SAN, Z1. 1999 Y. 5/R

DOCKETED
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 5
before the

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION WU 21 A33

\/

AL,

In the Maner of

Docket No. 50443~ 4 |
oicerse No. NPFP-86)

North Atlantic Energy Service
Corporation, eral.,

(Seabrook Station, Unit No. 1)

ANSWER OF MONTAUP ELECTRIC COMPANY
TO MOTION OF THE UNITED ILLUMINATING
COMPANY FOR LEAVE TO INTERVENE AND
EETITION TO ALLOW INTERVENTION OUT-QOE-TIME
Introduction
Under date of September 29, 1998, North Atlantic Energy Service Corporation

(NAESC) and Montaup Electric Company (Montaup) filed with this Commission 2 "License
Transfer Application Requesting Consent for Transfer of Montaup Electric Company's Interest
in Operating License NPF-86 f - Ssabrook Station, Unit No. 1 to Little Bay Power
Corporation” (Application). The Application was for the transfer by Montaup of its 2.9%
interest' in Seabronk Station, Unit No. 1 (Seabrook) to Little Bay Power Corporation (Little
Bay), a wholly-owned subsidiary of Bay Corp. Holdings, Ltd. which, through another wholly-

owned subsidiary, Gr~.t By Power Corporation, already is the owner of 12.1% of Seabrook .

' Application at 2.
*Application at 1
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On December 14, 1998, this Commission caused to be published in the Federal Register a
“Notice of Consideration of Transfer of Facility Operating License and Issuance of
Conforming Arneadment, and Opportunity for a Hearing" in the above-captioned docket ’
Inter alia, the potice provided an opportunity for hearing pursuant to 10 C.F.R. 2, Subpart M.
The notice further provided that Petitions to Intervene and Requests for a hearing should be
filed on or before January 4, 1999.*

Under date of January 11, 1999, one week late, United Illuminating Company (UD)
filed with the Secretary of the Commission a document styled: "Motion of The United
Illuminating Company for Lesve to Intervene and Petition to Allow Intervention Out-of-Time"
(The Motion). In The Motion UT seeks to excuse its tardiness on the basis that it was "under
the mistaken imnression that it would have thirty days to file the intervention™ because prior to
December 3, 1998, the Commission's Regulations had so provided.® What Ul apparent'y did
not advise its counsel’ of, was that on Dacember 16, 1998, NAESC (one of the applicants

herein and the entity that operates Seabrook for the Joint Owners of the facility) faxed to every

%63 Fed. Reg. 688G1 (Dec. 14, 1998).

“63 Fed. Reg. at 68802,

*Motion at 10.

“d. at 8-10.

"Counsel submitting this answer is well acquainted wiik, and greatly respects coursel
acting for UT in this matter. We he*'e no doubt that had Ul disclosed to its counse! tiie
existence of the correspondence described in the text immediately following, U!'s counsel

would have disclosed it in UT's filing In short, no sugrestion of improper conduct on the part
of counsel is intended by what foliows.
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Joint Owner, including U-," a copy of the notice and a letter from Ted C. Feigenbaum,
Executive Vice President and Chief Nuclear Officer of NAESC, addressed to the Chief
Executives of the Joint Owners wherein Mr. Feigenbaum specifically stated: "The notice
provides interested parties unsil January 4, 1999 to request a hearing and file a petition o
intervene on the license transfer application."® A copy of this FAX is attached hereto and
marked "A." Thus, Ul's "zustaken impression” was maintained not only through a regulatory
change, and a buiiday season, but also despite a clear specific notice as to the fi .8 date
transmitted to its highest executive level by the operator of Seabrook - and, transmitted by
FAX - a transmission not likely to be lost or overlooked in the holiday mail.

The Motion appears to be premised also on the theory that New England Power
Company (NEP) already has accomplished its goal of obtaining a heating in this proceeding,
and UI argues in essence that its late intervention will not broaden the issues in the proceeding
and that NEP cannot adequately represent UI's interesis. Ul supports the goals of conditicning
the transfer as requested by NEP in its filing'® and wants to add even more in the nature of
requirements of cash reserves to be held by the proposed transferec and its affiliates '’ As seen
below, both on the bases of its late filing and substantive lack of merit, The Motion should be

cenied.

*In fact, UI personnel got two copies of the Fax - one to Nathz uiel D. Woodson and
one to James F. Crowe. See Attachment "A" at |

SAttachment "A" at 2 (emphasis supplied).

"“Motion of New England Power Company for Leave to Interv:ne, and Petition for
Summary Relief or, in the Alternative, for a Hearing (hereafier "NE? Motion").

UMotion at 7-8.
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Argument

A The Motion Should be Denied on the Basis of it; Late
Filing.

There simply is no excuse for the late fling here involved. + is not a mistake made
by an unsophisticated pitative intervenor, this is tardiness by a regt.ated utility which not
only had Federal Regster » ti¢, but also a fax notice sent it well before the deadline by the
operator of Seabrook. It surzns credulity to ask one 1o believe that the office of the CEO of &
utility would simply ignore, or forget to look at, a fax from the chief muclear officer of one of
its generatir, racilities. Missing a Federal Register notice has frequently been held fatal to late
intervention requests.”? It should be noted that Ul alludes to atiempts to settie its concerns
concerning the transfer with the proposed transferee '’ It is not clear why it mentions these
discussions in its discussion of the late-filing issue, but if the hope is to suggest that it was
silled into a false sense of security by these discussions which contributed to missing the filing
date, this argument avails Ul nothing. The Commission has made clear that ongoing

settlement discussions will not be heard as an excuse for late filing'* In short, there is simply

2 Consolidated Edison Company of New York (Indian Point, Unit No. 2), LBP-82-1, 15
NRC 37, 40 (1982); South Carolina Electric & Gas Co (Virgil C. Summer Station, Unit 1),
LBP-81-11, 13 NRC 420, 423 (1981); New England Fower Co. (NEP, Units 1 and 2), LBP-
78-18, 7 NRC 932, 933-34 (1978). }
\
“Motion at 9.

M Commonwealth Edison Company (Braidwood Nuclear Power Station, Unts 1 and 2),
CL1-86-8, 23 NRC 241, 244.45 (1986).
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n good cause bere for the la> Aling which means that UT's showing on the other factors must
be extremely strong. "’

Ul points out *ha _. will nct broaden tl: issues in the proceeding because "the issues
raised b; "I are s . wially the same as those raised by NEP."® However, thz;e are good
and substantial reasons why NEP should not bi. granted a hearing in this matter,” and if that is

the ruling. then there would be no hearing at 4il v - {or UI's late filing. So the showing on
this factor is wholly contingent on NEP “eing successiv' in its effort and if it teils, so should

UL

As 1o the other relevant factor, despite its admission that the issues it raises are
"substantially the same" as those raised %y NEP, Ul insists that NEP cannot adequately
represent it. And yet, Ul tells us of no witness it will produce, or evidence it will adduce, that
NEP cannot. We are left with vague suggestions that NEP has a different perspective on some

matters. This showing is weak indeed. The Motion should be denied on the basis of late

filing.

“E g., Duke Power Co. (Pe:iins Nuclear Station Units 1. 2 and 3), ALAB-431, 6 NRC
460, 462 (1977); Metropolitan Edison Company (Three Mile Island Nuclear Station, Unit 2),
ALAB-384, 5§ NRC 612, 615 (1977); Project Management Corp. (Clinch River Breeder
Reactor Plant), ALAB-364, 4 NRC 383, 389 (1976); Virginia Electric & Power Co. (North
Anna Station, Units 1 and 2), ALAB-289, 2 NRC 395, 398 (1975).

“Motion at 11.

VSee, Answer of Montaup Electric Company to Motion of New Engiand Power
Company for Leave to Intervene and Petition for Summary Relief Or, In the Alternative, for a
Hearing (January 13, 1999), passim; Answer of Little Bay Power Corporation 1o Motion of
New England Power Company for Leave 1o Intervene and Petition for Summary Relief Or, In
the Alternative, for a Hearing (January 13, 1999), passim.
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B.

The Motion Should be Denied Because the Conzentions u
Makes Amount to an Anack on the Regulations or a
Request for a Waiver of Same

The recently adopted regulations creating the streamlined process for approval of license

transfers sets forth particularized requirements for all hearing requests and intervention

petitions and the criteria under which this Commission will evaluate same ¥ Each such

PEUUOLL, (UE/ Wik, UL, winlvl 10 C.I'N §2.100CQL).

*(2) Set forth the issues sought to be raised and

(i) Demonstrate that such issues 27 within the scope of
the proceeding on the i _ase transfer application,

(i) Demonstrate that such issues are relevant to the
findings the NRC must make to grant the application for
license-tranefer,

(iii) Provide a concise statzment of the alleged facts or
expert opinions which support the petitioner's position on
the issues and on which the petitioner intends to rely at
hearing, together with references to the specific sources
and documents on which the petitioner intends to rely to
support its position on the issues, and

(iv) Frovide sufficient information to show that a genuine
dispute exists with the applicant on a material issue 0. law
or fact;"

And 10 C.F.R. § 2.1308(a) provides that in determining whether to grant a petition to

intervene or hearing request, the Commission will consider, infer alia:

10 C F.R. §§ 2.1306, 2.1308.
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"

. . whether the relief requested is within the Commission's
authority, "

and, "[w]hether the issues sought to be litigated are-
(1) Within the scope of the proceeding;

(ii) Relevant to the findings the Commission must make to act on
the application for license transfer;

(i) Appropriate for litigation in the proceeding;

(iv) Adequately supported by the statements, allegations, and
documentation required by § 2.1306(b)(2)(iii) and (iv)."*

The Motior does not even come close to meeting the requirements of the above-quoted
regulations. There are vague statements 10 the effect that operating cost projections may be 100
low and decommissioning cost estimates may 2lso be 100 low, and that, therefore the proposed
transferec may not be able to meet its future obligations. However, there is no concise
statement of the issues presented; there is no affidavit giving facts or expert opinion to support
the generalizations of counsel in the pleading, and, what is left, is an attack on the
Commission's rcgulations that allow prepayment to qualify a non-utility to own a nuclear
power plant. The allegations concerning cost projections, without more, raise no issue for
litigation in NRC practice. Ul seeks a deree of certainty that the law does not require. The
Commission has made clear that a mere allegation that a cost estimate is uncertain creates no

litigable issue unless it is accompanied by allegations of fact, not surmise, that there is no

10 C.F.R §2.1308(a)(3).
0 C.FR. § 2.1308(a)4).

2188666 01 -7-



reasonable assurance the costs will be paid; 1 short, reasonable assurance and not absolute
certainty is the standard.”

Finally, it should be noted that Ul has not complied with the requirements of 10 C.F.R.
§ 2.1329, which sets out the rules for seeking a waiver of a rule or regulation in Subpart M

proceedings. So it is a little late for Ul to find solace in that procedure.

Conclusion
The Motion should be denied.

By its attorneys,

e o

Thomas G. Dignan, Jr.
Ropes & Gray
One International Place
Boston, MA 02110-2624
(617) 951-7511

Dated: January 21, 1999

' Yankee Atomic Electric Company (Yankee Nuclear Power Station), CLI-96-7, 43
NRC 235, 245 (1996), Yankee Atomic Electric Comp any (Yankee Nuciear Power Station),
CLI-96-1, 43 NRC 1, 9 (1996).
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Bent by: EUA EXECUTIVE OFFICE | 508 556 €125; 01/12/98 8.04PM; Jatfss #763;Page 2/5

s

FAX TRANSMITTAL SHEET

NORTH ATLANTIC ENERGY SERVICE CORPORATION
P. 0. BOX 300
SEABROOK, NH (3874
603-474-9521

Pleasa daliver the following pages

A Nnmber
NAME: Seabrosk.loint Qwner

Nathaniel D. Woodson « Umted luminating Company 203499-3664

John B. Ksane - Northoast Utilities 860-665-3800
Kevin A. Kirby - Eastern Unilitles Associates 50B-559-6125
Jumes J. Kaane - Com/Flectric 508-291-3346
Jaznes 8. Robinson - New England Electric System 508-389-2962
Joseph O. Roy - MMWEC 413-583-89%4
Anthooy J. Mangeiro - Hudson Light & Power Dept. 978-562-1389

Joseph M. Blain - Tav.to0 Munlcipal Lighting Plrnt 508-823-693 |
Prederic C. Anderson - NH Eleotric Cooperative, Ing. 603-536-8682
Frank W. Getman, Jr, - Great Bay Power Corporation 603.431.8877

ce: DBruce D. Kenyon - Northeast Ud)ities $60-£55-3581
James F. Crowe - United Diuminating Company 203-499-3664

FROM: Ted C. Peigenbaum
TOTAL PAGES (Iacluding Cover): 4
DATE: 12/16/98

Message.

If you de not receive all pages, pleass call back as s0on as possible.
Verification: 603-773-7404 (Bev Silloway)

so-tangon ()31 69%)
“ q
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gent by: EUA EXECUTIVE OFFICE 1 508 550 8125; 01/12/88 3:04PM; Jatfax_#763;Page 3/5

r

b Kerth Adlanuy Eoergy Service Corperatia
North PO Sy '
]
Atla.ntic (603) 474952
_ The Northowst Urifiticon Sysenn
Decsmber 16, 1998
NA #980535
To Chief Executives
Seabrook Join. Jwnery

Subject: Publication of Federal Register Notice for the Little Bay/Montaup Transfer of Conwrol

In the December 14, 1998 Federal Register, the NRC published notice of the requesi for the
transfer of Momtaup Elcetnc's ownership interest in Seabrook Station to Litue Bay Power Corporation.
A copy of the notice is attached.

The notice provides interested partics until January 4, 1999 to request » hearing and file &
petition © intervene op the license ransfor application. Requests for bearing and petition W intervens
must be in accordance wih the NRC's new procedure for license wansfer applicaticns, whish became
effective on Decamber 3, 1998. As an alternstive, the NRC will accept comments on the proposed action

ueti] Jasusry 13, 1999.
Very muly yours,
Ted C. Pelgenbanm
Executive Vice Presideni
and Chief Nuciear Officer
TCF:bes
Enclogure
ceo8 167
VA CR'd T2vL Fii EDS 3 U0DE N a9 :vl 6661-91-3:
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Sent by: EUA EXECUTIVE OFFICE

1 508 550 8125%;

01/12/09 3:04PW; JatFas #783;Page &/5

Federsl Ragiseer/Val 63, No 239/Monday, December 14, 1998/ Notices 68801
e ——— ea—— ——
facilities. to mainain ts for @ section 70 24(s) of Title 10 of the Code  As previously meationed.
pmkhnmdmnm'::nnmd of Federal Regulariors. ''Criticality admirdssrarive controls are (o
qualified 10 handle rachation Accident Requirements,” for the River  provided to prevent optiroum

and 1o maintin Bend Sation (RBS). On June 11. 1997, roderaton eenditions in the new fuel

amogaments fur the trunsportation of  the NRC requested that RES address the  veult 50 that the will not be
conmminited individuals to treatment  seven criteria published in Irformation

(il b outside the site boundsry.
m&ommumu
Part from the requirements
of h () of 10 CFR 70.24 for
used or 1o be used n the reactoy.
{d) of 10 CFR 70.24 states that
any x;um::'mu
good causs should be granted an
swenprian from all or part of 10 CFR
70.24 may apply w the Commission for

such an exemption and shall specify the
reasons for the rellef requesied.

The Commission s technical staff has
evaluated the ibility of an
inadvertent ity of the nuciear fue!
at River Band Scation (RBS). and has
determined thal it {s extremely unilkely
for such an accident o occur tf the
licenses meets the following seven
crivena:
1. Plant do not permit
more than 3 BWR fuel assernblies to be
n storage or in transit between thelr

sseociatad shipping cask and dry stargs

rack st one
lﬂnhmwdwfmmfwl

storuge racks flled with fuel of the
i mum ible U-235
enrichment sand flooded with pure waner
dounoten:d*o.ﬂb.ulﬂi%

ility, 95% confidence jevel.
’# wmmmndcdmd!udm
the fuel starage racks ocours when
the freah fuel storage racks are not
flooded, the k-offective corresponding 0
this spumum moderation doss noc
exceed J. 98, ot 8 96% probabllity. 85%

confidence level
4. The keffective of spent bel sorage
racks flled with fuel of the mumdmum
U-285 enrichment and
with pure water does nat
exreed 0.95, at 8 95% probability, 95%

; 1“ e S of fonns of special

nuckear othes than nuclear
fusl, thet are sored on site in any given
pren is Jess than the quantity necessary
for s critieal mass.

6. Rediation monimre, m required by
Crinerion 63. are

7. The maximum nominal U-235

ennchmen is limired 10 5 0 weght
lyleuua 15 1987, Enwergy

. Inc. reguested an

exemption from the requiremanc of

vaiB'd ZT2wL LUL ER8

e wBPey

997340 BATLNONXE WwNU «-

Notice 97-77. 7 from the
Requirements of Smc: 7024 of Tite
10 of the Cade of Federal lations’
{n arder t continue with the exemption

process.

On August 12, 1988, EOI superseded
iz original May 15, 1997, letter and
requested an exernption from the
crinicality accident monlioring

requiremants stipulated in (0 CFR
70 24(a) specifi for the woas
containing incore tors (which are

not in use) and unbradiated fuel while
it s handlied, used, or stored on site

In this request the licensee addressed
the seven criteria given above The
Commission s technical sta®¥f has
reviewwd the licenses's submittal end

has detarmined that, \ for Criteria
| and 3 discussed below, RBS meets the
Dle criteris

does not restrict fuel movement
snd morage of fuel sssemblies that are
owut of thelr assaciated shipptng cask to
3 nasemblies. However. Dased On the
elevadion and configuration of the ares
where the assamblies are placed befare
storsge (to the new or spent fucl racks,
the padhﬂu( of s hi
improbable (n addition, adm auve
controls ase provided (o restrici the fire-
Sghting practices employed tn the fuel
bullding w prevent low-densiry

moderstion conditions. Fire.

mmumtmmmmw
area and hose stations are equl
with stra nozzies le
nandling tn the fuel bullding or

fuel 10 the new fusl vault so that
the mrey will not be covered with mis
Therefore, the staff conciudes that any
arruy of fus] assernblles Lo starags or Lo
trarsit while outside of thewr associated
mumwmuumymw

the most adverse moderstion

Although
designed to malntaln k-effective less
than 0 95 when either dry or completely
flooded with warer, the new fuel racks
cannot mest the 0 88 k-offective Limit
urder accident conditions of low-

density moderation (e.g.. foam
ay Mm solid
bustible,

noNCom covers are
ed over the new fucl vault o
pdﬁnwmdmm
maderation media When these covers
e removed for fuel bandling the fusl
is covered by e fire retardant material ©
ensure that the storage erray Is not
modarate.' by low-dens.ty mode ation.

INTUOIE N

CEvi €44 ECO

covared with mist. Therefore, the stal!
concludes that » k-affective than
0.9% will mat be attained in the new fuei
storage racks and the seception (0
Criterion 3 is acoeptable
'mopwpmedt)nu".uuu%
manitors required bry 10 CPR 70.24 s w
ensure that f 3 criticality were to ocow
the handling of SNM personnel
would be alerted to that fect end would
take sction. The steff hes
determined that it is extremely unlikely
that such 2n accident could oceur The
low probability of an tnadvertent
criticality conseliutes good cause for
ganting an exsmption o the
requiremaents of 10 CFR 70 24(3)

w

The Commission has deterrmined that,
pursuant to (0 CFR 70.14, this
axamption is authorized by law. will not
endangst Uife or properry ar the comman
defense and security, and is olherwise
in the public Interest. Therefore, the
Commission herely grants the Licensoe
an ex ion from the requiremants of
19 GFR 70.24 for the R®5

Pursuant to 10 C¢R 11,92 the
Comumisaion has iever mirved thast (he
granting of this exaption will not
resull In emy signtficant sdvurse
evironmentsl impact (83 FR 83755).

This exemption is effective upon
{SSUANCR.

For the Nuclear Regulatary Cammission.

Dated ot Rockville, Maryland, this 2nd day
of Decornber 1988,

Fey P. Zirmwwerman,
Aeting Duectar. OfMice of Nuc)ewr Repctor
ton

PR Doc. 8833111 Filed 12-11-08: 8.45 am)
EL CODS TR
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NUCLEAR REGULATORY
COMMISSION

(Derowet M. 80443

Notice of Conglderabion of Appreval of
Truwdhz'lm Ry License

%“m for e

A

Hearing; North Anwmic Energy Servics
Corporation, et &l

The U.S Nuclear Regulato
Coramission (the Commission) &s
considering the issusnce of an arder
wnder 10 CFR 50 80 approving U
warsfer of the intarest held by Montaup
Clecoric Conw in Foclity Op.rating
Licerse No. 86 fur \lm Leaurook

gg:vl B6AY-81-0
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gent by: EUA EXECUTIVE OFFICE

e - wawe

Surion. Unit Na. 1 (Seabrook Scarion),
loceted in Rockinghem County, New
Hampshirs. and considering tasuance of
& conforming amendrent under 10 CFR

50.90.
Consenit to the trursfer

wousld suthorize Little Bay Power

(Little Bay) to
cwrrship Interest in the

Statian now held by Mantaup Electric
Comparny (Moraup). Litte Bay s »
whally subsidiary of

wied
Holdings. Ltd.. which is the
that akso owns Great Bay
Power . an

Energy Service

rempin as the
Joint Owners of the
continue 1o have sxclusive
responsiblity for the sansgement.
ton and malmanance of the

t. Statian. The license would be
ameoded for sdralnisrative puposes

reloct the ¢ .rafer of Montaup s

oMIanmnuuthy,
The proposed eansfer does pot

invoive 3 changs tn the rights,

fation
Pursuant 1© 10 CFR 50 80. the
Commission oy
? license. ov any

notice t ) persons.

Belore fesumnce of e
license wroendoent the

ummmm?wuwu
$54. 83 smenxied

Atomic Energy Act of
fthe Act) and the Commisson s

”m n 10 CIR 2,131, unless
otherwise the

amcndmant appiica In lighe of the
W«uﬁmdﬂhlo

C

21
respect o significant
consigersiions are being salicieed,

notwid slanding the | comument
mqmwm.
The fling of requests for hearing. wnd
for lemve Lo Latarvens and
wrinan comments with regard o the

procedures contsl

vave'd Z2PL ELL V09

» abr gy

ing owner of
the Sesbrook Swrion. North Atlande
tion, the sale
Licarsed operawr of the facility, would
Agent for the 1|
ty and would

ve the transfer of
{ tharsunder, sfter
Such
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censfer spplicetion, are discussad
ow.

January 4, 1999, whose
oy 110,y e
Cammission's action oh the a
may reques & hesring and. if non the
spplicant, may petition for leave to
intervena it a hearing eeding on the
Cammission's attion uests for a
nearing and petitans for lesve ©
irmervens should be filed an acourdance
with the Commisajon's rules of practice
set forth in Subpart M. “Public
Nouficetian. Avallability of Documents
end Recards, Hearing Requests and
Procedures for Hearings on Licerse
Transfer Applications, of 10 CFR Pant
2. In particulas, SuCH requests must
comply with the requirements set farth
in1 2.1306, and should address
the censiderations contained 1n 10 CFR
2.1908(2) Urtimely requests may be
densed, o8 in 10CFR
? 130800), uniess good cause for failure
1o flle on tie is established. In
addition. an untimely request should
address the factars that the Cammission
will alse consider, (n review!
untimely requests. set forth m 10 CFR
2.1308 ) (1)-(2).

Requests for a hea and peurians
{or leave to intervene be served
upon the appli . the General
Courmel. U

Nuclsar lat
Commisuon, WM’:E“DC‘Z'KSSS.

213138

The Coramission wili issus & natice or
mmwcwmahm
Mcmm.
ummmmwm
thet will be held and designating the
Presiding Officer. A natice granting a
hearing will be pub
Register an.d sarved on the parties t the

As an slermanve to requests for
nmﬂptﬁmnww
january 13. 1999, perors may submk

regarding the liramnse

:

decisional record. Commants should be
submiteed to the . U.S. Nuclear
Commission. Washingion,
205550001, Amention: Rulemskings
and Adfudicarians Safl. and ehould cite
the publication date and page mumbar of
this Federai Register nodice.

For further detalls with respecz o s
acuon. set the applications for conserit
10 trarsfer Montiup § i perest in Uw
licerse and issuance of & conforming

NTUOIKI o

Erwve Tiz EOO

‘ma e 2

amendment submitred under cover of &
loier dated Septembar 26. 1998, from
North Atlantie Energy Service
oration which ere svallable for

public lrgpection at the Commission s
Public Documnent Room, the Celman
Building 2120 L Strest. NW.,
Washi DC. and at the local public
document rooen Jocated af the Exeter
Public Livrary Founders Park. Exater.
NH 03833

Dated & Rocwville Maryland. this 4th day
of Dacember, 008,

For the Nuclew Regulatory Commussion.
Caci) 0. Thomas,
Director. Progect Directornte |- 1. Baviston of
mmma‘uum

Ragusadon. ;
(FR Doc. 68-33109 Filed 12-11-88: 845 am!
20LRD COUE W82

NUCLEBAR REGULATORY
COMMEBBION
[Dochee Me. 60-8884)

Rio Algom Mining Corporation
AcEmeY! Nuclaar Regulsory
Commission.

ACTION Notice of receipt of a request
from Rio Algom Mining Jon Lo
revise & site-reclamation mi )
License No SUA-1118 far the Lisbon,
Umah, facility and notice of opportunity
for 3 hearing

sUmMARY: Notice is hereby given that
the U.S. Nuclsar lﬂm
Commission (NRC) has received, by

from Rie Algom

1o amend
Con (LC) 55 A. (%) of Source
Matariel License SUA-1118 for the
Lishon. Utah, facility. The license

A&m (56 FR 55432, October 25
1891, the Licensee shall cornplete
reclamagon to conwrol radon emissions

as expeaiziously as practicable

(vt BEST-§1-03%0
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

9 U 21

AlT 3
I, Thomas G. Dignan, Jr., one of the attorneys for Montaup Electric Company, bereb; 33
certify that on January 21, 1999, I made service of the within document in €onformity with

U.S.N.R.C. Regulations upon the following persons:

Annette L. Vetti-Cook

Secretary of the Commission

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555-001

(Artn: Rulemakings and Adjudications
Staff)

FAX: (301) 415-1101

Karen D. Cyr, Esquire

General Counsel

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555

FAX: (301)415-3086

Edward Berlin, Esquire

Swidler Berlin Sherreff Friedman
3000 K Street N.W., Suite 300
Washington, DC 20007

FAX: (202) 424 7643

John F. Sherman, Esquire
Associate General Counsel
New England Power Company
25 Research Drive
Westborough, MA 01582
FAX: (508) 389-2463

21886660,

AD.

Lillian M. Cuoco, Esquire

Senior Nuclear Counse!

Northeast Utilities Service Company
P.O. Box 270

Hartford, CT 06141

FAX: (860) 665-5504

David A. Repka, Esquire
Winston & Strawn

1400 L Street, N.'W.
Weshington, DC 20005
FAX: (202) 371-5950

Gerald Charnoff, Esquire

Shaw, Pitman, Potts & Trowbridge
2300 N Street, N.W.

Washington, DC 20037

FAX: (202) 663-8007

Mr. Frank Getman, Jr.

Great Bay Power Corporation
20 International Drive, Suite 301
Portsmouth, NH 03801-6809
(Mail Only)

Barton Z. Cowan, Esquire

Eckert Seamans Cherin & Mellott, LLC
600 Grant Street, 44th Floor
Pittsburgh, PA 15219

FAX: (412) 565-6099




