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Attention:
Docket and Service Branch J 4 *

Subject: w
Comments en Proposed Rule - . (.
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f g, lassifiedSafeguards Information (43FR354.o " ' '

Dear Sir:
. >

Yankee Atomic Electric Company appreciatesthe subject proposed rule. the opportunity to coc: ment on
plan t in Rowe , Mas s a ch us e t ts . Yankee Atomic owns and operates a nuclear power

The Nuclear Services Division also providesengineering services
including Ver::ent Yankee, Maine Yankee and Seabrook 1for other nuclear pcwer plants in the Northeast,

and 2.

Yankee supports the goals of the proposed rule,
equipment wiring diagrams. Plans , Con tingency Plans , reports o f ins pections , audits and securityit applies to Security

as

However, we firmly believe that
to es tablish additional and more res trictive safeguards p ot there is no need
requirements at the plants. We do believe that there is significant benefit
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to be gained by es tablishing additional protection against di
licensing arena and by making generic security related studies unavail blsclosures in the
the public.

The effectiveness of existing plant a e to '

| as the screening procedures which provide excellentsecurity requirements as well
,

personnel are employed, s trongly support our contention that more stringentassurance that low riskI

controls at the plant (eg.
con tainer) are unjus tified, unnecessary and coun ter productive. locking procedures in special approved security

Fur th e r ,

equipment will necessarily be available in the public domain.information on the location, type and function of saf te y-related
amount of research it With some small

| locations of safety-related vital equipment.is possible to determine composite listings and preciseSince it is impossible tosafeguard this information because it
is public, there is absolutely noi bene fit

to be gained by es tablishing cure res trictive requirements on thlicensee. e
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As proposed, the regulations are overly concerned with the methods for
physical protec: ion afforded by licensees. Ins:ead, further emphasis should
be placed en controlling disclosure of safeguards information in the licensing
process. Here the need for cen:rol is eminently jus tified. The proposed rule
should be revised to provide adequa:e authority for licensing boards to
withhold sensi:ive information frem public disclosure. This , we b elieve , was
:he original L2 tent of Congress in PL96-295.

Finally, the subject federal register notice sta:es : hat, "certain types
o f informatica, even though possibly regarded as safeguards infor=a tion , would
not f all within the scope of the proposed rule" (i.e. Sandia-prepared s tudies
such as the Intrusion Catection Sys tem, Entry Cen:rol Sys te=s , and the Barrier
Technology Handbook). We believe this type of material new procurable thrcugh
the Freedos of informacien Act ( FOIA) , sheuld be vigorously protec:ed and
consis:antly wi:hheld frem the general public.

We s trongly support the commen:s sub=it:ed by KMC, Inc. dated March 6,
1981 en :he subject proposed rule. Should you have any ques tiens regarding
our commen:s , please contact us.

Very truly yours,

YANKEE ATCMIC EIECTRIC CCMPANY

D. W. Edwards, Director

Operational Projects & Licensing
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