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Petition for Rulemaking -- PRM-73-9 --
Upgrading the Design Bias Threat for

Radioloalcal Sabotaae of Nuclear Reactors
Dear Mr. Sawyers

I am in receipt of David L. Meyer's letter of March 19
enclosing-the comments submitted to the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission on the Petition for Rulemaking (PRM-73-9) brought by
the Nuclear control Institute and the Committee to Drldge the
Gap. The letter and the attached comments raise several issues.

~

First, the letter states the Commission "has continued to
docket comments received . through March 12, 1991." The. .

status of the Nuclear Control Institute-Committee to Bridge the
4

cap rebuttal to the Nuclear Management and Resource Council's
jcomments on the Petition, submitted March 14, 1991, thus appearsuncertain. We believe this rebuttal is important to a full

consideration of issues raised by the Petition and urge, I

therefore, that it be docketed along with other comments.

Second, at leat, three letters regarding the Petition that
woro submitted to the Commission by the February 28 deadline were
not included in the materials sent-to me. Absent from these-materials were letters specifically in support of the Petition

|from Representative Gejdenson (January 14), Representative Markey I

(January 15) and Representatives Markey and Kostmayer (February28), each addressed to Chairman Carr. We believe.that these
comments on the Petition must be constdered by the commission.
In particular, we believe that the list of questions relating to
the vulnerability of nuclear powerplants to radiological sabotage
attached to the Markey-Kostmayor letter should be answered prior
to any. Commission decision on the Petition.

Third, since your letter arrived, Paul Leventhal, President
of the Nuclear Control Institute, received the enclosed letter

!from Konrad Kellen expressing his support for the Petition. Dr.
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Kellen is a senior analyst in the Behavioral Science Department
of the RAND Corporation and a specialist in terrorism who has
worked on studies on protecting nuclear programs, including a
study he led for the Commission on guard forces for nuclear
installations. We would hope, given his special expertise, that
the Commission will consider his brief comments, and we submit
the letter with his permission.

Please contact me if the comments cited above will not be
included in the Commission's consideration of the Petition.
Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

/

Eldon V.C. Greenbe
Counsel to Peti nerg
Nuclear Control Institute
and the Committee to Bridae
the Gao

Enclosures
cc: David L. Meyer, Regulatory Publications Branch

Emile L. Julian, Of fice of SECY
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Konred Kellen,

1 540 Peseo Hiremer
Petific Polisodes, CA 90272

Deer Peul,

i

Unfortunetely, I hed no opportunity to respond to your letter of 1
Februery,1991 sooner. You stete thet there was e deedline of 26 Februery
1or comments (which I missed). However, ec I Velue your ef f orts highly I
will mete some brief comments - perheps they will come in nsndy.

I very much f avor the petition you subrnitted that hos previously been
J rejected As e former Rend Corporetion enelyst cherged omong other things

for e number of geers with the study of terrorism end meens of protection
egeinst it,let me seg three things in perticulor:

1.Due to the prectically unlimited types of ettecks terrorists con
wege eghinst elmost any type of target, defense egelnst them is exprernely

^

vexing and requires constent imginettve study es well es ever new
; defensive meesures. .

2.Due to the terrorist M.0, to strike when ettecks are least
expected, temporery lulls in terrorist ectivity such es we have right now,
should not meke us lery with regard to either study or preportion.,

3.Even though a variety of reasons con be given to the effect that
etteeks on nuclear tergets meg not be likely to occur (I myself predicted
in e 1975 Rond paper that no such ettacks would occur during the
subsequent ten-geer period), the possibility of such on etteck occurring is
en ever present donger.

,

Keep g the good work end best regards to you end your wife.

Sincerely
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