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March 25, 1981

424 Laurel Drive
Hershey, PA 17033

Secretary to the Commission
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

Actention: Docketing & Service Branch
Dear Sir:

I note with deep interest and grave concern the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission's and temporary Chairman Hendrie's proposal to amend the Rules
of Practice, 10 CFR Part 2, "To facilitate expedited conduct of adjudicatory
proceedings on applications to construct or operate nuclear power plants."
The Three Mile Island accident should have been the warning signal, but, I
fear, the lesscns have been totally ignored. These rropcsed changes will make
it even clearer that the NRC, Cangress, and the Reagan Administration wants to
continue with ''ousiness as usual."

. . The-real threat.posed by these proposed changes is the destruction of any
processes in which individuals and/or groups and the general public have any

say or control over their own future. There will be no freedom of information
because the rule changes will see to it that the public cannot get any
information. The nuclear industry and its backers will have complete anonymity
to do what they want without public scrutiny. The NRC's legal charge to "protect
the health aud safety" of the public will continus to be perverted to 'protect
the dollars of the nuclear industry and its backers."

Timely information will no longer be accessible, the public will no longer
have a right or opportunity to challenge the NRC c¢r its industry, nor will the
public any longer have meaningful involvement in the licensing proceedings
regarding the construction or operation of a nuclear power plant. This is a
blatant attempt to muzzle opposition to the nuclear industry as can be readily
seen by reading the attached summary from the document titled, "Nuclear Regulatory
Commission, 10 CFR Part 2, Rules of Practice for Domestic Licensing Proceedings
Expediting the NRC Hearing Process."
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Secretary to the Commission
Page 2
March 25, 1981

1 must protest these proposed changes in the most strenuous terms. Health
and safety issues, not money and the nuclear industry's desire to barge ahead,
are the prime concerns. To illogically destroy a formal process and move ahead
at the &xpgnsc of health and safety is to be completely callous and ignorant of
the real lessons of Three Mile Island and the nuclear industry's problems. We
must forget the dollars of the utilities and the bankers and begin to think of
the health and safety issues first and foremost. Doing what is proposed will
insure that more accidents are in our future and that the people living by a
nuclear power plant or who are concerned with health and safety issues will
have no opportunity for input and control over some major issues affecting
" their lives.

Honesty and fairness have never been the prime concerns of the NRC, the
nuclear industry, or the utilities. However, perhaps it is time to realize
that your constituents are the general public and not the industry. You serve
through government, the people not the industry. Not adopting these proposed
rules changes would at least show some symbolance of concern for the general
public's health, safety, and righets.

Sincerely,

warren L. Prelesnik
Atrzachment . .. .. L

¢cc: President Ronald Reagan °*
Senator H. John Heinz, III
Senator Arlen Spector
ARep. Allen E. Ertel
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6. Currentiyv, parcies to Proceecsings mus: Tile any moticas
Tecuesting summary disposizion at leas: forsv-five

oo =0T CC Che start ol the hearing., In orcer =o
provice the opportunity for greater use of such
moticns, and to provide the Boards more Slexibilicy
in conducting the proceeding, the proposed rules

would permit motions for summarv disposition to be
A . a5 LT 5

-

$iled at anv time. However the Board could use its

authority over the conduct of the proceeding to set
Ramdentet ool

time limits on summary dispositior tailored to the
e et S

circumstances of the proceeding.
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In provosing for comment these changes aimed at shertening the
hearing process, the Commission wishes =o emphasize that i:s ¢éoes

intend to make changes which reduce the overazl! qualicy of NRC
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ucdicatory proceecings or which are inconsistent wich basic
fairness. DPecause these chanrges, if adeopted, would be applicable
te pencing FRC adjudicatory proceedings, where parcies have been
proceecing in accordance with the current rules, the Commission ‘s
particularly interested in obtaining the view. of participants in
NRC hearings on how the proposed sch
afiect: (1) the quality of the various proceedings; and (2) the

parties’ participation in such proceedings. Cories of this noctice



