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-1991 Cooper Nuclear Plant-bomb threat.

-1891 U.S. Nuclear Planis-threat of kamikaze air craft attacks by Iragq.

-1991 University of Utah-bomb threat against research reactor.

-1993 Waco Texas-non-nuclear related, this is hard evidence of exsistance of
a determined and violent organization that openly fought U.S. ATF agents and
were not afraid to die for their choosen cause.

-1993 World Trade Center-evidence of a determined and violent organization
operating within the U.S. This was a well executed and planned terrorist act
on 2 high profile target-politically/finanically, the terrorists achieved
their objective. Including not being detected by authorities.

-1893 Three Mile lsland Nulcear Plant-forced entry into the protected area.
Although intruder was unarmed, the dbt does not sgecifically address this
type of incident. According to information published in NUREG 1485, there
were correct and questionable personnel actions on the part of the security
force and operations personnel in dealing with the incident. Plus, a number
of equipment and procedural inadequacies thal contributed to the incident.
NUREG 1485 also indicates that from the time the intruder breached the P.A.
barrier, it took approximately 60 seconds for him enter the Trubine Bldg.,
exit his vehicle and move futher into the bldg-where he was later located
and apprehended approximately 4 hours later. This incident also brought to
light that there were not enough security personnel available to adequately
deal with a SINGLE intruder-which allowed the incident to last hours longer
than necessary and thus, increasing the potential for a part 100 release.
Also, the Incident Investigation Team concluded that "NRC requirements for
establishing and maintaining a physical protection system and as used

during the security program licensing process do not consider the use of a
vehicle to breach a P.A. barrier. In this event, the use of a vehicle

reduced the amount of time the security force had to assess and respond to
the event."

In 1991, Nuclear Control Institute and Committee to Bridge the Gap
filed petition for rulemaking with the NRC (docketed PRM-73-9). The NCI
group reguested revision of the dbt to reflect explosives-laden vehicle
bombs and possibility of attack by a larger number of attackerd using more
sophisticated weapons. This petition was ultimately denied by the NRC
which stated that "there has been nc change in the domestic threat since the
dbt was adopted that would justify a change in the dbt." However, this
petition brought forth some interesting information. |



In summary, to reiterate the question asked by the NRC in review of
the NCI petition Of 1991, “"Has the threat of radiological sabotage of
domestic nuclear reactors changed to an extent that justifies a need to
upgrade the current design basis threat 7" Overall, I feel the answer is
YES, the facts speak for themselves, in terms of actual or threatened acts
of sabotage. A successful terrorist attack could cause a release of rad-
activity comparable to a severe nuclear accident and result in significant
health and safety consequences and property damage. The pas#ed incidents
that | referenced should he considered alarms to be heeded if the safety
of the public is to be guarnteed. 1 feel the past attitude of the NRC has
been REACTIVE and not PROACTIVE as it should be. The KRC has been given the
responsibility to protect the health and welfare of the citizens of the
U.S. and a more proactive stance is now more in order than ever.

Per review of the NCI petition, "the commission has estimated, in the case
of one reactor, that a severe accident could result in up to 130,000 acute
fatalities, 300.00 latent cancers, and 800,000 gentic effects, while
necessitating offsite mitigation to cast $35 billion.

I feel that the ends clearly justify the means, to at the very least
keep the dbt at the present status or increase the strictness of security
requirements to properly protect the public.

I am not advocating the allocation of millions of dollars for
additional security, I am just asking that careful consideration be given
to ANY changes to the design basis threat.

Sincerely,
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