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Ms. Stamiris' newest proposed contention is
apparently an attempt to interject one more contertion into
the OL proceedings under thre guidelines established by the
Licensing Board in its "Memorandum and Order (Telephone
Conference Call of September 1, 1982)", dated September 2,
1982 ("September 2 Order"). The Board noted in the Septem-
ber 2 Order that the deadline for timely filing of contentions
based on new information in the FES had passed. They recognized
however, that the order setting that deadline might have
contained ambiguities regarding dates; accordingly, they
granted Mary Sinclair's motion to extend the deadline for
filing FES contentions to September 13, 1982. (September 2
Order, at pp. 1-2). 1In doing so, the Board "emphasized that
the contentions in guestion must be based on new information
in the FES; information set forth in the DES and merely
reiterated in the FES would not qua'.ry." (September 2
Order, at p. 2).

Under this standard, Ms. Stamiris' newest proposed
contention clearly does not qualify for admission. The
standard established by the Board requires that late filed
contentions be based on something new or different in the FES.
This proposed contention however is manifestly not based on
anything new or different in the FES. 1In fact, the very
core of Ms. Stamiris’' complaint in this contention is that
the FES analysis of operation and maintenance costs is

virtually identical to that in the DES.
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This contention could have been written and sub-
mitted months ago when the DES was first issued. Its sole
complaint concerns an analysis "set forth in the DES and
merely reiterated in the FES".

The delay in submitting this contention might be
excusable had Ms. Stamiris submitted a comment on the DES
alleging that the calculation of operation and maintanance
costs had not taken costs of dewatering into account.

Waiting until the issuance of the FES might then have been
justified, since Ms. Stamiris would have been waiting for

the NRC Staff to supply specifically requested new information
in the FES. However, Ms. Stamiris' extensive comments on

the DES raised no concern regarding this aspect of the

Midland cost benefit aunalysis. (See FES at pp. A-95 to
A-10l1). There is no justification, therefore, for waiting
until the issuance of the FES for the submission of this
contention.

Ms. Stamiris' newest proposed contention c..>rly
does not qualify for admission under the standard promulgated

by this Board.
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