; LBP42-128,15 NRC

523 (1982)
SPECIAL PROCEEDING; March 29,1982; MEMORANDUM AND ORDER: LDP-82-23,15 NRC

647 (1982)
SPECIAL PROCEEDING: April 2,1932; MEMORANDUM AND ORDER LBP42-25,15 NRC 715

(1982)
SPECIAL PROCEEDINO; April 23,1982; MEMORANDt M AND ORDER; LBP-82-34,15 NRC 595

(1982)
LIMERICK GENERATING STATION, Uniu I and 2: Duckets S352 01,50 353 OL

OPERATING LICENSE; June I.1982; SPECIAL PREHEARiNO CONFERENCE ORDE?,;*

LBP 82-43A.15 NRC 1423 (1982)
j MAINE YANKEE ATOMIC POWER STATION; Docket 50 309-OLA

OPERATING LICENSE AMENDMENT; January 22,1982; MEMORANDUM AND ORDER;
LBP-82-4,15 NRC 199 (1982)

MANUFACTURING LICENSE FOR FLOATING NUCLEAR POWER Pl. ANTS; Docket STN 50-437
ML
M ANUFACTURING LICENSE; June 30,1982; INITIAL DECISION: LBP42 49,15 NRC 1658

(1982)
MIDLAND PLANT, Units I & 2; Docket 50 329 OM & Cd.,50 330 OM & OL

CONSTRUCTION PERMIT MODIFICATION, OPERATING LICENSE; AprG 12,1982;
MEMORANDUM AND ORDER; LBP-82-28,15 NRC 759 (1982)

CONSTRUCTION PERMIT MODIFICATION, OPERATING LICENSE; AprG 30,1982;
MEMORANDUV AND ORDER: LBP42 35,15 NRC 1060 (1982)

CONSTRUCTION PERMIT MODIFICATION. OPERATING LICENSE; May 5,1982;
MEMORANDUM AND ORDER: ALAB474,15 NRC 1801 (1982)

NORTH ANNA NUCLEAR POWER STATION, Units I and 2; Dockets 50 338 01,50 339 OL
OPERATING LICENSE; May 26.1982; DECISION; ALAIM76,15 NRC 'll7 (1982)

PALISADES NUCLEAR POWER FACILITY; Docket 50 255 SP
SPECIAL PROCEEDING; March 31.1982; DECISION; ALAS 470, l$ NRC 493 (1982)
SPECIAL PROCEED NG; May 28,1982; MEMORANDUM AND ORDER APPROVING JOINT

MOTION TO TERMIN ATE PROCEEDINO; LBP42-43 IS NRC 1339 (1982)
PALO VERDE NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION, Units I,2 and 3; Dockets STN-S$28-01,

STN-50 529-OI, STN S5 DOL
OPERATING LICENSE; June 4,1932; MEMORANDUM AND ORDER; LBP42-45,15 NRC 1527

(1982)gy.c
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e PERKINS NUCLEAR STATION, Unirs I,2 and 3; Dockets STN S488, STN 50 489, STN S490

, . [f (' CONSTRUCTION PERMIT; March 24,1982; HEMORANDUM AND ORDER; A1A3-668,15 NRC
450 (1982),

4;* PERRY NUCLEAR POWER PLANT, Unha i & 2; Dockets 50-4440L,24414L* i ' b; ; OPERATING LICENSE; Jassary 6, IM2; MEMORANDUM AND ORDER; LDP42 I A,15 NRC 43
(19821

OPE,tATING LICENSE; February 26,1982; MEMORANDUM AND ORDER; LBP-82 II, IS NRC
i 344 (1982)

}
OPERATING LICENSE; March 2,1982; MEMORANDUM AND ORDER; LBP4213,15 NRC 527

(1982)
OPERATING LICENSE; March 3,1982; MEMORANDUM AND ORDER; LBP-82-15,15 HRC 555

(1982)
OPERATING LICENSE: May 17,1982; MEMORANDUM AND ORDER; ALAB475, IS NRC 1105

(1982)
SiMIAL PROCEEDING: February it,1982; MEMORANDUM; LBP-82 9,15 NRC 339 (1982)

i PILGRIM NUCLEAR STATION; Docket 50 293
SPECIAL PROCEEDINO; May 28,1982; DIRECTOR'S DECISION UNDER 10 CFR 2 206;

DD 82-4,15 NRC 1359 (1982)
POINT BEACH NUCLEAR PLANT, Units I and 2; Dockets 50 266 OLA,50 3014LA

OPERATING LICENSE AMENDMENT; January 7,1982; SUPPLEMENTARY ORDER; LBP-82 2,
15 NRC 48 (1982)

OPERATING LICENSE AMENDMENT; January 28,1982; MEMORANDUM AND ORDER;
LBP-82-5A,15 NRC 216 (1982)

OPERATING LICENSE AMENDMENT; February 2,1982; MEMORANDUM AND ORDER;
LBP42-6,15 NRC 281 (1982)

OPERATINO LICENSE AMENDMENT; February 12,1982; MEMORANDUM AND ORDER;

-i
ALAB466. I5 NRC 277 (1982)

OPERATING LICENSE AMENDMENT; February 19,1982; MEMORANDUM AND ORDER;
LBP4210,15 NRC 341 (1982)

OPERATING LICENSE AMENDMENT; February 26,1982; MEMORANDUM AND ORDER;
LBP 82-12,15 NRC 354 (1982)

OPERATING LICENSE AMENDMENT; March 19,1982; MEMORANDUM AND ORDER;
LBP-82-19A,15 NRC 623 (1982)

OPERATING LICENSE AMENDMENT; March 31,1982; MEMORANDUM AND ORDER;
,

LBP42-24A,15 NRC 661 (1982)'

OPERATING LICENSE AMENDMENT; April 22,1982; MEMORANDUM AND ORDER;
LBP42 33, IS NRC 887 (1982)

OPERATING LICENSE AMENDMENT; May 26,1982; MEMORANDUM AND ORDER;
LBP 82-42,15 NRC I307 (1982)

SPECIAL PROCEEDINO; March 31,1982; DIRECTOR'S DECISION UNDER 10 Cf1t 2.206;
DD'8.1.15 NRC 667 (1982)

R. E. GINNA NUCLEAR POWER PLANT; Docket 50 244
SPECIAL PROCEEDINO; May 22,1982; DIRECTOR'S DECISION UNDER 10 CF1t SECTION

2.206; DD42 3,15 NRC 1348 (1982)
SAN ONOFRE NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION, Units 2 and 3; Dockets 50 361 CP,50 362-CP

OPERATINO LICENSE; January II,1982; PARTIAL INITIAL DECISION; LBP-82-3,15 NRC el
(1982)

SAN ONOFRE NUCLEAR GENED ATING STATION, Units 2 and 3; Dockets 50 36101,50 362 OL'

OPERATING LICENSE; April a 3982; DECISION; ALAB473,15 NRC 688 (1982)
OPERATING LICENSE; May 14,1982; INITIAL DECISION; LBP-82 39,15 NRC 1863 (1982)
OPERATING LICENSE; May 25,1982; ORDER: LBP-82-40,15 NRC 1293 (1982)

j OPERATING LICENSE; June 16,1982; MEMORANDUM AND ORDER; LBP42-46,15 NRC 1531
. (1982)
| OPERATINO LICENSE; June 29,1982; MEMORANDUM AND ORDER; CLI42-II,15 NRC 1383
j (1982) 1
, SEABROOK STATION, Units I and 2; Dockets 50 443, 50 444 '

I CONSTRUCTION PERMIT; March 3,1982; DECISION CN REMAND; AIAB467,15 NRC 421
! (1982)

PHOREHAM NUCLEAR POWER STATION, Unit I; Docket 54322 CPA
CONSTRUCTION PERMIT EXTENSION; May 14,1982, MEMORANDUM AND ORDER j+

RULING ON SOC'S CONSTRUCTION PSRMIT EXTENSION CONTENTIONS AND |,

" " ,Y,M 'tEQUEST K)R ,lEARING OF SHOREHAM OPPONENTS COALITION; LBP42-43,15 NRC |

f 4I- 1295 (1982)
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f SHOREHAM NUCLEAR POWER STATION, Unit I; Dockets S3224L, S5224PA
;

| OPERATING LICENSE; March 15,1982; MEMORANDUM AND ORDER; LDP-42-19,15 NRC 601rw
^ (1982)

'

f SKAGIT/HANFORD NUCLEAR POWER PROJECT, Units I and 2: Dockeu $4522,2323
$ SPECIAL PROCEEDINO; April 5,1982; MEMORANDUM AND ORDER; LDP-42 26,15 NRC 742s

SOU T AS PROJECT, Units I and 2; Do.kets 54498 OL,54499 OL
OPERATING LICENSE; Apnl 21,1982; MEMORANDUM, A1AB472,15 NRC 677 (1982)

i RECUSAL PROCEEDINO; June it,1982; MEMORANDUM AND ORDER; CLI-42-9,15 NRC
1363 (1982)

SOUTH TEXAS PROJECT, Units I and 2; Dockets 50 498A,50-499A, Docket Nos. 50-445A,54446A
ANTITRUST PROCEEDINO; May 6,1982; MEMORANDUM AND ORDER; LBP-82 38,15 NRC

1143 (1982)
SOUTH TEXAS PROJECT, Units I and 2; Dockets STN 50-4984L, STN 544994L

OPERATING LICENSE; March 26,1982; MEMORANDUM AND ORDER: LI?-82-22,15 NRC 644
i (1982)i ST, LUCIE PLANT, Unit Na 2; Docket 543a9A

' ANTITRUST PROCEEDING; January 29,1982; DECISION; ALAS 465,15 NRC 22 (1982)
ANTITRUST PROCEEDING; March 24,1982; MEMORANDUM AND ORDER; LDP-82-21,15

f' NRC 639 (1982)
6 STANISL4US NUCLEAR PROJECT, Unit 1; Docket P 564-A

'|
ANTITRUST PROCEEDING; March 17,1982; ORDER; CLI-82-5,15 NRC 404 (1982)

SUSQUEHANNA STEAM ELECTRIC STATION, Units I and 2; Dockets 50 387 OL,50 3884L
g OPERATING LICENSE; Apnl 12,1982; INITIAL DECISION; LBP-82 30, IS NRC 771 (1982)
{

THREE MILE ISLAND NUCLEAR STATION, Unit Na I: Docket 50 289 (Restart)
SPECIAL PROCEEDINO; Mo.h 23,1982; MEMORANDUM AND ORDER; LBP-82 20,15 NRC

'| 636 (1982)
i SPECIAL PROCEEDINO; March 30,1982; MEMORANDUM AND ORDER; CLI-424,15 NRC 407
t (1982)

| SPECIAL PROCEEDINO; February 5,1982; MEMORANDUM AND ORDER: LDP-82 7A,15 NRC
295 (1982)

| SPECIAL PROCEEDING; April 5,1982; MEMORANDUM AND ORDER MODIFYING AND
a APPROVING NRC STAFFS PLAN OF IMPLEMENTATION: LBP-82 27,15 NRC 747 (1982)

SPECIAL PROCEEDING; April 26,1982; MEMORANDUM AND ORDER; LBP-82 34A,15 NRC'

k 914 (1982)
,

THREE MILE ISLAND NUCLEAR STATION, Unit Na I; Ducket $4289 (Restart) (Reopened
i Proceedin8),,,

|
SPECIAL PROCEEDINO; April 24,1982; REPORT OF THE SPECIAL MASTER; LBP-82-348,15

s NRC 918 (1982)
L TURKEY POINT POWER PLANT, Unit Nos. 3 & 4; Dockets 54250,50 231

{ OPERATING LICENSE AMENDMENT; May 5,1982; DIRECTOR'S DECISION UNDER 10 CFR
g 2.206; DD 82 2,15 NRC 1343 (1982)

UCLA RESEARCH REACTOR; Docket 54142 OL
,

1 OPERATING LICENSE RENEWAll June 4,1982; MEMORANDUM AND ORDER; LBP-82-44,15
I NRC 1523 (1982)

VIRGIL C. SUMMER NUCLEAR STATION, Unit 1: Docket S3950L
OPERATING LICENSE; June 22,1982; ORDER; CLI-8210,15 NRC 1377 (1982)

WEST CHICAGO RARE EARTH FACILITY; Docket 442061
M AT2 RIAL.S LICENSE AMENDMENT; February li,1982; ORDER; CLI-82 2,15 NRC 232 (1982)

WESTEFN NEW YORK NUCLEAR SERVICE CENTER; Dcchet 50 201 OLA
OPERATING LICENSE AMENDMENT; April 30,1982; MEMORANDUM AND ORDER;

LBP-82-36,15 NRC 1075 (1982)
,

WILLIAM B. MCOUIRE NUCLEAR STATION, Units I and 2; Dockets 50 369-OL,843740L
f' OPERATING LICENSE; March 30,1982; DECISION; ALAB-669,15 NRC 433 (1982)

WM. H. ZIMMER NUCLEAR POWER STATION, Unit I: Docket 50 353
g OPERATING LICENSE; June 21,1982; INITIAL DECISION; LBP-82 48, !$ NRC 1549 (1982)
I SPECIAL PROCEEDING, June 21,1982; MEMORANDUM AND ORDER:LBP-82-47,15 NRC

1538 (1982)
WNP NOS. 4 & $; Dockets $4509,54513

SPECIAL PROCEEDINO; June 16,1982; DIRECTOR'S DECISION UNDER 10 CFR 2.206;
I'D 824,15 NRC 1761 (1982)
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