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COUNTY OF SUFFOLK

May, 1987

- s -
e, Y

Dear Resident of Suffolk County:

The battle over the licensing of the Shoreham Nuclear Power Plant
has taken a new turn, and there is an opportunity for you to express your
views to the Nuclear Requlatory Commission.

The NRC is proposing to change its emergency preparedness rules in
order to try to make it possible to license Shoreham. In effect, the NRC
wants to eliminate the present requirement for effective emergency
preparedness. The reason (is that Shoreham cannot satisfy this
requirement. The proposed rule change s therefore only another
manisfestation of the NRC's continuing desire to help LILCO put Shoreham
into operation.

NRC Commissioner James Asselstine, who opposes the proposed rule,
calls the concept of the proposal “"simply nonsense.® He points out that
the proposal cannot be justified on any public safety grounds. The
Federal Emergency Management Agency also finds the proposal flawed. FEMA
makes clear that the proposed rule retreats from the established
standards of public safety and, particularly, from the emergency
preparedness lessons of the Three Mile Island accident.

If the NRC adopts the proposed rule change, Suffolk County will seek
Lo prove that the requirements of the rcule cannot be satisfied at
Shoreham. I[f the NRC disagrees with us, the County will challenge the
rule in court. The County is committed to protecting the welfare of its
citizens, With the Chernobyl disaster still fresh in everyone's mind,
the NRC's cavalier attitude toward the safety of Suffolk's citizens is an
affront to everyone of us,.

The NRC has given the public an opportunity to comment on the
proposed rule change by June 4, 1987. If you would like to inform the
NRC of your views, direct your comments to the following:

Secretary

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Washington, D.C. 20555

Sano;Qly,

Gregory J. Blas Michael ; %nnth
Presiding Officer Suffolk County Executive
Suffolk 80unty Legislature

Please Act Now - Send Your Letter Today!
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Federal Power Over Nuclear Power

Should nuclear power be regulated by the Fed.
eral Government or the states? Only Washington
has the technical expertise and the duty to weigh
the national interest. But states including New York
and Massachusetts refuse to cooperate in emer-
gency evacuation plans for the plants at Shoreham
and Seabrook, effectively blocking their start-ups.
The staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission
now proposes to remove this vewo power. That
would be a welcome and overdue step.

The states got a foot in the door of nuclear plant
licensing after the accident at Three Mile Island in
1979. The Nuclear Regulatory Commission told
utilities to prepare to evacuate people from a 10-
mile radius around nuclear power plants in the
event of a radioactive release. That required the
cooperation of local authorities, but it seemed incon-
ceivable to the commission that any would refuse to
help prepare its citizens for crisis.

" Local authorities like Suffolk County and the
Governor of New York saw non-cooperation as a
weapon against power plants they opposed, espe-
cially where the start-up would ly increase
local electric bills. The commission it had

shared its prerogative to license plants with every
municipal orator and antinuclear governor.

Giving local authorities a veto power over new
plants means none will be built. That's a decision
that affects the national interest and only Washing-
ton should make it. The Nuclear Regulatory Com-
mission ceded states this power by regulation, and
now proposes to take it back by moditying the regu-
lation. There's no question of usurping states’ rnghts
or police powers. All that the commission staff pro-
poses is that plants should be licensed once a rea-
sonable emergency plan has been drawn up, even if
the local authorities say they won't cooperate.

Fabian Palomino, Governor Cuomo's principal
adviser in preventing Shoreham from going on line,
says that for the commission even to consider such
a step would be “a shameless act and a total aban-
donment of any sense of responsibility.” To the con-
trary, it's Mr. Cuomo's behavior that compels the
commission to rescind the power it assumed the

states would handle - - -
states B7oobiRtear poll.

¥, let it pass a law. Meanwhile, the
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THR WALL STREET JOURNAL.

Monday, March 2, 1967
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Nuclear Politicking

Opposition to nuclear power in the
U.S. long ago left off whatever basis
in fact it may have had and is now
mainly a political religious movement
for the doomsday wing of the ecology
movement. Rather than incur the
wrath of these evening-news activists,
politicians frequently join their oppo-
sition to nuclear-generuted power.
Last week, the U.S. Nuclear Regula-
tory Comumission struck a blow
against anti-nuke politicking.

It rejected the pleas of several gov-
ernors who said the operation of some
power reactors would endanger public
hea!th and safety. The commissioners
voted 4 to 1 to make it easier for utili-
ties to get an operating license where
local governments refuse to cooperate
with planning for emergencies. The
vote is subject to 60 days of public
coinment and is likely tv meet a court
challenge.

Emergency planning sounds like a
reasonable cautionary measure. In
fact, it has become little more than a
stalling tactic. Immediately at issue
are the Seabrook plant near the New
Hampshire-Massachusetts border and
Long Island Lighting's Shoreham fa-
cility. Each of these reactors, which
cost more than $4 billion to bulld, has
yet to get an operating license to start
generating electricity for its region
because state and local authorities re-
fuse to participate in federally re-
quired emergency-evacuation drills,
For anti-nuke local officials, this tech.
nical device is a de {acto veto over the
start-up of these cumpleted plants.

At an NRC hearing in Washington
last Tuesday, New York's Gov. Mario
Cuomo called the proposed rule
change “a blatant disregarding of the
need (or evacuation.” Gov. Michael
Dukakis of Massachusatts is standing
in the way of the Sealrouk plant. Also
on hand to pound away on the anti-
nuke tom-toms were the governors of

Vermmont and Ohio, as well as Sens.
Kennedy, Moynihan and D'Amate,
Some activist protesters in the hear-
ing room cheered, hooted and sang
“God Bless America."”

These histrionics about threats to
public heaith and safety are un-
founded. The chances of a major nu-
clear accident are remote, given the
extensive safeguards and cuntainment
measures the industry has installed to
accommodate wave after wave of ob-
»ctons. Each new safety measure
brings little more than restagings of
melodramatic anti-nuke protests.

The newest wrinkle, expressed at
the NRRC hearing, is to argue that the
commission's ruling violates Presi-
dent Reagan’s commitment to feder-
alism, State and local officials, how-
ever, already have had input into the
nuclear-reactor approval process
along every step of the way, from site
selection to design and cunstruction to -
start-up. The Scabrook and Shoreham
plants didn't just suddenly appear one
day. They were the result of more
than 10 years of planning, hearings
and construction. Now the guvernors
are using evacuation and federalism
gimmicks to prevent operation.

The delays at Shorcham and Sea-
brook will me.n large future costs fur
both consumers and investors. The
governors’ opposition to operation rep-
resents a financial burden and jeop
ardizes the security of future electric:
ity supplies in those locales.

Alter all this time, there's no good
reason that these plants shouldn't re-
ceive perinission for full-scale uperas
tion. The Nuclear Regulatory Com-
mission, which in the past 15 years
has been [ar more (olerant of anti+
nuke obstruction than mere prudence
demands, finally is getting fed up. lts
vote to override nuclear politicking is
long overdue,
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CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES L eweres

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES =~ - Ry o

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20515 ‘ ASMEBORO. N C 27203
919 626.3060
May 20, 1987

COMMITTEES

Mr, Lando W. Zech

Chairman

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555

Dear Chairman Zech:

I am writing in regard to the Nuclear Regulatory Commission's
proposal to amend its rules concerning offsite emergency
planning at nuclear power plant sites.

The proposed rule change would permit the Commission, in some
cases, to issue a full-power operating license to applicants
even if they do not meet the current offsite emergency planning
requirements. Of particular concern to me is the NRC's
proposal to allow licensing to proceed without the involvement
of state and local governments in the development and
implementation of offsite emergency plans.

I believe that this country has been well served by the process
of full consultation and cooperation that the NRC has
implemented in the past, State and local governments should
continue to have full participation and involvement in the
emergency planning process. To do otherwise could jeopardize
citizen confidence in the security and public safety of nuclear
power facilities,

1 oppose attempts to weaken or short-cut the regulations
designed to ensure the safety of nuclear power plants, While I
do not believe state or local governments should have the right
to veto license applications, I do believe they have the right
and the obligation to satisfy themselves as to the adequacy of
emergency plans. In particular, one consequence of the NRC's
proposed change could be a reduction in the ten-mile-radius
evacuation zone. Such a reduction would seem particularly
ill-advised in the face of public concerns about evacuation
from areas surrounding nuclear plants in the event of an
accident,

The Commission's frustration with the reluctance of a few state
and local governments to be actively involved in emergency }
planning should not become the rationale for revising the 9 "
emergency planning rules for the entire country. Y i

P. Crane, H-1035 " : : :
J. Lane, 266 PHII 0 Acknowledged b M. e ey
\



I appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Commission's
proposed rule change and trust that the final rule will be
consistent with the safety and security needs of the American

public.

Sguclyely,
4

)
Ry
- Yioad Hacs
DAVID PRICE
Member of Congress
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To whom it may concern at NRC,
3 .

I am taking thic time to comment on the proposed &hnnqqs in
regulations with respect to evacuation procedures around a nuclear
facility in the event of an emergency situation. The proposition
to permit the licensing of a nuclear plant by permitting the plant
owners (i.2, the utility) to submit a *sufficient® evacuation plan
does not seem in any way prudent. There appear to be several major
shortcomingo.

Permitting the utility to come up with the evacuation proccdures
necessary to obtain a license is the perfect example of “"the fo:t guarding
the henhouse.® It makes sence that a license be issued when the state and/
or local governments demonstrate sufficient evacuaticn procedures. These
governments have a clear interest in protecting the individuals that they
represent. The same cannot be said for the utilities. Their interest, first
and foremost, is to remain profitable. Furthermore, the proposed legislation
will permit licensing if the utilities give their "best efforts® given the
resources that they have available. First, this means that the evacuation
plan need not even really be sufficient to deal with a true emergency, but
only that the utilities *do the best they can®. Second, this encourages
the utilities NOT to have significant resources avail.tle for evacuation
procedures if the necessary moneys and efforts might oo detter epent on a
more profitable endeavor. R

"It would seem that the proposed change of regulations is in dange
of setting a bad precedent. Regulations of this sort should be based on
a.worst case scenario if they are to remain realistic. Any other approach
ignores the very reason that the legislation exists., A major radioacti.e
releace and possible breech of containment, however unlikely, shor 1d be
the assumed situation upon which evacuation procedures are based. .0 such
a situation, it 12 unrealistic that a utility orchestrated evacuation
could be carried out. The procedure will require immecdiate use of full-
ecale communication effortz and may require large numbers of emergency
personnel over which the utilities have no authority. Only local and
state governments have the necessary resourc2e available to deal with
Wwith a true smergency. By assuming that the utilities can produce a
sufficient evacuation plan (and the proposed legislation doec not even
atsume THAT). the NRC will be sending a message to state and local
governments and utilities alike that state and local cooperation is not
nacessary to develop adequate evacuation schemes. Thus state and local
governments will, in some cases, feel assured that their participation
i4 not necessary.

DS10: g

add: P. Crane, H-1035
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The ®*need® for the proposed legislation seems to be to provide
assurance to the utility that they will receive licoenses for operation
even without the cooperation of state and local governments. The present
legislation has assumed that this cooperation would exist. Because, 1in
the cazes of Shoreham and Scabrook, i1t does not, the commission clearly
is acting so that multi-billion deollar expenditures will not be wasted.
It would seem to me that the approach that SHOULD be tuken to avoid this
tremendous waste of money would be that the utilities should have to
receive assurances of cooperation from state and local governments
FRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION OF THE FACILITY. The current legislation looKks
to be only a patchwork solution to the problem at the expence of public
safaty. Furthermore, as Commissioner Asselstine correctly points out.
the lack of cooperation by state and local governments in participating
in emercency evacuation plans was Known to be a possibility when the
present leqgislation was bheing considered in 1980,

It appears then that the curroent regulation change propesal is
largely an attempt to find a meanc of getting licenses for the Shorcham
and Seabrook plants. It is pointed out that if these plants dornot go
on liney, then the respective utilities, ratepayers, and taxpayers will
have to pickK up the costs. Yet this rationale is insufficient to Jjustify
the proposed legizlation., Surely, state and local governments are aware
of these consequences. If the ratepayers and taxpayers feel strongly
enough about rate increases, then their state and local governments can
be effectively pressured by them to participate in the emergency evacuation
plans. Such 15 one of the benefit:s of living in a democratic society. In
fact, the lack of an ob.jection by the ratepayers/taxpayers in such a
situation can he considered evidence that they are quite willing to pay
the extra money so that the unlicenced plant will not go on lin2. The
proposed legislation ignores this evidence and appears therefore to be
an attempt to sidestep the democratic process in favor of the utility.

As I am to underctand it, the role of the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission is to requlate the nuclear utilities so0 as to protect the
general public from unsafe or unlawful practices that might take place
within the nuclear industry. Furthermore, the NRC was made separate from
the AEC so that the agency that was to be promoting nuclear energy use
would be separate from the one requlating it., The proposed legislation
appears to be much more in the inteorests of the utilities than the public.
Thus the principal function of the NRC is being called into question because
aof the proposed legislation. It 15 my feeling that in the long run, this
appronach will he in the interests of neither the general public nor the
utilities.,

Respectfully,

Chrisztopher B, Malone
1704-C L.K. Wood Blvd.,
Arcata, Ca 9353521
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May 21, 1987

D

Secretary
United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington D.C. 20555 -

Dear Sir or Madam,

As a Long Island resident I must express my opinion on the plan to change the
criteria for evacuation plans. I am absolutely horrified. These proposed changes
would benefit LILCO and LILCO only. We Long Islanders do not want the Shoreham
plants application approved simply because you've made it easier for them. What
is this-a case of "if you can't raise the bridge-lower the river"?

If that plaat ever opens we will all live in constant fear. I personally know
several people employed by LILCO in blue-collar positions. These people would
potentially be the bus drivers if an evacuation was necessary. ALL OF THEM have
admitted that if there was ever a problem at the plant, they would not be behind
the wheel of some bus, they'd be rushing home to help their own families flee.
Who among us wouldn't???

You must not know what it is like to live on a bottleneck. There are no reasonable
means of evacuating Long Island. It is a physical impossibility. Please do not
participate in this death wish by making it any easier for LILCO. The existing
criteria was imposed for a reason. To ensure the safety of human beings. Don't
change things just to ensure the safety of some fat cats bankroll!

Sincerely,

P, |
J
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Colleen M. Sciuto
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Boc
Docketing and Service Branch
Secretary of the Commission

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

Dear Sir:

I am opposed to your proposed rule change which would
allow public utilities to submit evacuation plans for
-communities within the EPZ's of nuclear power plants, whem -»
state and local governments refuse to participate in such
planning. This proposed rule contradicts President Reagan's
position that "this administration does not favor the
imposition of federal authority over the objections of state
and local governments in matters regarding the adequacy of an
emergency evacuation plan for a nuclear power plant." Has
the President forgotten this position or does the present NRC
board repudiate the Presidents' views? The Federal Emergency
Management Agency, FEMA, states clearly that any plans
developed without state participation cannot meet their
safety standards. Would the commission dismantle FEMA as
well? Since Chernobyl, three countries have abandoned
nuclear power altogether: Austria, Sweden, and the
Philippines, with Greece canceling its first reactor.
According to Worldwatch Institute polls, 78% of all Americans
oppose any further nuclear power plants. The NRC prefers to
dig in its heels and licemse nuclear power plants at any cost
to public health and safety. Perhaps it is time for the
resignations of chairman Lando Zech and Mr. Victor Stello for
starters. The people will turn to Congress to have their
voice heard. I believe we still have a democratic form of
government in this country.

b Yours truly,

»
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Nuclear Regulatory Commission
1717 H Street NW, e ¥
Wahington, DC 20555 May 19, 1987

TO: Commissioners James Asselstine, Frederick Be haly tig Carr
Thomas Roberts, and Chairman Lando Zech. TBFhaks Z7ePR s

RE: Proposal to reduce evacuation zone. gFs
uuLe

Commissioners,

Your proposal to compromise saftey in order to expedite putting
the Seabrook nuclear power plant on-line jeopardizes the integrity
of your supposed '"watchdog' agency.

Without doubt, the ten mile radius should remain intact as part
of the evacuation plan. A radius of any less is irresponsible and
demonstrates the weakness of the NRC.

+ You seem to have lost touch with the mission of the NRC. An
agency which advocates the reduction of safety standards simply
to circumvent a political setback diminishes itself to nothing more
than a group helpless and manipulatable bureaucrats. Your job
is to represent the public interest, not PSNH. This is what we,
as taxpayers, expect from your agency. Your goal is to mairtaimn.a high
standard in a precariouys industry. Nobody has to remind you of the
Chernobyl tragedy. Why not excercise some caution?

Don't make your agency the pawn of a few when the decisions
you make affect many.

Sincg;gly
Wwo

Steven L. Ranco

37 Farrington Ave.
Conway, N.H.
03818
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Secretary of the Commission
M. R. C.
Washington, D. C. 20§55
Attn: Docket Clerk
Dear Secretary:

[ live on Long Island, and I am very concerned about your proposed rule
change concerning emergency planning for nuclear plants.

[ urge you to reject the proposal to eliminate state and local government
participation in evacuation planning.

I am opposed to this reduction insafety standards.

Yours truly,



DOCKET NUMBER PR-50
PROPOSED RULE (52 Fr 6330
/b7

EMERGENCY PLAN@

-

[ .
&M v B w27 P73

o |
5] Qv @ At lirt Uo%a;‘wx-sz A/:z/ﬁ Comam /07
O3l Qe i Lt pricty. wndicdanded Ko olamp ot
e ka/uW C’r;ccuu«} M‘./éw7 ;/d)&uéo-..» asr
YAis /W/o., N farxe
b ynu_ i ricoae e 4?14"74-’7 ke S i
Ppacedonsns puake. Vo f‘* Mayuu@ b Lekiro Shoakom s leu.-‘?
e Zf*—? Kl antio W denk paw. abrur e WM;,-A_
Ched dan, 3n«./acﬁ“ " W dent Cace. wwfy/ucu Jer e |
N wordd yhk o Cormisscm @2 peme unt. @f-.«.
wiruldl t‘f e w,blt-ﬁun? 7 V81 &%z,u wfpr'a.sf/wi-/«un? it
Mjw7 & whididey puel o Kiles
A wm,&-w/pm/x?%?ru o ke, Crrmiasesn
vy e Kty M Ykt Lerss 7K ,éﬁ_/. .é/mc B Kt oo f;—r-t
WC@*%‘\- c',(d/x?(_/:.a,&a % ik upUkat mach ,e«zus_ﬁvtlé

0‘-///.4’ o l&,f/

//' ﬁ: o A
" Ao B g

. Saa
/é.)/ Y o

> A /
ev dd* vt ‘/,.

/

/ey

-~ /Ra

Acknowledged by cang, . v, NN

e —

Ve iR



DOCKET NUMBER PR-50
PROPOSED RULE (52 FR 6380)

EMEF.GENCY PLANNING
COUNTY OF SUFFOLK v Vs 4276,

o WY 27 P6AT

L
KEI N, o %9
BRANC=

May, 1987

Dear Resident of Suffolk County:

The battle over the licensing of the Shoreham Nuclear Power Plant
has taken a new turn, and there is an opportunity for you to express your
views to the Nuclear Regulatory Commission. ' '

The NRC is proposing to change its emergency preparedness rules in
order to try to make it possible to license Shoreham. In effect, the NRC
wants to eliminate the present requirement for effective emergency
preparedness. The reason is that Shoreham cannot satisfy cthis
requirement. The proposed rule change is therefore only another
manisfestation of the NRC's continuing desire to help LILCO put Shoreham
into operation.

2 AT U . # - i

NEC Commissioner James Aoaclstinc,‘who,0pno.cs,tho proposed rule,

wcalls * .e concept-of the proposal “"simply nonsens¥.%" He points out that’

,. the prlagaal cgpoot b d a P safety gr S. The

~ Federa. Pmergency m.?onomcy so%ndm P sal flawed. FEMA

.. maked clear that the propdsed. rule roiioltl~ from the es ished
’

standards of public s and, arti from the gency
pi".!!ancll ledWMy of ree Mile Island accident.

If the NRC adopks tne proposed rule change, Suffolk County will seek

to prove that the @Pequirements of the rule cannot be satisfied at
Shoreham. If the NRC disagrees with us, the County will challenge the
rule in court. The County is committed to protecting the welfare of its
citizens. With the Chernobyl disaster still fresh in everyone's mind,

the o jer tude toward the safety of Suffolk's citizens is an
aﬁlo c“ryono oip-lg‘u - w—

The NRC has given the public an opportunity to comment on the

proposed rule change by June 4, 1987. If you would like to inform the
NRC of your views, direct your comments to the 501101;%::
ey

W& A/so eppess T
pu/c

) P ,é/ . fiﬁzZZ%L

Washington, D.C. 20555 Pérlues
/'/ ‘ //_\

\ ) -

uclear Regulatory Commission
¢

5i 1 N Jlers Edwacd
B g \\ Wi dame Mo w2
Gregory J. Blas Michael A. LoGrande
Presiding Officer Suffolk County Executive >
Suffolk County Legislature .’jf

Please Act Now - SQl;d Your Letter Tociay!

LB8, OF Amy -

SRS IN 1) W NS

LERSW o =



. DOCKET NUMBER PR-50

PROPOSED RULE (52 FR 698
f:ZEWMmafZ 5 S '@?j
JURE!

aden 'L L COUNTY OF SUFFOLK b
) ps Prs .y - \
Mm /““??"“-‘a et = /vw%()
““f‘°‘1:‘4‘1~ ’ : ' oy /fRLLAJtﬂﬁﬁgggéﬁy'f710&4:z27.

2 211 Melrose Pk
Dear Resident of Suffolk County: Patehogee, NY "{1772
The battle over the licensing of the Shoreham Nuclear Power Plant
has taken a new turn, and there is an opportunity for you to express your
views to the Nuclear Regulatocy Commission.

The NRC is proposing to change its emergency preparedness rules in
order to try to make it possible to license Shoreham. In effect, the NRC
wants to eliminate the present requirement for effective emergency
preparedness. The reason is that Shoreham cannot satisfy this
requirement. The proposed rule change is therefore only another
manisfestation of the NRC's continuing desire to help LILCO put Shoreham
into operation. 2

o e z" 1!.ff"1}*ﬁ:?’ : ) .o o
RC Commissioner James Asselstine, who Opposes, the proposed tule,
+ «alds the concept of the proposal "simply nonsense.™ He points out that
the proposal cannot be justified on any public $afety grounds. The
Federal Emergency Management Ajency also finds .the prupcsal flawed. FEMA
makes clear that the 'proposed. rule retreats. frox the established
standards of public safety and, particularly, from the emergency
preparedness lessons of the Three Mile Island accident.

If the NRC adopts the proposed rule change, Suffolk County will seek
to prove that the requiremdnts of the rule cannot be satisfied at
Shoreham. If the NRC disagrees with us, the County will challenge the
rule in court. The County is committed to protecting the welfare of its
citizens. With the Chernobyl disaster still fresh in everyone's mind,
the NRC's cavalier attitude toward the safety of Suffolk's citizens is an
affront to everyone of us.

The NRC has given the public an opportunity to comment on the
proposed rule change by June 4, 1987, If you would like to inform the
NRC of your views, direct your comments to the tollowing:

Secretary

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Washington, D.C. 20555

Sincerely,

. rande
Presiding Officer Suffolk County Executive

Gregocty J. Blas Michae

Suffolk County Legislature Aiknowledgedbym.’ .

W—
Please Act Now - Send Your Letter Today!
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May 22, 1987

Fy
Socwe
Secretary '

UsS.Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C, 2058

Dear Sir:

It is nggnlling.to say the least,to learn of your proposal to
change the emergency preparedness rules in order to make it
possible to license Shoreham.

As a homeowner, and as a resident in the County of Suffolk

especially in such close proximity to the Shoreham Power Piant,
I wish to register my opposition to this apparent disregard for
the health, safety and welfare of the residents in this county,

Do we need another disaster to point out the dangers of operating
such a plant without any foresight or emergency evacuation plans
that are completely operable?

Very truly yours,

EZLtoiﬂﬂi . al4ﬂa‘ua.~¢aa~.
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506 Moriches R4, 0E-.
P.O, Box 25 L
St, James, N.Y., 11780

May 21, 1987

Office of the Secretary
Nuclear Regulatory Commission
washington, D.C, 20555

Att: Docketing and Service Section

Dear Sirs:

This is to state for the record that we are unequivocally
opposed to any proposal to establish conditions for licensing
a nuclear power plant without an emergency plan approved by
state or local government,

As homeowners on Long Island, we do not wan®t *o see the plant
at Shoreham open, There is no plan that can make it safe for
Long Islanders,

Thank you for taking no*e of our position,

Very truly yours,

” Y 4 “\/ wa
/(' slrd /H gL,v:" o« 9L,”‘;’,

Michael and Hoana Lobiondo
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PRCPOSED RULE (52 FR £330)
" EMERGENGY Pladli 3 May 20, 1957
Secretary
U, S, Nuclear Regulatory Commission .
Washington D, C, 20555 87 MAY 27 P6 SI
Attn: Docketing and Service Branch gF¢

Ul e

This letter concerns the proposed rule, "Licensing of Nuclear Power
Plants Where State and/or Local Goveranments Decline to Cooperate in
Offsite Emergency Planning'" (Federal Register, 52 FR 0980, March o, 1987)

AS A REGULATORY BODY CREATED TQ PROTECT THE PUBLIC AND
PREVENT UNSAFE OPERATION OF NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS YOU MUST _
NOT ADOPT THIS RULE, T e ——
T It ignores state and local officials' righti.l :oncerns about the ability to
evacuate certain areas, given population density, road sizes and conditions,
geography and the like,

It also ignores the intent of Congress, which ordered the NRC to develop
emergency planning regulations, and of the NRC Commissioners, who forme-
ulated and adopted the rule in 1980, In 1979, Congress explicitly rejected an
amendment that would have made state and local participation in emergency
planning optional, The NRC itself stated in its final rule on emergency planning
that ""the Commission recognises that there is a possibility that the operation
of some reactors may be affected by this rule through inaction of State and local
Governments or an inability to comgly with these rules," (45 FR 55,404,C0".))

THE NRC BLATANTLY ADMITS that the intent of the rule is to avoid the
adverse financial consequences for a utility of abandoning a plant "for which
billions of dollars have been invested," Further, the NRC admits that the
proposed rule change is motivated not by new safety information, but by "regulatory
policy considerations, "

The .;provul of this rule unconscionably would relegate- in the face of evidence
from the TMI and Chernobyl accidents which demonstrated the importance of
planned evacuations - requirements for adequate, workanle, state and locally
approed emergency plans to a mere technicality to be overcome by utilities in
gaining alicense for a plant,

YOU MUST PUT THE HEALTH AND SAFETY OF OUR LIVES BEFORE ...
THE INTERESTS OF A UTILITY COMPANY AND THE COMMERCIAL NUCLEAR
POWER INDUSTRY!
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Genemsco Incorporated EMERGE |

Genemsco Beach Kingston, MA 02364 (617) 585-3894
87 mv 27 pg s
May 20, 1987 oF

wili )

Docketing & Service Branch

The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C.

20555

Dear Persons:

This letter is to inform you that I am not in favor of the
proposed rule change regarding ten-mile evacuation 2zones. In
addition, 1 would like to go on the docket as being opposed to
the reopening of the Pilgrim Nuclear Plant in Plymouth, MA..

Sincerely, /i%“
Larry L. Sjigt

President

Genemsco Corporation

a4
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Secretary oF*
U.8. Nuclear Regulatory Commission w—tt s

Washington, D.C. 20555

.

I am writing to urge that you NOT go ahead with your proposed
rule change which would, in effect, circumvent the people and
the governments of Suffolk County and of New York State, in the
matter of the licensing of LILCO's Shoreham nuclear power plant.

The vast majority of the people of Long Island, the government
of Suffolk County, and of New York State, believe--with very
good reason--that the area surrounding Shoreham could not be
evacuated in case of an "event" at the plant. Your proposedl
rule change is clolrll just an attempt to circumvent the will
of the people and their representatives.

Please remember your obligation to serve public safety--which
includes perception of safety. It is time that even the NRC
recognize that this particular power plant was and continues
to be a collosal mistake.

The pooglo do not want it; they will continue to fight it, and
they will eventually win., Recognize reality, put safety first,
and do not institute your proposed change of rules in this care.

Sincerely,

Wawkai/ it

Marshall Spector
7 Brandywine Drive
Setauket, Long Island, New York 11733

samaw'aaged by P W
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311 West Washington Street lw»o. Indiana 46204 (317) 236-1734

Suite 107

Secretary

US Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Washington, D.C. 20555

Attetion: Docketing and Service Branch .

To the Secretary:

I am wit!.nt on behalf of the Citizens Action Coalition of Indiana
to express tion to the proposed rule change conceming emergency
evacuation ("Licensing of Nuclear Power Plants Where State
and/or Local Goverrments Decline to Cooperate in Offsite Eme

Plamning'': Federal Register, 52 FR 6980, March 6 1987). Indiana CAC is
the state's largest citizen organization with roughly 40,000 mewbers .

We are to this change for several reasons. If implemented,
the public d be offered a lower level of protection, Utilities
currently cooperating with local and state govermments might lose their
incentive to continue this cooperation. Furthermore, the proposed rule

would undermine ssional intent, because when Congress
ori lly instructed the ssion to develop emergency planning rules
in 1979, it oxﬁ.icicly rejected a propusal to make government coopera-
tion optional tead of mandatory,

We are not persuaded by the argument that citizens will remain
protected because of the "realism doctrine' which says that rrments
will play a role in a real emergency. The realism doctrine affords
decreased protection for the public because government personnel would
be unfamiliar with a utility designed plan. A '"best-effort"” plan under-
taken by the utilities does not meet the adequate standard of protetion
to which the public i{s entitled.

We therefore urge you to reject this proposed rule change and we
thank you for your consideration of our views,

Sincerely,
- — e
- PR iy T
Steven S, Carter
CAC Energy/Utilities Director
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May 23, 1990 mav 27 P6 SI

The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555 PLAd
ATTN: Docketing and Service Eranch e

Dear Sirs;

You have asked for public comment on the proposed
modjification of your regulations reducing the area around
the Seabrook plant that must be covered by an evacuation pl
plan.

I am opposed to this change.

Please do not heed the Siren-call of those who would
* gain financially from this change, in disregard for the dangers,
present and future, posed by the plant.

After a ve short and expensive period of service,
fraught with perils, the plant will be useless and pose a
grave danger to generation after generation of people.

The costs of "moth-balling” the plant and how these
costs will be met must also be made public and acknowledged
as part of the cost of each plant.

Gentlemen, it's a bad deal and should be abandoned.

Sincerely yours

Strrn [awrman

Stevan Bauman

Pauman
S50 Aldie Sst.
Allston, MA 02134

vy ®
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s/20/87 v .
? koney nas ™ 20 P SI :

Coram N.V.&l?l?
Office of the Secretary Bocs
Nuc lear Regulatory Commission
Washington D.C.

Members of the NRC,

The licensing of a nuclear power plant without an
emergency plan approved by state and local government is
ludicrous and in conflict with the NRC's purpose of
existance., Since the government represents the people, your
proposal is not in the best interests of the people and seems
to be very un-American. The licensing of a nuclear plant
despite the wishes of the people would be a blow to democracy
and personal freedom., [ must ask you to reconsider and abandon
this proposal.

Sincerly,

/.u Al

James Poletti

% aLA?‘&m‘ |

\o"
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34 Olive Street
Winchester MA 01890
May 20, 1987 ‘87 MAY 27 P6 S

Fp
WWis" .

Secretary
Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20855

Dear My, Secretary:

As a resident of the commonwealth of Massachusetts, [ strongly object
to the NRC's proposal to override the requirement for evacuation
plans for the area around the Seabrook nuclear power plant.

As we should have learned from both Chernobyl and Three Mile Island,
evacuation plans are both necessary and difficult to devise. It is
my belief the safety of the many should take precedence over the
financial interests of the few. Therefore, | recommend delaying the
operation of Seabrook until such plans are in place.

Sincerely,
4

y e .
/// ZZ»-‘.?/-’Z’. / :;/'J \'\

Maureen A, McMahon
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May 2, 1987

l‘.“ “‘. u‘ll -31 ,t..
Woodstock, VI 03001 ;

secretary, V.. Nuclear legulatory Coumission
Washington, V.0,

Jear sirs

We wish by this letter to couvey our oppesition to the
proposed N.A.Cy rule change (10 CFR bart 50). We think
states should have the right to evaluate, accept or reject
Buclear accident evacuation pluns, end to stop licensing

of nuclear plants Af their evacuation plans are not accept=
able. We think citizens of the U.,5.=especially those closest
Lo nuclear planta=deserve o say, asud also real and factual
information about their situstion in case of nuclear
disastor, This is not the plece to put § over people

(Af there ever is such & place). Emergency planning regulations
should be strengthened, not voakened,

Thenk you for your tiwe in this Laportent matter,

Sincerely,

b‘mﬂ‘:'& awel }r‘"’ faso

Candy and Joha lless
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- ¢ Susan Byllott

1610 Brentwood Rd.

W  Bayshore NY 11706
W 214

Secretary
.S, Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20355

Oear Mr Secretary,

| would like to express my spinion an the sragoses *u.e hanges vith regarss
10 emergency preparedness of nuclear power siants,

It s obvious to me that these Changes are deing srcocsed 0 Melp .icense
the Shoreham Power Plant here on Long !slanc.

| feel that these changes are totally unjust. The 5Tatistics show ‘nat *he
majority of Lilco customers ‘o "ot want to see the Shorenam plant sperate
from a safety standpoint,

The Federal Government should [eave the seople on Long Isiand aiene to
control our own destiny with regards o Shorenam,

| therefore urge you to resign the sroposer rule change and (et us jere 3n

ong [sland make sur awn 2ecision,

Sincere.y,

Suyar Bt

Susan Byllott

} i

-
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p Richard Byllott
B7 MAY 27 P6 54 “:o.eun{-ood Rd.

Bayshore NY 11706
*f)‘. :
N0C 4

Secre:ary
w U3, Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C, 20555

Dear Mr Secretary,

| would like 0 express my SQJAIeR N tRe droposec CL.e INaNges vitA fegarss
10 emergency preparedness of nuc.ear power alants.

[t is obvious to me that these changes are deing zrascsed 19 tels .icense
the Shoreham Power Plant here on Long !slanc.

feel that these changes are totally unjust. The statistics show hat *he

majority of Lilco customers do not want to see the Shoreham plant operate
from a salety standpoint.

The Federal Government should leave the people on Lang lslang aiene 2o
control our own destiny with regards 0 Shorenam,

[ therefore urge you to resign the sronosed ~ule change and let us tere on
«ong [sland make our own 2ecision,

Sincerelyv,

: K\,Lc"'ﬁq <€ \_.:;,_.5./ £ A Wa

Riechard Byllott
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11717 -
May 20, 1987

Gentlemen; ‘87 MAY 27 P6 54

I wish to comment on the proposed rule change for the
Shoreham Nuclear Power Plant, Qﬂi“
HULA
I am just an ordinary citizen of Suffolk County living
and working within 25 miles of Shoreham, j

I have opposed the bduilding and opening of a nuclear )
power p.iant since it's inception many‘'years ago., I found !
it quite a challenge trying to oppose so powerful a group
as ong Jsland Lighting Company. I only hope the powers
to be would come to their senses and see that it is impossible
and dangerous to continue building something with the poten-
tial for harming such a great many people.

Aside from the impossibility of evacuation from our island,
I am trying to figure out what would happen if by some great
miracle we did happen to get out of harms way. All of our
property would be contaminated, our work places would be out
of commission, even our bank accounts would be unaccessible
fi us. #horc are we to live, work and what would we use to
ve on

I have five children, five grandchildren and many loved :
ones on this island. T would like to have it explained to é
me where we would live, if we lived, and how we would carry on our
lives without money or anything to give us shelter.

[ plead with you to consider carefully your decision to !
change any rules regarding the safety of Shoreham Nuclear Power
Plant,

Sincerely concerned,

Muriel 5., Havyes

ACKNG & 8 433d hy A -~
’ "rmm~ -




DOCKET NUMBER PR-50

PROPOSED RULE (52 FR 6380)

EMERGENCY PLANNING

@217

‘87 WA 27 P633

Y 130
7 Millbrook Park

Calverton, New York 11933

May 21, 1987

Secretary
U.S. Nuclear Regqulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

Re: Shoreham Nuclear Power Plant
Dear Mr. Secretary:

American democracy is dead. When the wish of the
people no longer matters, when Government makes and
breaks the rules to suit only the monopoloy corporations,
the huge conglomerates, when millions of lives can be
sacrificed to economic gain for the few, then democracy
is surely dead.

What more can the people of Long Island say to
keep you from allowing Shoreham to open? We have pleaded
for our lives. We have demonstrated in anger and frustra-
tion. We have told you of our fears and our desperate
need for security. We have asked you not to let this
terrible threat encumber our thoughts, our dreams, our
actions, and our right to peace and happiness. Still you
have not listened. Lilco has the more powerful voice;
Lilco has the money to reach you.

I write this letter with little hove. Yet I do write.
Do not let this tyranny destroy our American ideal.
Listen again to the little people, the majority of little
people who still trust in the democratic way. Let the
monstrous mistake that is Shoreham die, and thereby give

us back our right to future life.
S?ﬂ"ely.
Af/<;7 ’7 7,
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D. Eileen Miller
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CC: Gregory J. Blass
Michael A. LoGrande
c¢/o Suffolk Life Newspapers
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.~ EMERGENCY PLANNING
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oFF L 1
Dear Sir: PR D% '
I an a Patchogue resident and I Cannot Eelieve thne lengths pro-
Shoreham people, including NRC, will go to - to allow the Shoreham
Nuclear Plant to operate., This Shorehan fiasco is a hairline away
from going either way and each article I read on Lilco Shoreham FPlant
makes me sick to my stomach. Anyone with an ounce of intelligence
knows the geographical location of the Shoreham plant has no safe

evacuation plan.
On your "proposed amendment to Part 50" -1 resent and oppose

your rule change to preclude a state or localitys consent concerning
evacuation. I'm sure I represcnt rany others, with my views, who are.
not taking the to write you.

Sincercly,
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