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Should Mrs. Frey wish to have the electrical quality assurance deficiencies
formally considered, she should pursue the petition of the Sassafras Audubon
Society to be admitted a< an intervenor in the Operating License proceeding,

and if admitted, the organization could advance, pursuant to 10 CFR Z.714, the
electrical issue as a contention to be addressed in the hearing. Alternatively,
she could submit a request to the Commission staff under Section 2.206 of the
regulations to take appropriate enforcemert action on the basis of the defi-
ciencies. Upon consideration of such a request, the staff would either grant
the requested relief or provide a written decision, subject to Commission re-
view, explaining the basis for denying the reqguest.

Mrs. Frey has further suggested that a group of independent electrical engineers
assess the adequacy of the quality assurance program for the electrical work at
Marble Hill. We see no regulatory benefit to such a review at this time. The
corrective actions taken in response to the quality assurance problems have been
inspected carefully by NRC inspectors -- the Senic~ Resident Inspector at the site
and region-based inspection personnel.

We hope this explanation has been helpful to you. If we can be of further
assistance, please let us know.

Sincerely,

2 Vsl n

Nunzio J. Palladino
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an atuse Ef éiscretion, ané in vieclaticn of sect
the Atcmic Enercv Act, 42 U.S.C. § 2238 (a).

Upon censideration, the court is of the cpinion that
a) éces not impcse uvpon the Commission any
cklication to accord petiticner a "formal" evidentiary hearing
n the guesticn c¢f the propriety of rescinding the earlier

suspension order. See Citv of West Chicaco, Illindis v. United

€+tates Nuclear Regulatory Commissicn, F.28 » No. B2-1575

(748 Cir. March 1, 1983); Rockforé leacue ©f Wcmen .Voters v.

United States Nuclear Reculatorv Commission, 679 F.2d4 1218 (7¢h

Cir. 1982). It further azppesars that any hearing which might be
accozrded petiticner under 10 C.F.R. 2.206 is not 2utomatic or of
right but rests in the NRC's sound discretien, which under the

£ully develcped recerd herein was not abused. See Seacoast Anti-

Pollution Leacve v. Nuclear Reculatery Cermuissicn, 650 F.2é 1025

(D.S. Cir. 1i8F2). arcerdingcly,

The petition for review is denied.

ENTERED BY ORD““ OF TEE COURT
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