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To the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing this in your Ll to shorten
the legal notificati 7 to the pu when a
nuclear power pla. i line his is an
obvious maneuver to ci blic p and outrage
at the opening of Di

I am appalled that you would so blatently disregard the
public's right to know about the opening of such a
dangerous, life-threatening and menacing structure as a
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Sec., of the Commission faay
huclear Regul tory Commission
Nasaington, L.C. 2QCEBES

We are tatally opposed to tne NRC 'z praposed
regulation cnanges ¢ancerning a cut in tine final
review periad tetween NRC licensiang approval for a
plant and the date tnatl tne new license tecomes
effective.

It 18 our understanding tnat sucn a cut entalls
tne reduction of tne final review perliod to 30 days
for full power and 10 days for low power, or to nold
taoe review after tne license tecomeg =2ffsctive.

There 1s no Justification for tae cutiinz of the
final review period. If nuclear power is so "safe",
taen surely there can te ns narm in following existing
regulaticns.
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Secretary of the Commission iR

NRC Y
washington, D, C, 20555

We are oppoted to the proposed change in your regula-
tions that would cut the final review period between
NRC licensing approval for a nuclear plant and the date
that a2 new license becomes effective, We feel this
review period is crucially important to our right to
health, safety, and freedom of information., We do hope
you consider our opinion while considering those whose

only interest is in free enterprise no matter what the

cost,
Sincerely,
A ; tr' -
L - ’,v/,’/ - A ,‘— ....r '
—— e T s
Cindy Lu.xas
John Riddle
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Secretary of the Jcm. ssion

duclear negulatery ommission

Wasaington, DC 205aa

ne: the proposed change in nuclear power plant licensing pro-

edure ror final review periocd--ippendix 3 to Part 2 of ¥RC

regulations.

3oth of the options proposed ("edu ing the final review period
or nolding tne review after the license bDecomes effective) are
unacceptaole, as eithner one would severe-y l.m¢t padlic partic-
ipaticn in the nuclear power plant licensing procedure., The
volce of the people must nct ve silenced ih a ma:ter of such
grave importance.

May I remind you taat curs is a government of, o7 and fer tae
pecple. ilay you alsc recall the statement Einstein made con-
cerning atomic power, that the lssue mus:c be taken to %tae
public square. JlNotice that Einstein, tne brilliant physicist,
sald tnat thne pecple, not scientists, bureaucrats, or industry,
mu3st decide upon tals lssue., The licensing procedure ¢hanges
7ou propose infringe upon tals right of the pecple, and I
taerefore urge you to Keep the present procedure.
I must also comment upon the othner NRC plans for licensing
specd-up, particularly tae legislative proposals to amend thne
atomle Energy act. These too are unacceptadle as tiey zreatly
limit pubdlic participation.

Sincerely,

/ ’
4/_ /// -

Susan L. dlatt
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TO: Nuclear Regulatory Commission

FROM: Environmental Planning Lobby
196 'Morton Avenue, Albany, New York 12202

SUBJECT: Comments on Proposed Rule Change, 46 F.R. 20215
(April 3, 1981), Affecting 10 CFR Part 2

DATE: May 4, 198l

The New York State Environmental Planning Lobby (EPL)*
opposes modifying Appendix B to Part 2 of the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission regulaticns (10 CFR Part 2) as proposed in the Federal
Register notice at 46 F.R. 20215 (April 3, 198l). EPL opposes
both Option A and Option B for the following reasons.

If it is true, as stated, that post-TMI substantive
licensing requirements are now largely settled, presumably NRC
staff are now free to concentrate attention on other matters, and
specifically on review of operating licenses. This should be
all the more likely in that few if any new applications for
construction permits are currently being filed to the best of our
knowledge.

The effect of both Option A and Option B would be to
discourage and limit environmental review. This would be so
under Option B because the operating license will be effective

prior to consideration of whether operation should be staved.

* EPL is a statewide, non-partisan coalition of thousands of
concerned citizens and over 100 environmental organizations.
Its principal purpose is the enactment of sound environmental
legislation in New York State.
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With facility operation a fait accompli, Appeal Boards must be

expected to be disinclined to grant motions to stay operation.

It would also be so under Option A because cperating licenses can
become effective within 10 or 30 days of receipt by NRC of the
Licensing Board's decision and because, under Option A, the NRC's
decision to issue an operating license is based narrowly on
"serious safety issues" to the exclusion of significant environ-
mental issues. Here, too, operation of the facility would be a

fait accompli and Appeal Boards might well be disinclined to stay

operation under 10 CFR §2.788 criteria. In our opinion. there-
fore, the effect of Option A or B would be to diminish or elimi-
nate meaningful environmental review of licensing beard decisions
to grant operating licenses.

We consider this added risk of reduced environmental
review unjustified by costs of delay associated with the present
review procedure. Commentary accompanying the proposals stresses
that under both options time savings would vary with the
complexity of the case. In our judgment the streamlined review
proposed would risk failure to discriminate among cases and to
identify those deserving particularly careful review. The pre-
sent review procedure, for that matter, does not preclude more
expeditious review of less controversial cases.

Bven if it is the Commission's view that post-TMI

substantive licensing requirements are now largely settled the



Commission staff does not yet have extensive experience in
applying these to particular facilities. It is premature to

streamline operating license issuance.

Additional Comments on form of the proposed revisions:

1. The stated scope of the proposed regulatory revi=-
sion is limited to gperating license decisions. The two revision

options should, therefore, treat construction license decisions

in the same way and without revision. We call attention to ==
and object to =-- the omission from Option B of cne facter to
which the Appeal Board is required to “"give particular attention"

in "deciding these stay questions® with regard to construction

permits. This factor, as set forth in Option A, is whether
issuance prior to full administrative review may "(l) Create
novel safety and environmental issues in the light of the Three
Mile Island accident® (46 F.R. 20216, column 3).

2 For no apparent reason, Option A and 7ption B are
differently drafted as to Appeal Board functions in connection
with operating licenses. Option B describes the Appeal Board
function under a separate heading of Appendix B, section 2
("Operating Licenses®). The function of the Appeal Board there
described applies to Option A as well as to Option B and its
omission from Option A as drafted is confusing and unexplained.
Apparently the concluding paragraph of Option A is intended to

cover this matter. Option A, if adcpted, should contain the

3=



description in proposed Option B modified to make clear that it

refers to stay requests (or "stay motions") filed under 10 CFR

2.788.

ENVIROMMENTAL PLANNING LOBBY
196 Morton Avenue, Albany, NY 12202

(518)462-5526

Contact: Robert C. Stover, Esqg.
10 E. 40th Street
New York MY 10016

(212)689-6850
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Secretary of the Commission
U.S¢ Nuclear Regulatory Commssion
Washington, D. C..20555

© Uis NUGLIAR UIGLAATORY
COMM (33 ION

Attn, Docketing and Service Branch

™11 all facts, findings,.etc., from Three

ot c., and until Three Mile Island is either operatmg or decommissicred, I will

t rongl ree with and all posed rude changes of the Nuclear Rezulatory
sion, as well as ederal Presdden Moratorium imrcsed on the Nuclear

%Eugtn and the Nuclear Regulatory Commission, NC CHANGES CR HASTENDNGI
o this day,. they s can not get in at TMI and evaluate the reactor, clean TMI,
Start TMI or decommission TMI, which ever will have to te done.

Any power Co, that is lobbying and putting pressure for these proposed changes in
licensing are repeating their error, of lifting the ban on nuclear construction till
all the findings were in from TMI. And why the cost keeps climbing.. No amount of
pressure should ever hasten t he due process of present rules, regulations, laws, e%c.,
to hastan constuction, start up, licensing or any phase of nuclear units I+» alectricty,
till TMI is generating or decommrissicned, and all the facts, findings are in and

have been evaluated by qualified experts in the lNuclear Field., This should %e by a
balanced and unbiased board composed of non-utility personnel, qualified to know

what they are reading, hearing, and what questions to ask of the Nuclear Utility
Perscnnel, Per your document I ham "Irmediate Effectiviness Rule™ please refer to
page 3, last paragraph on page 3, "The Comission = = -« = - - to end of paragraph- -
may no longer be necessary.i/ We still do not know or have the answers yet.

I am sure these are excepticnally expensive delays to a Utility Co., its rate payers,
their investors, etc., but at the sametoken, hastening any of the present rules, laws
and allowing construdtion,start-up, licensing, etc., will only increase these costs
by faf more, if they have to redesign,. reconstruct, or scrap the whole thing, when the
complets facts, findings, etc., from TMI and TMI back operating or decomrdissioned are
all in and over with,. It has to be far mosre costly %% everyone, and exactly why the
already shy investor to invest in a Utility Co., that is going ahead with Nuclear Units,
will not invest in these MNuclear Utility Company's. They were nmightey shy, prior %
TMI, because of the costs of constmuction, units, opesating nuclear units costs, & the
short life time of a nuclear unit., After TMI Investors are almost nil, Plus the fact
the demand for electricty is down and steadily decreasing. The rate-payers long term
st ockholders and the tax payers are taicing the brunt of the costs,.and the "1ty Co's,
errors., And why I feel so strongly the N.R.C. should help the Utility Co's. repeat
their errors, and not change any rules, regulations, actions, etc., till TM. s
totally resolved and settled.

Wren TMI is back in opemation or decommissioned, very definitley, the NRC should and

has to chagge many rules, regulations, lifting of the Moratorium, etc., And I am very

mich in favor of these changes then, but not until then, I still feel very strongly

it will be far more costly %o me, as a rate payer of Commonwealth Zdiscn Co., & steck

Holder of Commonwealth Zdison Co., and a tax payer, to the United Sta‘es Gov't., and

a total electfic user, heat, water, (our own well & pump), plus all electric appliances,

to hasten any proceedures, etc,, at this time, And this would apply te all of us, not

just myself., And I sures do want the cheapest cost %o me, as a rate payer, and my stock

to zo back up to purchase price, plus higher in value, add not pay my own :ividonds.a. o h

And be unable to pay my ut ility bills for the electric I have to have and use. 'J’\' f

\ /7

Sincerely, 2 L

Mrs. Elaine Walsh



