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Mr. Sa=uel ChO, Secmtary

YIluclear Pegulatory Commission yg,.
Washington, D.C. 20555

Dear Mr. Chilk:

Sassafras Audubcn |z opposed to the rul3 (46 Fe. Reg. 41786) proposed by the URC
which would el4-i". ate the curmnt requimmnt th:t utilities' applying for permits
to construct and licenses to operate nuclear power plants must deconstrate that
they have financial qrnl4f'ieations necessary to design, construct and operate the
plant in accordance with the NRC's mgulations (10 CFR 50.33 (f) and Appendix C
to 10 CFR Part 50.

*ie want the pasent rule mtained in its entirety, including tb mquirement that<

at the operating sti-ge applicants =ust show that they possess or have reasonable
assurance of obtaining the furds necessag to cover the esti=ated'cests of per-
=amntly shutting down the facility and =aintaining it in a scfe condition.

Ue request, in addition, that the present rule te stmngthered by a mquimtent
of proof of a utility's ability to firance a clean-up in the event of an accident.
Ceraral Public Utilities (GPU), obviously, is unable to clean-up the accident at
T E-2, and the URC and nuclear industry cannot say that it will not happen again.

Progmss has actm'17 been slight toward clean-up of CMI-2, with the cost and time
requmd to pe rfor the clean-up of the dn nged reactor, still unknown. A recent
article in SCIE:EE 18 September 1981, PR03I24S CO:TflEUE AT THREE MIIF.ISIAUD, dot?d
that while GPU:s cost-estimate of tN clean-up is around $1 billion. -(i.rith, about $200

on spent), that it is quite possible that with mgulatory delays,Tfinancing trou-#''4

bles, and unexpeeted technical problems, the eost w 11 rise. '4

Governor Thornburgh of Pennsylvania is seeking help from the Federal Goverrrant (25%),
nuclear and electric industries (25%), the insurance fund (125), and Pennsylvania
ard :!ew Jersey (63) to help GPU with the clean-up. Noro seen willing to make such
a large co==ittrent. In the meantime, with the an nge and dangers still incompletely
assesced, the lives of those living in the T!E-2 Ama are sti'l at risk.

This seems an extraordinarily inappropriate time, in fact, for the UP&to con-
sider el4-i .ating an appraisal of a utility's ability to construct and operate a
nuclear plant in ter=s of financial qualifications, given the dim financial problems~

of GPU and the T E-2 clean-up, and given the problems utilities ais e'xperiencing
in financing nuclear plants, p
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i Public Service Indiana (PSI) announced on October 2,1981 that their estimate of
, the cost of Marble Hill had risen fron $3.4 billion to $4 3 billion. The recent
I esti= ate, however, is far below what Marble HiH is likely to cost. The independ-

ent audit of the l'ev York State Public Service Commi saion of Nire Mile Point liuclear
Gererating Stction produced a cost of around $5.6 billion, which seems a = ore reason-
able estimate of what Marble H4ll =ay cost.

,

i

PSI wants the Irdi.nr:a Gereral I.ssembly to pass a C'elIP (Construction 'Jork In Progress)
Bill giving PSI the power to underarite construction costs by raising the rates con-
su=ers pay for their power. CilIP bills have been opposed by consumer groups as en-
inently unfair to ratepayers who =ay never berefit fze= the power produced. This
is particularly true in the case of Marble Hill whese power is not reeded in the ,

PSI service a:ea. "he question must he raised as to whether utilities should be
allowed to recove ' .a%,xorbitant costs of a nuclear plant through higher rates to.

! customers even when co=pleted.
:

Yours sincerelyNG'97u Od.k-.--<-<
.

' Mrs. David G. F ey
Energy Policy Co==ittee, SrtS

,

j 2625 S. S=ith Road
! Bloomington, Indinna 47401
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Have.ithe kindness to bring tw the attention of the Commission the
following comment of the undersigned on one of the Commission's
proposed rule changes: u,rm e

.2

In'iiew of the fact that nuclear plant costs h've escalated.
-

a
-
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Financial 'qualificati:r.;; imestic Licersing of Freducticn and Utili-
tation Facilities

I h.1ve read the report of the Federal Eegister vol. L6, no 159 'on the
above menticned proposed amendment, and protest passing the a=endment.
Electric utilities cannot be presumed to be able to meet the financial
demands of constructing and operating nuclear power plants.

.

Yours truly,
/

'

kg
D (Mrs.) Marjorie A. Spees

# 544 North Rosedale
9 i Tulsa, Cklaha .a 74127'
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N &NSecretary of the Commission
U.S.M uclear.Reculatory.Commissign
Washington, D.C. 20555 tb J

RE: Proposed Rule: Financial Qualifications,
Domestic Licensing of Production and Utilization
Facilities, 46 Fed. Reg. 41786 (Aug. 18, 1981)

Daar Sir,

I have been asked to forward to you the enclosed comments on
the NRC's proposed financial qualifications rule, submitted
by the Greater Newburyport Clamshell Alliance.

Very truly yours,

Ellyn R. Weiss
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1217 Rasac2 Elect, #2
Pittsburgh, PA 15212

N ; 7 , @f (412) 321-3156/*

'- October 6, 1981
.

90 g

g kSecretary of the Commission
.{

QD1
\

-

*
US NRC - ' ~

#Washington, D.C. 20555

Dear Secretary, If \ fgf
I am writing to inform you of my opposition to the proposed elimination of

the NRC's " financial qualifications" rule. I take issue with the NRC's two
assumptions on why this requirement should be weakened or done, away with com-
pletely. First of all, the NRC states that regulated public utilities "can
be presumed to meet the financial demands of constructing and operating nuclear
power plants"','. This is not true-look at the Public Service Company of New Hamp.
shire's difficulties in financing the Seabrook nuclear plant, and the New York
State Public Service Commission's difficulities fir / acing the Nine Mile Point
plant. And there are other examples. Secondly, the NRC asserts that inspec-
tion and enforcement by the NRC are adequate ways to assure public safety.
This, I believe, is also not true. In fact, one has only to loolhat the NRC's
own words at the time the original " financial qualifications" rule was published:
"Although the CommMs&on's safety determinations required the issuance of
f acility licenses based ypon extensive and detaildd technical review, an ap-
plicant's financial qualifications can also contribute to his ability to meet
his responsibilities in safety matters". I think this is still very much the

case.

So, the " financial qualifications" rule should not only be kept, but
it should even be strengthened further. It should not only include the re-

quirement regarding decommissioning costs, but the regulation should also re-
quire proof of a utilities' ability to finance a cleanup in the event of an
accident.

Don't eliminate the " financial qualifications" rule!!!

Yours truly,

W Y/ A U
( Robert A. Braun

!
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Jeff and Linda Weintraub MViQipi%g' '
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?

53k1 Birchwood < / v'', -

Skokie, IL 60077 /J MM V

jM en.9 ,

- %iD LSecretary of the Commission a m
Nuclear Regulatory Commiss4 A OCI * p*

. -dtcM}$hWashington, D.C. 20555
*

R[(.f[tJ) @ r"2
% ~s &LSeptenber 30, 1981 ,l f

R .50a c r 2 4 IS0l " . g '. ~
w~. J

. :s
Dear Secretary:

' ~

,s, && max
u ~

We are writing in c be,nt on the N@ proposal to eliminat@e. . $ h tj'j7"1Q
financial qualifications . ofutp''v.,yapplicants.Wefeeltheelimination of this review r e the public interest.

We respectfully urge the Commission to exercise its option
to retain the present requirements in their entirety. Of special
inportance is the neod to retain the requirement mandating
submission of information concerning the costs of plant decommissioning.
We also strongly urge the Gommission to retain the regulation
requiring utilities to maintain the maximum amount of commercially-
available, on site property damage insurance.

A good example of the need for the above regulations is the
now infamous Three Mile Island incident. It is assumed that
Metropolitan Edison Company and General Public Utilities fulfilled
all the above requirements before the accident at TMI. One would
also assume that consequently there would be adequate funds and
insurance coverage to cover the costs of the c'ean-up, repairs
and decommissioning if necessary. But such is not the case. Met Ed
was faced with bankrupey and found itself in a financial condition
whereby it was severly pressed to find sufficent funds to cover
costs.

If utilities are under no obligation to provide financial
coverage and information as they are now, what would assure the
Commission ahd the public that there would be sufficent funds to
cover a similar incident? If an utility is unable to pay for '
decommissioning or the clean-up of an accident that in itself
would constit te a public hazard because the problem would not be
resolved as quickly as possible.

We respectfully urge the Commission to consider our suggestions.

Sincerely,

{ tbt <M COL

4@0Linda Weintraub ~
*
.

0

Jeff Weintraub '

l
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""d 'O October 6, 1981b

+~ Q./
Dear Sir -

We are deeply concerned by a proposed rule change that would
eliminate the " financial qualification" requirement that insists
that utilities have or be able to get funds to build, maintain,
ar.d safely decommission reactors.

It is elementary common sense that a utility should have or be
able to get the financial resources to safely carry out its nuclear
functions. Nuclear power is inherently dangerous - it would be
foolhardy to entrust its use to utilities that may not be able to
afford the best safety measures, or the emergency / cleanup / decommissioning
needs that may arise. If we're going to allow utilities to play with
nuclear fire it is only prudent to ensure that they have the hoses
and water that may become necessary.

Therefore, we urge you to retain, indeed strenghten, the financial
qualification requirement.

Sincerely -

'en,

Tom Falvey
Director
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