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be incredible and based on that belief held that the impacts,
including most importantly the potential consequences of
such accidents, should not be disclosed in the Environmental
Impact Statements prepared for nuclear plants. Public
assessment of these potential consequences has never been
prepared for either plant.

On March 28, 1979, TMI-2 experienced the most serious
accident to date in the civilian nuclear power program.

The accident was not catastrophic in the sense that large
releases of radiation to the public did not take place.
However, a series of multiple failures previously considered
incredible took place, compounded by inappropriate operator
action, leading to substantial core damage.

As a direct result of the TMI-2 accident, the NRC took
two actions most pertinent to the issues at hand. First,
finding that the Commission lacked the requisite assurance of
the safety of TMI-1, it ordered the plant shut down pending
a hearing to determine whether and under what conditions the

plant could safely resume operation. Order and Notice of

Hearing, 10 NRC 141, 142 (1979). As to .o other operating plant
did the Commission find that it lacked reasonable assurance of
safety; TMI-1 was characterized as "unique" because of
technical issues and doubts concerning the management
capability and technical resources of the utility in question.
Id. at 143-144.

Second, some 10 months later the Commission reversed its
pre=TMI policy on the consideration of serious nuclear

accidents under NEPA. This action was based explicitly on



the occurence of the TMI-2 accident, which was stated to

have "emphasized the need for changes in NRC policies re-

garding the consideration to be given to serious accidents

from an environmental as well as a safety point of view."
Statement of Interim Policy, 45 FR 40101, June 13, 1980.
Noting that "our experience with past NEPA reviews of
accidents and the TMI accident clearly ads us believe
it a change is needed," 1d. 102, the Comn sion directed
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TMI-1 to be "unique" when it withdrew its previous
conclusion of reasonable assurance of safety and ordered
the plant shut down pending hearings. ALAB-705, Sl.op. at
'his amounted logically to a finding that the probability ¢
an accident was greater at TMI-1 than at any other plant.
The majority argues, in essence, that such circumstances wil
no longer exist after restart is authorized since that
authorization must be based on a finding that the plant
ALAB-705 at 17-18. Such circular
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FR 31762, July 22, 1982.
Simple common sense dictates that if TMI-1 presented
questions unigque enough to require an unprecedented shut-
down, these are sufficiently special circumstances to mandate

nsideration of potential future accident
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accepted, does not contest that the restart decision is a
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been directly involved in this proceeding to an almost

unprecedented degree, from the initial decisions announcing

1ts lack of assurance of TMI's safety to its current
consideration of whether the ASLR's decision should be
made immediately effective. More public scrutiny and
attention has attached t this proceeding than any other.
Moreover, the Commission personally determined its
and authorized the policy statement, the meaning of

hich is spute. Th juestion of whether the NRC

11 disclose and consider in a forthright manner the potential
nsequences to the public safety of serious accidents at

a major policy decision which must be decided

level.

Respectfully submitted,
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