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COMMISSIONER ROBERTS' COMMENTS ON SECY-89-247 1uL

This paper does not succinctly define the point at which in the
Sraff's view decommiSsioning starts, However, the Staff uppears
to believe that it does not start until by a licensee's actions
or failures to act a facility begins to become degraded to such
an extent that it is not "capable of being returned to service
without untoward resource expenditure." In the case of Shoreham
this would allow LILCO to reduce its plan' personnel as long as
it retains "an adeguate number of properly trained staff to
ensure plant safety in the defueled mode, including the ability
to cope with malfunctions accidents, and unforeseen events."

The Staff's position provides no objective standard for
differentiating a plant that is "capable of being returned to
service without untoward resource expenditure" from a plant for
which decommissioning has started. Nor does it provide an
objective standard for determining types, qualificacions and
numbers of personnel who must be retu.ined on the Shorehanm plant

staff.

The Staff appears to recounize that as long as LILCO does not
violate the minimum reguirements of its operating license for
"operation" in the defueled mode or NRC reqgulations, the NRC has
ne obvious public health and safety basis for impnsing additional
duties on LILCO. Nevertheless, the Staff intends to prohibit
Shorehan from "decommissioning itself" by requiring all systems
needed for full-power cperation to be preserved from degradation
even if they are not required for safety in the defueled mode,

To the extent that LILCO agrees with the NRC Staff on the
maintenance and custodial services necessary to prevent excessive
degradation of these systums and provides them, no challenge to
our legal authority to regquire them is likely. However, should
the New York State regulators trhreaten to disallow the costs of
preserving systems not required for safety in the defueled mode,
a different situation might arise.

Because LILCO has stated that Shoreham will never beconme
commercially operable under LILCO ownership, I believe we should
require LILCO to submit staffing, maintenance and funding plans
for preventing degradation of Shoreham pending its transfer to
other ownership or its decommissioning. Moreover, should that
transfer not occur prior to July 26, 1990, LILCO, in accordance
with 10 CFR 50.33k(2), is required to submit plans for
decommissioning Shoreham and to provide reasonable assurance that
funding for decommissioning will be availuble.



NOTATION VOTE
RESPONSE SHEET

10: SAMUEL J. CHILk, SECRETARY ¢ THE COMMISSION

FROM: COMMISSIONER ROGERS

SUBJECT: SECY-89-247 - SHOPEHAM STATUS AND
DEVELOPMEN1S

APPROVED '?1“7', DIsAPPROVED ~ ABSTAIN

NGT PARTICIPATING = REQUEST DISCUSSION

COMMENTS:

Ui O X,
“STOWTORE
.., {
DATE




NOTATION VOTE
RESPONSE SHEET

T0: SAMUEL J. CHILK, SECRETARY OF THE COMMISSION

FROM: COMMISSIONER CURTISS

SUBJECT: SECY-89-247 - SHOREHAM STATUS AND
DEVELOPMENTS

APPROVED * Ir Part' DISAPPROVED * In Part' ABSTAIN

NoT PARTICIPATING ReouesT DISCuUSSION

COMMENTS:

* gee wttached comments.

>(2W\ L.

SIGNATURE

8/18/89

DATE

ENTERED ON "AS" Yes _3_/__ No _




Commissioner Curtiss' comments on SECY-89-247:

Under the terms of the Shoreham operating license, LILCO is
legally entitlcd to engage in those activities permitted by the
license, 80 long as those activities conform to the Commission's
regulations and ensure adegquate protection of the public health
and safety when considering the particular mode or condition that
the plant wight be in at a given tiwme. [cr this reason, and in
view of the assurances that we have received from the licensce
that it does not intend to operate this plant, it is not clear to
me that we have a legal basis under the existing license to
require LILCO to preserve “all systems required for full-power
operation" from degradation, so as to ensure that "the plant is
preserved as a physical entity capable of being returned to
service without untoward resource expenditure" e the second
condition proposed by the staff in SECY-89-247,

At the same time, in view of the requirements in the Commission's
decommissioning rule, the licensee should not be permitted to
take any steps that would ha 2 a material and demonstrable impact
on any aspect of the decommissioning ¢f this plant, prior to the
submittal and approval of a decommissioning plan in accordance
with the requirements of this rule.

For the foregoing reasons, I would direct the staff to take only
those actions that are necessary to ensure that LILCO:

I complies with the vequirements of its operating
license and the re- ulations applicable to whatever
mode or condition the plant might be in at a given
time (j.e., since the plant is currently defueled,

' The fact that a licensee has been granted an operating

license that permits full power cperation does not in my judgment
mean that the licensee must, in all circumstances and at all
times, preserve all systems required for full-~power operation in
a non-degraded condition. Indeed, there are numerous examples
where, for a plant with a full power operating license, we have
allowed some degradation or diminution in the systens,
components, or staffing necessary to operate at full power
because we recognize that the licensee either has no intent of
operating the plant at full power or is legally foreclosed from
doing so (e.49., plants shut down for refueling, plants in
extended shutdown)., We have permitted instances such as these so
long as all systems necessary to ensure that the plant is
mnaintained in a safe condition given

\'xant are operable. Of course, we would not and should not
Farmit resumption of plant operation if the systems, components,
or. staffing necessary for resuming cperation are not in place or
fu.'y operakble; and we have procedural options at our disposal to
ens\ e that a plant in this condition is not operated, such as a
volun "ary understanding with the licensee, a confirmatory action
letter or an order.



the staff should ensure thet all systems required
to ensure plant safety in the defueled mode are
maintained in a fully operable status and that an
adequate number of properly trained staff to
ensure plant safety in this mode are available);
and

refrains from taking any actions that would
materially and demonstrably aiffect the methods or
optione available for decommissioning or that
would esubstantially increase the costs of
decommissioning, even though the operating license
might otherwise permit such actions, prior tn the
submission and approval of a decommissioning plan
In accordance with the requirements of the
Commission's decommissioning rule.
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August 14, 1988 POLICY ILSUE sicv-as-20
(Notation Vote)

For: The Commissioners

\J

Jemes M, Taylor
Acting Executive Director for Operations

ect: SHOREMAM STATUS AND UEVELOPMENTS

Furpose: To inform the Commission of the current status of activities
at the Shoreham Nuclear Power Station, in accordance with
ar April 21, 1585 SRM and to inform the Commission of
certain L'ﬁ»éfu'a’ fssues raised in connection with the
current activities anc proposed staff positions concerning
thete matters,
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LCO shareholders' vote on June 28, 18989 approved the

ment agreenm ent trat would transfer Shoreham to Long
Power Authority for gdecommissioning, The 'ra'e* 1ders'

a1 wae the last action, «cept for NRC approve) of a

erso transfer, needed to ¢, ;‘e!e the sale of Shorehar

New 0"k State,
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L?LCC 13 proceecing with plans to establish a "mirimum
posture” ccnsistent with the terms of the settlement

A e;regaer: which prohibits further cperation of the Shoreham
fecility,

Defueling activities began on June 30, 1985, The vesse
head was detensioned a»c removed on July 8, 1989 F»c'
movement begar on July 13, 1989, Defueling wis completed
on &ugust 9, 1989, The 'eectcr vesse) uﬁ1§ be reassembled
and normal water leve) will be restored as the next pctivity,
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Meetings With L1LCO

¢ » 30, an¢ July 28, 1989, at public neetings held at
t quest of the NRC staff, LILCO briefed the staff on
its cefueling activities and 1ts plans to pisrare the
Shoreham facility for transfer to New York State under {ts
sgreement,

LILCO emphasfzed that 1t intended to comply with the
requirements of 1ts full.power license and the Commission's
regulations and that 1t would submit requests for HRC
approval in accordance with Commiscion regulations that
required such approvel, LILCO discussed its plens to adopt
& "minimum posture® consisting meinly of defueling the
resctor, reducing staff, and discontinuing customary
maintenance for systems considered unnecessary to support
operetion with all the fuel placed In the spent fue) pocl,
Defueling of the reactor vesse) s an ectivity permissible
under a reactor operating license, and defueling at
Shoreham presents no safety concern,

LILCO emphasized thet under the agreement LILCO did not
plan to decommission the Shoreham facility but to turn the
facility over to New York State and that the .ecision on
what to do with the plant thereafter will bs up to New York
State,

The staff pointed out that LILCO presuntly possessed @
full-power opersting license from th' NR® and LILCC was
vepected to comply with a*Y congiti,  of the license and
Corafesfon regulations, and that any ¢ ‘nges in those
requirements would require NRC approval v accordance with
NRC regulations, LILCO was also to comply with al)
provisions of the FSAR &nd 1f 1t intended to change those
provisions, LILCO wes obliged to follow the process set

forth in 10 CFR 50,58, LILCO asserted that 1t recognized

fts responsilility to follow the 50,59 process and acknowledged
its commitment to NRC to provide a description of the

process 1t had followee fn evaluating the proposed *winfmum
posture® condition, The staff will review whether LILCO

has foilowed the required process steps. The staff incdicated
that the approach outlined does not 3ive the staff near-term
concerns--but that it was not clear that {n the longer term
the posture LILCO outlined would be satisfactory,

At th: meeting, the staff took a firm positio. thet even
though there was mnot a specific technical specification
qoverning operability or surveillance o particular systems
‘0 the shutdown mode, 1t was not accepteble to us to permit
the plant condition to deteriorate. We fndicated that we




O’.

would not accept “de facto" decommissioning, LILCO assured
us that 1t did not intend to permit the condition of plant
systems, including “non-safety™ systems, to deterjorate.

Another fmportant point that came up during the discussions
was the reduction In stafring at the plant, LILCO indicated
ft was fn the process of reducing operating staff from 356

to 265 end support staff from some 230 to sbout 180 (not
including training staff), LILCO indiceted that it belfeved
ft could accomplish much of this reduction under 1ts present
Ticerse and Technica) Specifications as they applied to the
current shutdown condition, To the extent that steff reduction
entafled modification of license requirements, LILCO would
request license amendments from the NRC before such reductions
were permitted, Although LILCO esserted that i\ would ensure
edenvate steffing to conform to the requirements of the
1icense for the shutdown conditfon, staffing would be below
that reeded to permit the plant to return to an operating

or standby mode,

LILCO ¢ .serted that 1t would continue to have significant
staff at the fecility and wou'v be bvd;eting some $45 to
$56 million for the Shoreham facility for the coming year,

A copy of the transcript of the July 28, 1989 meeting s
enclosed.

Procedural Questions

Tthough LILCO's plans would appear to be 2dequate to ensure
pcequete facility safety in tne defue'ed condition, the
plans rafse novel procedural guistions fnvolving the start
of decomwﬁssiOning. Under Commissfon regulations, @
decommissioning plan r_st be authorized by NRC. The epprove)
of ~ecommissfoning requires an environmenta) arsessment
en, in this case, may well req ire an environmental impact
stitement, If a prior hearing 1s held, it would renuire
¢oi, letion of the hearing process before decommissioning
can be authorized (or authorized in connection with the
hearing process),

Commissfon regulations do not define the Boint at which
decommissfoning starts, However, basic NEPA law imposes
some constraint: The Comnissfon cannot permit NEPA
evaluation requirements to be circumvented by segmentatior
of & major actfon with significant fmpacts and authorizing
the segments frdividually before (or without) completing
the NEPA review of decommissionfng., Thus, the question of
when “decormissioning” starts becomes very important,



1t might be argued that any reduction from a condition of
*fully ready to operete® with the fntent of not returning
to operation, 18 the commencement of decommissioning, But
this would require that a plant be kept at full res

o Afully staffed, fully operable, and fully surveiilanced)

(antil decommissioning 1s spproved, Mow would this epply to
¢ sftuation fn which 1t was unclear whether the plant would
be returned to operatfon, o situation that existed for some
perfod at Dresden 1 and currently exfsts at Rancho Seco?

The other end of the spectrum might also be srgued: that
cecommissfoning does not commence while the licensee carries
out activities not prohibited by the operating Ticense, ang
conforms to the minimum requirements of the orerating

l4cense and Commissfon reculations (fncluding the reqirements
of 10 CFR $0,56 and 50.71), and continues to ensure . Jequate
safety for the plant mode (1.0.. adequate safety 1n ¢

defueled condition),

The staff intends to follow & middle ground, permitiing the
plent to be put fnto & "caretaker® non-degraded stitus
while acdequate decormissioning plans ‘re developea and

are be'ng reviewed by the NRC, Such “stus would require
that:

(11 A1 systems required for safety in the defueled mode
are meintained 1n fully cperable status,

(2) A1 systems required for full-power operation of the
facility are to be preserved fror degradation, with
such maintenance or custodie) services and sppropriste
documentation as may be necessary to ensure such
preservation,

(3) There shall be an adequate number of properly trained
staff to ensure plant safety in the defueled stote,
frcluding the ability to cope with me 1functions,
accidents, and unforeseen events,

Kith assurance that the plant is preserved as a physica)
entity capable of being returned to service without untoward
resource expenditure (similar to the effort needed to
‘return 2 plant to service after an extended outage), the
staff belfeves that this provides a reasonable ddfe
9r0und  rmitting some reduction in expendiiure from the
fully ready to operate® condition, while not ermitting
the Ticensee to de facto decormission the faci ity (take
irretrievable actions or permit irretrievable degradation;
for example, action or degradation which s very difficult
to undo) without NRC approval of the cecommissioning plan,



Even 1 the physica) focilivy were preserved, 1t would teke
some extended perfod of time to return the pfant to
operation after the loss of the full complement of licersed
operators, Nonetheless, the staff does not believe that
the loss of the licensed cperator staff should be treated
8s the equivalent of de facto decormissfoning, Provided
there 15 an adequate number of properl)y trained staff to
ensure safety of the facility in the cefueled condition,
the staff does not fntend to require that additional steff
sufficient to operate the plant at full power be maintained
while the decommissioning plan s under development and
under KRC review and approval,

The steff will continue to monitor and evaluate the licensee's
activities on an ongoing bastis end if mecessary wil) take
sppropriate actfon to ensure plint safety and to ensure

thet the facility 1s preserved perding the aeveloﬁnent and

NRC review of decormissfoning plans, The steff plans to

meet with LILCO agein 1n about & month,

10 CFR 2,206 Request

-~ On July 14, 18€8, the Shorehamavading River School District
filed a request, pursuant to 10 CFR 206, that the staff
irstitute & proceeding to require LILCO to cease the
defueling anc destaffing of the facility, On July 20,
1985, the staff denfed the request for an {rmediately
effective cease and desist order. This 2,206 request was
supplemented by letters cated July 19, July 21, July 26,

- and July 31, 1989, In the July 26, 1885 supplement,
Scientists and Engineers for Secure Erergy, Inc, joined
with the school district in the 10 CFR 2.206 request, The
staff is reviewing these requests, On August 4, 1989, the
Leng T1sland Association filed & petition tc suspend LILCO's
minimum posture activities.

DOE Letter

On July 27, 1989, Admira) watkins, Secretary of Energy,
wrote to Chafrman Carr expressing support for the fssuance
of an frmediately effective order prohibiting LILCO from
taking defueling and destaffing actions, This, in effect,
would halt LILCO's present course of action for Shoreham

untfl NRC permissfon 15 sought and granted. In the July

27th letter, Admiral Watkins also urged that a prior hearing

be held, in connection with LILCO's proposed transfer

of the Shoreham facility, The staff will be drafting an |
appropriate response, |




Summary:

Procedural Status

There 1s presently pending no adjudicatory proceod!ng
releting to deconmissfioning or transfer of the Shoreham
facility., Thus, the separation of functions restrictions
are not appliceble at this time, Kowever, there 18 iittle
doubt that this matter will {nvolve hearing requests and
1{tigatfon {n connection with any application that may be
filed requesting such authority,

In this connection 1t should be noted that the portions of
this paper discuseing procedural questions may qualify for
withholding under 10 CFR Part §, Accordingly the staff
recormends that the paper not be made public at this time,
1f & request for dizclosure {5 submitted, & redacted
versfon will be prepared.

1. NRC approve) {s required before the facility is
transferred or decommissioned and before any modifica-
tion of licerse requirements, Before approving decom-
missioning the NRC would offer an opportunity for
hearing and voi 1d preparve os E1S, Before any other
transfer is tuthorized, NRC would offer an opportunity
for hearing and review safety and environmental {stues.
The nature ard extent of such review would depend ...
the purpose of the transfer (e.g., decormissioning,
mothballing, other), Before 0pprov1ng modificetions
of specific license conditfons, the NRC staff would
offer an opportunity for hearing. Depending on its
safety significance, *he proposed change in license
conditions may fnvolve "no significant hazards cone
siderations,”

2. Pending NRC apgrova? of decomm1ssion1ng, the staff
will require all systems needed for safety in the
defueled mode be maintatned in fully operable status
and that all systems required for full power
operation are to be preserved from degradation,

3. Pending NRC approval of decommissfoning, the licensee
should mafntain an adequate number of properly
tratned staff to ensure safety in the derueled state
end to ¢cop - with malfunctions, asccidents and
unforeseen events,



Recommendations: Unless the Commission otherwise directs within 10 days
from the date of this paper:

1. The staff positions outlined above will be
reflected in public materfals prepared by the
staff, including meetings with the licensee and
others, correspondence and {n preparing responses
to 2,206 petitions,

2. The paper will be withheld from public disclosure
8t this time.

Y
mes M. Taydér
Acting Executive Director
for Operations

Enclosure:
Transcript

Commissioners' comments or consent should be provided directly
to the Office of the Secretary by COB Tuesday, August 29, 1983,

Commission Staff Office comments, if any, should be submitted
to the Commissioners NLT Tuesday, August 15, 1989, with an
information copy to the Office of the Secretary. 1If the paper
is of such a nature that it reguires additional time for
analytical review and comment, the Commissioners and the
Secretariat should be apprised of when comments may be expected.

SECY NOTE: We have issued this paper as a notation vote per
the request of Commissioner R-berts.
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Commissioners
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UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMM.LSION
WASHINGTON D C 20666

March 22, 1990

OFFICE _f TKE
COMMISSIONER

MEMORANDUM FOIi: James M. Taylor
Executive Director for Operations
FROM: James R. Curtiss 'y"» C. LUtV*
SUBJECT: SHOREHAM NUCLEAR POWER STATION =~ STATUS AND

DEVELOPMENTS (SECY-90-84)

I do not object to the course of action proposea by the staff in
the subject SECY paper. I would ask, however, that you advise nme
in the event that LILCO proposes to take any actions that, in the
staff's judgment, would materially and demonstrably affect the
methods or cpticne available for decommissioning or that would
substantially increase the costs of decommissioning.

Chairman Carr
Commissioner Roberts
Commissioner Rogers
Commissioner Remick
SECY
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G
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Records subject 1o the request that are described on the enclosnd Appendiaies) -ﬁ.__Q_,,_m being withheld in their entirely o in pan under the
Exemptions and for the reasons set forth below pursuant 1o 5 U S C 8525 and 10 CFR 9 17121 of NRC Regulations

Bt 4 Ml b A T S R e

1 The withheio wiormeten & properly classilied pursuant to Executive Order (EXEMPTION 1)

. e 0 0 A . v s 4% ) e I A———— | s o 2 —
b <. R -SSR i

2 The withheio infoematuan relates solely 1o the internal personne! rules and procedures of NRC (EXEMPTION 2

3 The mlmoc;;fma s spec tically exempled from publc disclosure by statute indicated (EXEMPTION 3

Secrions 141 145 o the Alome Energy Act which prohibis the guclosute of Restricied Date o Formerly Restrcted Date 42 US C 2161 2166

Section 147 of tw Atomuc Energy Act which prohibits the disciosure of Unclassified Saleguards Information 42 USC 2167)

A The withheld informaton & & trade secre! or commercial ! Imancial nformation that is being withheid for the reason(s) ndicated (EXEMPTION 4/

The ntormation 8 considersd 10 be Lonlwentisl busingss (proprietary! infarmation

The information 8 considered 10 be proprietary ntormation pursuant 1o 10 CFR 2 7801

-

The information was submitied and received in confidence pursuant to 10 CFR 2 780idi(2!

5 The withheid informaror consists of iNterapency of iNradgency records Ihat are NO! avaduble 1hiough discovety durng hngation (EXEMPTION 81 Appicable Privile ge

TOoUberative Process Duclosure of Dreaecisions nformelion would (Bnd 10 \ADIL Ihe 0Ben Snd 118nh SRchangs Of 10688 E33enL8l 10 The Seiberaiive Drocess
[ Wheie (800108 814 withhe'ds in their entiraly. the 1acts are Inexincably intertwined with the preoecisiona miormation There aisc are no reasonably segregable faciud
| porlans because ™e ‘eiease of the facts would permil an indvect inQuity LG the predecisionsl process of 'Ye agancy

X

Altormey work proaott pliviege IDocuMments precaied by an stiorney conteamplaton of o yanon
—emtionee —— —

Allorney - client peviege (Conldential communications Detweer an SNOTREY ANY Pug her chant

——

6. The withheid informator 1 erempted Hom pubiic distiosure because its Bisclosure would resull i ¥ Clearly unwaranted nvasion of personal privacy EXEMPTION 8!

7. The withheid irformation consists of records compiled 1or law eniorcement purposes and (s beng withheid for the reasonis) indicated (EXEMPTION 2,

Disciosure could ‘easorabiy be expected 10 iNTefere with an enfarcement Proceeding because 1 Coull reves the scupe dusction g tocus of en

forcement e11ors ang Ihus Could posNbly allow them 10 [ake ac1hon 16 Shisld potent st wiongdorg o o vigiatior of NRC requiements from investigators
EXEMPTION 7 (&

Disciosure woult congtiuie 80 unwaranted invasion of PeIsOnal privacy (EXEMPTION 2Cn

- —

The informanon (20841 of NEMES of ndividuals and othe: miatmanon the ®sciose & of whie® could 2230080y be exDecied .. revesl ideatdies of
| contidennal sourzes EXEMPTION 7 10)

,'QYHEN At .

PART Il C - DENYING OFFICIALS

Pursuant 1o 10O CFR 9 250 anctor 9 25 (¢! of the U § Nuciear Reguiatory Commission reguialions it has boen determined that the inlarmation withheld 1§ gxempt
from production or isciasc s SN that its DreUYut1on or BiscIosuie 1§ CONtrary 10 the public nterest The parsons tesponsible for the deniat are those oMcals entiligd
below as denying officials #=c the Direcior Division of Freedom of Information ang Pubiications Services Offce of Agmurugtaation and Ressurces Management for any
genials that May e apted oe 1o the Executive Do ecior for Qperatians (ED0)

DENYING OFFICIA. | TITLEOFFICE T T RECORDS DENIED APPELLATE OFF . AL
1rasistant Secretary of the R L SECRETARY [0
John C. Hoyle 'r_ Commission . App. B X

ES AT e

|

| IEEelra e Ml Fgire PASRT il D~ APPEAL RIGHTS

The denia! by each denying otficial identified in Part IL.C mav be sopeaied to the Apgaliate Oticial isentified that section Any such appesl Must B¢ in writing and must
be made within 30 days of recemt of this responss Apoeais must be oddressad as 30PrOPHAte 16 the Exscutive Dractor for Operaticns or 10 the Secretary of the Commisson,
US Nuciea Regulntory Commission. Washington OC 2055% and should clearly state on the envelope and in Iha letter that 1t is @1 " Appeal from an Initial FOIA Decision
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FOIA RESPONSE CONTINUATION
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NUNSER

Re: FOIA-90-206

APPENDIX B
DOCUNENTS BEING WITHHELD IN THEIR ENTIRETY

DATE DESCRIPTION

8/2 : Chairmaen Kenneth Carr’'e Notation Vote Sheet
for SECY~-89-247. (1 page) Exemption 5

Commiseioner Thomae Roberte’' Notation Yote
Sheet for SECY-89-247, (2 pages) Exemption
c\
ommiasion (enneth Rogers’' Notation Vote
: (1l page) Exemption S

Commigsioner James Curtiess’ Notation Vote
>heet for SECY-89-247. (3 pages) Exemption

These documente ere responsive to
the request.
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Mr. Donni Grimuley

Directo
Vol 1A - Y > &1 ‘:r )} - g
DL /lw + .‘l*\.‘j.n of Informatior Fo\tfn-QO‘vq-)é’

forvices
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K%
ZRRERDON R INPORMATICN AQT RIQURAR

Dear Mr.

9.23(b)
requast o ( COF ) '=-89-247 TRl
actions regarding t horeh ZT;OA' };.0"
P ‘;;:\‘r AY dated bullw 1 4 ! 8% and Aucus
celated vote shea's, () GGl [ xc.u\.o‘
247 which have nOT ¢ e en -od in the I
and (d) RDO-~5285,

M

EAY FREQ

I 40 not belle n for the regussted
g ahould exceed two he the recurde are {n eaxcees
pages and, therele ot believe that there will be
hatrge for the reque A records, pursuant to 10
.R. § 9. 3Q b)&{c) (1589 HoweY if there a.o facs LO be
charged, I '*.LOL)’ indica ' : nesd to pay wuch fees in
accoxd with 10 C,F.R., & 9, a) (198 0 that hh asarch for the
rocords and thelr releass ray procs 3 expediticusly as
;uﬂhib'..
o w
-"'.Y
i »

bilip

xémﬁﬂo zg»a,x) 32 |
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Mz, Donnie M, Grimsley
Kay 3, 1880
Page ‘

REQUEAT. QB FER MALYER

1t fesp wouLd otherwise be charged, 1 eleo est

valver or reduction of the fees, pursuant to 10 C.F7.R, 9.4
(1989), on the basin tiat the records will be used to further the
publio understanding of the commission's actions in connectioen
with Bhor ham and to aid the participation of the Shorehane
wading River Central Bohool Dist=ist (vhich is a state created
entity) and Scientists end Bryineers for @scure Energy Ine.,
ivhica {9 a 501(c)(3) tax exempt organization) in iartioi tion

n procesdings related to the Shoreham Plant, It le difficult to
descrive precisely the likely {mpact on the public vnderstanding
of the subject without seeina the records thenselves) however,
thelr sva‘lability will surely imgrovo public undarstanding. The
publiec atlected hera are all of the people of Long Island who
would benefit from the supply electr eity from Bhorehsm and whose
electric supply and reliability may be damaged by the absence of
the Shorsham Plant, The intended means for disssnination te the
general public includes the furnishing of the records to NRC
Licensirg Boards and the Fedoral Courts considering various
procsediigs on the question of whether Shorenham should be
Acconnissioned, Fublic acceus to the infornation would be
provided free of charge. Thavre {s no coszercisl or privata
.lntor:ot vhich I, the Bchool Distriet, or BE, have in those
vecords.

RECRRRE.NQL EXIXMEL

1 do not belisve that the requested records sre
exenpt from public disclosure pursuant to 10 C.F.R. § 9.17(a)
(1589). 1 also guggest that these records should ba made
available to the public in accoxdance with the pomorandum from
gamuel J. Cnilk, Becretary, to the Commiesioners on the gubject:
npublic Releasa of Staff Reguironents, Menoranda, Commiamioner's
Votew, and 9RCY Papers" dated Decenber 13, 1989, Decause more
than ten (10) days hive passed alnce the related BRX wvas issued
(August 35, 1989) ancl plaoced in the Publie Docurant Room
(eptenber 20, 1985).

NEER FOR _EXPERLTION

given the press of matters before the NRC and inigndinq
litlgation in Federa. Court, it is res sctfully requested that
the release of the roguested recorde b expecdited by telecopy to
me at [402) 837=3747.
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Mr., Dornde H. Grimsley
May 3, 1990
rage 3

COMMUNICATIONS

1t any elurificztion or aduitional intormation o
required, please call me at (202) 0%7=2920,

With many thanks for your attention te this ratter, I
an,

aves P, Kcarlnary,)éy.
JPH 1 4ub

oot Joseph P. Bcinto, Esq.
Staven P, Crookett, Fuag,




