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required that the Shoreham license would revert to LILCO if
the Coentingency Plan is not approved by Lhe Director, Office
of Nuclear Reactor Regulation (Director), by April 30, 1982,
or other date to be determined by the Direztor.

The Contingency Plan was submitted for staff review on
warch 27, 1992, and supplemented on April 10, 35.2. The
staff approved the Contingency Plan on April 20, 1992.

RANCHO SECC
Possession-Only Lirense

According to gu /s in a staff requirement memorandum
(S°M) deted Fe. y 14, 1992, the staff, on March 17, 1992,
1ssuv. 4 Possession-Only License (POL) to the Sacramento
Municipal Utility District (SMUD), the licensee for the
Panche Seco Nuclear Generating Station. The POL included a
tue-stage administrative stav provicion which allowed the
POL o become effective ten .urking days after notice in the
g and after an additional ten working days if
a motion for stay was requested in Federal Court., On
April 10, 1992, the Environmental Resources Conservation
Organizatton (ECO or the Petitioner) filed a motion for a
stay of the POL in the U.5. Court of Appeals in California.
Resolution of the stay request in Federal Court is expected
by April 24, 1992, when the NRC stay expires.
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On November 13, 1991, the staff issued to SMUD an exemption
from the decommissioning funding requirements of 10 CFR
50.75. The staff issued this exemption according to
guidance in a staff requirement memorandum (SRM) dated
December 21, 1990, in which the Commiss o1 instructed the
staff to consider each case individuallv in determining the
decommissioning funding accumulation =iod for the current
prematurely shut down plaats. Consi. .t with the NR('s
normal licensing procedures, the staff did not solicit
public participaticn before taking final action in granting
this exemption.

On April 2, 1992, ECO filed in the Ninth Circuit Court of
Appeals, a motion to vacate and reverse the NRC's

November 13, 1992, exemption. This court filing is based
primarily on a contention that the Petitioner was not
offered the opportunity to comment and ctherwise participate
in the decommissioning funding exemption process as the NRC
had promised. The Petitioner referred to a letter to the
Petitioner of November 9, 1989, in which the NRC committed
to announce license amendments and other regulatory relief
(concerning Rancho Seco) in federal Register notices and to













