Q8020550
(Jlfl' 64?0

Aprdl, 1987
‘87 AR 29 P4S2

Secretary

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory cOmmissiQn 5

Room 1121 ot -
1717 H Street NW

Washington, DC 20555 :

Attn: Docketting anddervice Branch

NRC PROPOSEU RULE 10 CFR PART 50

Dear Mr. Secretary:

I wish to state my strong opposition to the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission's proposal to amend its rules regarding offsite emergency
planning at nuclear power plant sites.

There are absolutely no circumstances where the NRC should
authorize a full power operating license if the utility cannot meet
all of the NRC's current emergency planning requirements,.

I believe that my health and safety, and that of my family, are
of paramount importance.

I urge the NRC Commissioners in the strongest possible way not
to change the rules.

Sincérely,

?gybe B Aen
(Namer'/ rog

(A4

(Address)
i&i //71/ 704

FTown State, zfp)

DS10: \\\

add: p. Crane, H-1035
J. Lane, 266 PHIL

Aknow'edged by card. .. . S—

Please fold along this line, and retutn to me before April 24,
Dgaxgozba T R oy e e R R SR AR BT 15
50 S52FR&6980 PDR
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‘87 APR 29- PS5 44
Secretary
U.S. Nuclear R qulatory Commission Fs
Room 1121 Soch: |
1717 H Street NW BRANL"

Washington, DC 20555

Attn: Docketting and Service Branch

NRC PROPOSED RULE 10 CFR PART 50

-

Dear Mr. Secretary:

I wish to state my strong opposition to the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission's proposal to amend its rules regarding offsite emergency
planning at nuclear power plant sites.

There are absolutely no circumstances where the NRC should
authorize a full power operating license if the utility cannot meet
all of the NRC's current emergency planning requirements.

I believe that my health and safety, and that of my family, are
of paramount importance,

I urge the NRC Commissioners in the strongest possible way not
to change the rules.

Sincerely,

————— ,‘ p-d - - 'ﬂ =
Please fold along this line, and return to me before April 24.

————— - ——— - —————— -~
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The Nuclear Regulatory Commission ;
1717 H Street 87 AR 29 P2:07
Washington, D. C.,

gF L
Dear Commissioners: WL

The Governors, Senators and Congressmen representing

more than 35 million people testified before the NRC

on February 24, 1987 on the proposed rule change to
license nuclear power plants where state and local govern-
ments refuse to cooperate in evacuation planning.

More than 75% of the people of Long Island have spoken
out against Shoreham as determined by the last two polls
conducted by Newsday.

You Sirs, and your staff members, should be held criminally
liable for injuries and deaths sustained as a result of
your decision to usurp the functions of state and local
government to protect the health and safety of citizens
under the 10th Amendment of the Constitution.

In this 60 day period of public comment, we the people
of Long Island wish it recorded, that we earnestly
protest the licensing of Shoreham on the grounds that
feasibility studies done by impartial evaluators have
shown that there is no safe way to evacuate the citizens
of Long Island in the event of a nuclear accident. We,
therefore, also vehemently protest the actions of the
NRC to put the self-serving interests of Lilco before
our health and safety.

Sincerely,
\
‘ * "
k’. | ! )
tON?ol:LsANrt!) COALITION P
ATE LIVING “rowte;
Box 1355 "’d“dbvmj‘\“

Massapequa, N. Y. 11758 HRRARas s ——
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The Nuclear Regulatory Commission
1717 H Street g
Washington, D. C., 20555 A0

Dear Commissioners:

The Governors, Senators and Congressmer representing

more than 35 million people testified before the NRC

on February 24, 1987 on the proposed rule change to
license nuclear power plants where state and local govern~
ments refuse to cooperate in evacuation planning.

More than 75% of the people of Long Island have spoken
out against Shoreham as determined by the last two polls
conducted by Newsday.

You Sirs, and your staff members, should be held criminally
liable for injuries and deaths sustained as a result of
your decision to usurp the functions of state and local
government to protect the health and safety of citizens
under the 10th Amendment of the Constitution.

In this 60 day period of public comment, we the people
of Long Island wish it recorded, that we earnestly
protest the licensing of Shoreham on the grounds that
feasibillity studies done by Lmpartial evaluators have
shown that there is no safe way to evacuate the citizens
of Long Island in the event of a nuclear accident. We,
therefore, also vehemently protest the actions of the

NRC to Tut the self-serving interests of Lilco before
our health and safety.

Sincerely,

EAST END SHOREHAM OPPONENTS
Post Office Drawer XXXX X
East Hampton, NY 11937 Acknowledged by Card, .evevrrreesereasa
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The Nuclear Regulatory Commission
1717 H 3treet
Washington, D. C.,

Dear Commissioners:

The Governors, Senators and Congressmen toprosonttng
more than 35 million people testified before the NR

on February 24, 1987 on the proposed rule change to
license nuclear power plants where state and local govern=
ments refuse to cooperate in evacuation planning.

More than 752 of the people of Long Island have spoken
out against Shoreham as determined by the last two polls
conducted by Newsday.

You Sirs, and your staff members, should be held criminally
liable for injuries and deaths sustained as a result of
your decision to usurp the functions of state and local
government to protect the health and safety of citizens
under the 10th Amendment of the Constitution.

In this 60 day period of public comment, we the people
of Long Island wish it recorded, that we earnestiy
protest the licensirg of Shoreham on the grounds that
feasibility studies doue by impartial evaluators have
shown that there is no safe way to evacuate the citizens
of Long Island in the event of a nuclear accident. We,
therefore, also vehemently protest the actions of the
NRC to put the self-serving interests of Lilco before
our health and safety.

Sincerely,

aajanctf

NANCY A OSWALD
136 SIMMONS DR
EAST ISLIP. NY 11730 {

LONG ISLAND COALITION
FOR SATE LIVING
Box 1355
Massapequa, N. Y. 11758
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24 April 1987

Secretary

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Washington, D.C. 20555

Attn: Docketing and Service Branch (10CFR Part 50)

Dear Secretary:

I strongly protest the proposed rule change 10 CFR Part 50. Nuclear
plants should not be allowed to operate in any state without state
approved evacuation plans. This is the least one can do to protect the
public against the dangers of a nuclear accident. The change may be
in the interest of the nuclear industry but it certainly is not in the
interest of the very much larger energy using population. The proposed
change raises in addition serious questions about the degree of auto-
nomy vested in state governments versus that in the Federal government.
In mv view the proposed change would give an undesirable power to the
Federa! government at the expense of local government.

In particular, one year after the Chernobyl nuclear disaster, where
people as far as Switzerland and Sweden got heavy doses of radio.activity,
I would not.have expected that evacuation plans for people living near a
reactor would receive such short shift in this {11 conceived proposal to
change the rule. If anything, the present rule seems not stringent enough,
but the proposed change is certainly a step backwards. Let us not be so
foolish to accept it and let no licenses be given to nuclear plants such
48 Seabrook and Shoreham without approved evacuation plans.

Sincerely yours,

Hendrik J. Gerritsen
Professor of Physics

HJG: rms

¢e: Representative Fernand St. Germain
Senator Claiborne Pell
Senator John Chafee
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FD 2, Box 154
Concord, New Hampshire 03201

April 25, 1987

9 AT L5 PS:49
Secretary, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission "
Washington, DC 20556

Re: 10 CFR Part 50. Proposed Rude

The proposed amendment to the emergency planning rule is a
disservice to the oublic and would fl{ in the face of your charge
to protect public health and safety. If you allow utilities to
submit evacuation plans destpite clear public opvosition you will
be ssating positively that promotion of nuclear power is your
primary interest and that health and safety of the public are
secondary considerations in your decision making.

The rule-making following the Three-Mile Island accident was
was obviously decided for the express purpose of protecting the
oublic. We all know that no nuclear plant is 100% safe, and tHe
legitimate concerns of local citizens should weigh heavily in your
licensing decisions.

The non-safety issue to which you refer in your proposal
is certainly a concern for the utility, but since when have econe
omics been Of greater importance that safety? In all of the welight-
ing which you must consider, surely safety must come first.

I £ind your presumption that governments would "clange their
positions and cooperate in planning” if opponents' "administrative
and judicAal remedies” had all been exhausted has no sound basis.
The fact that people at Hampton Beach cannct be exacuated ls not
debatable, If you license Seabrook you will de placing an unbear-
able burden on the rovernments concerned,

The first of your two options, to stick to the exiating rule,
is the only viable option.

5\

™ G
wund [, el
Jane B, Jrant
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Paul B Janeczko 44 Mary Carroll Street New Auburn, ME 532‘16"

Aoril 23, 1987 ‘87 AR 29 PST

Secretary ”i,
U. 6. Nuclear Regulatory Commission uuL
wWashington, DC 20555

Dear Secretary:

[ fing your oroposec rule change 1@ CFR Part 50 to de
urconsclionanlie. Your plan to rnot require state aporovea
gvacuation plans, thus Shrinking evacuation zZones arouna some
plants, would leave tnousands of citizens without orotection
from a nuclear power plant accident., Your i1dea seems especially
foolhardy and dangercous in light of the Chernobyl disaster in
which the Soviets had to evacuate 135,000 pecple within an
18-mile radius of the plant,

| strongly agvise that you consider the health of Americans
instead of the health of the nuclear industry and drop your
plans to allow plant licensing without state approvea evacuation
plans,

4

|
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Room 1121 !
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Attrn: Dockettirng ard Service Brarch

MRC PROPOSED RULE 1@ CFR PART %2

Desr "r, Secretaryd

'

wish to state my strong opposition o the Nuclear
Ragulatory Commission's proposal $o amend its rules regarding
wffsite esmergercy planning at rnuclear power plant sites.

There are absolutely no circumstarnces where the NRC should
authorize a full power cperation license if the utility carnnot
meat all of the NRC's current emergerncy planning requiremerts.

I believe that my health and safety, and that of my family,
are of paramount importance.

I urge the NRC Commissioners irn the strongest possible way

net e change the rules.

Sincerely,
il
(rname)

263 Cande¢ Avnue

(address)

Satviwe VY 192

(town,state, 210!

WO B SN, sserererer
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April 24, 1987

FriL:
OCKE

Secretary
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Hanh%nqton. DC 20555

Attn: Docketing and Service bkranch

Dear Sir or Madam:

on April 8th I wrote to the members of the Nuclear Regula-
tory Commission expressing opposition to cutting the emergency
planning zone from an area of 10 miles arcund a nuclear power
plant to that of 1 mile. I am thrilled to learn the Commissicon
re ected this change.

Today I am writing to express strong opposition to the
proposal to eliminate state approval of evacuation plans. I
live with my family in Rhode Island and therefore (at least at
present) am not in an area to be evacuated in case of an emer-
gency. However, I believe there exists a moral responsibility
to take a firm stand in any issue wherein human welfare and
safety is at stake. The NKRC has as its foremost obligation
the assurance of public health and safety. How then can any
consideration be given to changing the emergency planning rules
established in 1980 by the Commission? 1In 1980, the Commission
found that stace and local participation in emergency planning
was central to adequate emergency preparedness. Now, seven years
later due to pressure from problems at the Seabrook and Shoreham
facilities, the Commission is considering a change to that rule.
Such a change poses a serious threat to the public safety should
an emergency situation ariase,

Unless state governments are involved willingly in the plan- e
ning process of emergency plans, such plans are doomed tc failure.’
groper training will not have taken place, confusion will result
and innocent people will suffer tha2 consequences.

) e
2
.
3
2

The safety of the people must be given every priority.

Three Mile Island and Chernobyl should not be forgotten., Let us |
never become so confident that we do not take every means neces-
sary to insure against an emergency situation.

Please, vote NO to the proposed rule change.

3incerely,

oA
4 Ce
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Mr. G. Wayne Kerr, Director"

Office of State Programs

United States Nuciear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

SUBJECT: Nuclear Regulatory Commission Proposed Rule Amendment regarding
Emergency Planning.

Dear Mr. Kerr:

This agency is opposed to amending 10 CFR Part 50. Specifically, any
relaxation of procedures designed to ensure public safety (such as State
and local emergency planning and preparedness) is considered unacceptable.

We are unconvinced that the measures outlined in Option II to compensate
for lack of cooperation in planning by Sta*te a:id local government would
adequately address the full epectru. u: oi:-site planning to prepare for,
respond to, zid recover from a nuclear powe~ plant accident. It is felt
that tihis issue is too important to be sd’vd through rule changing
procedures.

With due respect, we are sympathetic, considering the economic impact, to
the plight of the two utility companies. However, resolution of their

difficulties may ultimately be a matter only the 'egal system or
congressional mandate can decide.

Sincerely,

11 e A0,

Darrell G. Waller
State Coordinator

OGW/RLB/mjr

EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER
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Governor Dummer Academy
Byfield, MA 01922

April 26, 1987
87 AR 29 P5:30

gFz 1,
:')c K
Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

Dear People:

In a democracy. such as the one in which we are surposed to te
living, it se~ms absclutely ridiculous for the government to assume
the authority for licensing nuclear power rlants whers %:e
inhabtitants of the area affected do not want nuclear power or
where a safe evacuation planfis not rossible tecause of the placement
of a particular nuclear nower plant,

I assure vou that when the peoprle do not telieve an evacuation
plan will work, they will not participate in it, You must have
received petitlons from teachers in the 10 mile zone arcund the
Seabrook Nuclear Plant that clearly state that they will not accept
the responsibility that New Hampshire Yankee wishes to impose upon
them - they will not abandon their families to load students on
non-existant busses (which bus comrany has accepted to make the
futile, suicidal effort to try to drive into a radiation zone? - we
know ail the traffic is going to be trying to go inlthe oprosite
direction). Nearly every member of our staff and faculty signed
that petition. (Governor Dummer Academy).

Just because the utility companiass have pourad billions of
iollars into thig ill-cconceived project, the liuclear Regulatory Cormission
y11ld not f2el compalleé to permit it to operate. The NRC is,
I believe, suvposed to protect the safety of the people. You would
ot be nrotecting the safety of the pneople by licensing nuclear

n T s without state-arproved evacuation rlans, @ state
doesn't arrrove evacuat- on plans 1t 1s because tne area cannot te
safely evacuated and if you let other than state plans be substitued
there will be massive orrosition (with good reason) and non-coopera-
tion in the event of an accident at the nuclear power plant in
question.

A
S

Sincerely,

(Mrs.,) Laurel 2. Abusamra

French Teacher
Governor Dummer Academy

cet Senator Edward M. Kennedy
Congressman Zdward Markey
Governor Michael "Nukakis

Congres=sman Nick Mavroules

SpPra - ’ s
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Howard Hughes Medical Institute
Research Laboratories / Philadelphia

University of Pennsylvania Schoo! of Medicine
Department of Human Genetics

37th & Hamilton Walk

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19104-6072

April 26, 1987

=3, (ﬂ'

Secretary 3~ %

United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission . 3
Washington, D.C. 20555 : 8
Attn: Docketing and Service Branch > o =2
O =

: o

Dear Mr. Secretary, s

- &

Ithascautomyattantimthatymrcaunissimisplamimtodﬁrga
the wording of a rule regarding a utility's obligation in the event of an
accident. My understanding is that the wording now states that utilities
must insure that "adequate protective measures can and will be taken" during
a nuclear reactor accident, and that the wording might be changed to "reason-
able" and "feasible" measures.

In my mind, this proposed change will represent an NRC end-run around the
ruling that is now delaying the licencing of the Shoreham and Seabrook
facilities. "Reasonable" and "feasible" are words that are difficult for
anyone to precisely define. Hence, the new rule would be rendered meaningless.
Since the original rule was implemented for reasons of safety, I believe

that the proposed change serves only the utilities involved and definitely
not the public interest.

The unfortunate events at Cherncbyl one year ago have focused the
public eye on issues of nuclear safety and have thus focused those eyes on
the NRC. For the NRC to blatantly ignore those recent events in favor of

the monetary plights of uncaring utility companies is a violation of the
little public trust that remains.

Do not change the rule.

Sincerely,

Tkt

Dr. Thamas Kadesch
Professor of Human Genetics
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R.F.D. Box 27
CENTER CONWAY, N. H. 038123

g7 MR 29 ps5:07

April 27, 1987 |
Secretary, U.S., NRC goiRe |
Washington, D.C. 20555

Dear Sir;
I am opposed to a change in the
rule governing evacuation plans with-
out state approval., Such a change /
would endanger public safety and weak-
ens currant NRC regulations.

Yours truly,

Tlace s 2rd)

Richard B. Earle

Anknowled=ed = s ".‘ e ——
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Dear Admiral Zech,

I urge your commission to vote against the rule change that denies
the people of an area the right to protect themselves.

Your qu change defies:

L. the promlsc of President Reagan in 1984 that local determination
'in Suffolk Co. will be honored.

2. the 10th Amendment of the U.S. Constitution.

3. the policy established that nuclear plants be built in unpopulated
areas.

Imagine 6.7 million people TRYING to evacuate Long Island!!

"
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Dear Admiral Zech,
[ urge your commission to vote against the rule change that denies
the peopie of an area the right to protect themselves.

Your rule change defies:

L. the promise of President Reagan in 1984 that local determination
- in Suffolk Co. will be honored.

2. the 10th Amendment of the U.S. Constitution.

3. the policy established that nuclear plants be built in unpopulated
areas.

Imagine 6.7 million people TRYING to evacuate Long Island!!
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Dear Admiral Zech,

I urge your commission to vote against the rule change that denies
the people of an area the right to protect themselves.

Your rule change defies:

I. the promise of President Reagan in 1984 that local determination
~ in Suffolk Co. will be honored.

2. the 10th Amendment of the U.S. Constitution. .

h ]

3. the policy established that nuclear plants be builtin unpopulated
arecas.

Imagine 6.7 million people TRYING to evacuate Long Island!!
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213 Westmoreland Court Lakisls

Georgetown, KY 40324
; i1 26, 1987 g
Sierra Club #°r? 87 AP0 29 PS5 :48
Cumberland Chapter
of !

Secretary H0C -
US Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555

ATTN: Docketing and Service Branch

Comments on proposed rule, "Licensing of Nuclear Power Plants
Where State and/or Local Governments Decline to Cooperate in
Offsite Emergency Planning" (Federal Register, 52 FR 6980, March
6, 1987)

The Cumberland Chapter of the Sierra Club strongly objects
to the proposed rule for five basic reasons:

1) All US emergency planning is flawed, and the
proposed rule compounds an already bad situation.

The US has no standards indicating what is an unacceptable
dose level to residents in an emergency situation. Therefore,
we have no criteria to say who should be evacuated and when.
The NRC has indicated that current plans are inadequate. The
NRC staff, for instance, told the Limerick Atomic Safety and
Licensing Board that evacuation beyond a ten mile radius would be
unlikely unless a 200-rem thyroid dose was expected over a period
of seven days; but fatalities can occur with a 175 rem thyroid
dose.

Since there exist no objective criteria indicating what makes an
adequate plan and when and how a plan should be put into effect,
bypassing state and local governments, which could be expected to
place a high priority on the safety of residents, is completely
irresponsible.

2) The rule illegally places cost above safety.
A court has ruled that, in plant licensing, safety, not

cost, must be the primary consideration (Power Reactor
Development Corp. v. International Union, 367 U.S. 396, 408-409

(1961). Now the NRC says, "Significant policy questions of
equity and fairness are presented where a utility has
substantially completed construction and committed substantial
resources to a nuclear plant and then, after it is far too late
realistically for the utility to reverse course, the State or
local government opposes the plant by non-cooperation in offsite
emergency planning."

3) The question of fairness to the utilities is not
relevant, since the utilities and the NRC rejected attempts by

] o
acknowledged by card . . e

To explore, enjoy and preserve the nation's forests, waters. wildlite, and wilderness



intervenors to raise the emergency planning issue earlier.

Intervenors at Seabrook, for example, tried to show in the
mid 70s and again after Three Mile Island that the
Massachusetts/New Hampshire area could not be evacuated in a safe
and timely fashion. The NRC did not allow them to be heard on
this issue, and, after Three Mile Island, the NRC did so at the
request of the utilities, who recognized that they were proceding
at their own risk.

4) The "realism doctrine” on which the NRC bases its
proposed rule is invalid.

The argument that in an emergency the states and local
governments will cooperate is beside the point. Maybe they will,
but in the meantime there will have been no proper planning and
no proper testing of the plans. The whole point of emergency
evacuation plans is that they are plans. Last-minute action will
result in a chaotic situation.

5) The rule reverses previous NRC regulations and
undermines the intent of Congress.

"When Congress in 1979 asked the NRC to develop emergency
planning regulations, it turned down an amendment that would have
made state and local participation only optional. Furthermore,
the NRC admitted at the time that emergency planning regulations
might lead to a situation in which "inaction of State and local
governments" would "affect[ ]" "the operation of some reactors"
(45 Federal Register, 55,404, Col. 1). Nevertheless the NRC now
says that it never intended states to be able to stop plant
licensing, and is trying to correct this situation.

Mary B. Davis
Nuclear Issues Chair
Cumberland Chapter of the Sierra Club
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Secretary
Nuclear Regulatory Commission GF%
Docketing & Service Branch uoCas”

Washington, D. C. 20555 me

SUBJECT: My comments on Proposed
Amendment to Part 50

Dear Secretary:

It seems clear to me that the NRC feels itself
dutvbound to license every plant which applies to it. NRC's
proposed rule change would make the commission able to
do just that while at the same time pretending citizens
will be under no increased danger when the next accident
occurs. The proposed change would be an easy way out for
the commission and unconscionable.

The NRC is very concerned about "equity and fair-
ness" to utilities which have "committed substantial resources
to a nucleat plant" and then discover that the local government
won't "cooperate." Won't be browbeaten is more like it. Spare
us the tears. In the first place,why are plants allowed to
build before they work this ptoblem out with the local govern-
ments? And where is the Commission's concern about fairness
to citizens living near nuclear power plants,

I don't have hours and hours to go on about this.
Therefore please consider this short letter along with my
letter of March 16, 1987(attached) as my formal comments to
your proposal to make it easier to license nuclear power plants.

Your rules should remain as they are and not be modi-
fied merely because you need a way to get around Governors
Tuomo and Dukakis. 1Ihey are both good sensible men and
descrving of the commission's respect and attention.

Members of NRC should individually examine their
role in our society. A little more respect and empathy
for their fellow men might go a long way toward improving
their collective judgment. We folks who live near nuclear
power plants are not just so many rats to be wished away but
human beings with fundamental rights.

Sincerely,

~Jrwde Taend

~ Judith Frank
Attachments

DS10: \\ ACKowedged by i e

add: P. Crane, H-10G35
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NRC March 16, 1987
King of Prussia
Pennsylvania 19406

Gentlemen:

I've been reading that there is a movement afoot to drop the requirement that
states cooperate in putting together evacuation plans incase of a nuclear plant
catastrophe. There really is no "in case" about it--it 1s just a matter of
time if nuclear plants are allowed to continue.

How much wiser it would be to invest in solar energyy Nuclear power plants are
time bombs waiting to go off.

GCovernor Cuomo and Governor Dukakis are right when they say there would be no
safe exodus of residents when a catastrophe occurs.

I've attached an article which describes the terror residents near Seabrook felt
recently when blasts of steam escaped from that plant. If this steam escape was just
part of a test as Seabrook claims, why weren't they required to warn the residents '
first? What is your job at NRC? Why don't you regulate--isn't Lhere something

in writing that requires the plants to be responsive to those living around them--

if not, why not?

If nuclear plants are so nonchalant in their attitude toward niarby residents,
how can they expect anyone to believe them when they say...it was just a test...or
there was no danger to the public? Their credibility is zero.

The article I've attached implies that the plants responsibility would have been
met if they had informed local police. I say not enough. They should have
made television and radio announcemants well in advance and repeatedly.

If your organization isn't responsible for seeing that nuclear plants are more
responsible, then who is? This is not a rhetorical question, I'd 1like an

answer =

Sincerely,

Judith Frank
16 Dresden Ct
Albany, NY 12203

Attachment
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Dear Admiral Zech,

L urge your commission to vote against the rule change that denies
the people of an area the right to protect themselves.

Your rule change defies:

L. the promise of President Reagan in 1984 that local determination
in Suffolk Co. will be honored.

2, the 10th Amendment of the U.S. Constitution.

3. the policy established that nuclear plants be built in unpopulated
areas,

Irmagine 6.7 million people TRYING to evacuate Long Island!
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Secretary

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission QFF1 \
Room 1121 fore” * ' .
1717 H Street NW Eaw, \.))

Washington, DC 20555

Attn: Docketting and Service Brang ‘

NRC ED RULE 10 C p.g-z)’ o
v
W i
Dear Mr. S : ‘
V. t>i> |

I wish t Regulatory
Commission's

oposal . rules rd1nq fsite emergen
planning at nuclea sites
There lut Cler %’o::e NRC sho
authoriz power peratxng ense if%Che tilt canfot meet
all of C's culpent emerg cy plann? ‘F requ %S"“y

of famil

331b1 way not

I believe, th y healt nd Y, and

of paramount orrance.

I urg the mm¥ssione the
to change the rulij,af F
Sinc ely, LOUIS DE MAIO -+
. 97 BOWLING LN %
DEER PARK. NY 11729%

Town, tate, Zip)

g Y

W &\‘N “Q-M kkrc‘”"-‘ﬂmty:.g \._\
e M‘

Please fold along this line, and return to me before April 24.

ronqest
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April, 1987

‘87 APR 29 PS5 46
Secretary
U.S., Nuclear Regulatory Commission 130
Room 1121 wllrt IR

1717 H Street NW
Washington, DC 20555

Attn: Docketting and Service Branch

NRC PROPOSED RULE 10 CFR PART 50

Dear Mr. Secretary:

I wish to state my strong opposition to the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission's proposal to amend its rules regarding offsite emergency
planning at nuclear power plant sites,

There are absolutely no circumstances where the NRC should
authorize a full power operating license if the utility cannot meet
all of the NRC's current emergency planning requirements,

I believe that my health and safety, and that of my family, are
of paramount importance.

I urge the NRC Commissioners in the strongest possible way not
to change the rules,. i

2 Sincerely, i,
" ! - L
] J /’\ \'.
/'\‘ ' ,"l \ [
u; & S % g
(Name) y
o ol S <
'\ .',’ ) ‘/ /’ = ’;/ ,_/’
— i(AdJress)
2 P 1 11/
- { ™M s -

(Town,State, Zip)

863 CHURCH STREET
BOHEMIA, N. Y. 11716-5005

P e —

Please fold along this line, and return to me before April 24.
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To: Secretary, Nuclear kegulatory Commission
washington, D.C. 2u555 !?E
UULAL »
Re: Low-power testing at Seabrook and 1@ CFR Part 50 isctlales
Date: 4/487

Please register my strong objection both to low-power testing at
the Seabrook nuclear power plant and to the proposec rule to
allow the NRC to issue operating licenses to utilities even in
situations where state gcvernors consider emergency evacuation
plans inadequate to ensure the safety of the public.

state governors can contribute an 1mportant and impartial voice
to declslions on evacuation planning,. At the Seavrook plant,
over luw,vve people gather at nearby beaches on hot summer days,
anag no one has yet prouuceu a reasonadvle plan to evacuate them in
the event of a major release of raaiation, Governor UDukakis
shoula be applaudea tor retusing to approve unworkable evacuation
plans, In doing so he has insisted that the satety of area
resicents and visitors be placed ahead of the financial interests
of the utility involved, A company with a large investment in a
power plant cannot be countea on to make such a wise decision,
whicn 1is why evacuation planning should never rest with tne
utilities themselves.,

On tne 1ssue of low-power testiny, if tne NKRC licenses New
Hampsnire Yankee before the emergency yJlanning depate is
resolved, you will senu the public the clearest possiuvle message
that the Commission 1s committed to seeing Seabrook 4o on line at
any cost, This i1s not an appropriate position for a regulatory
agency to take.

Thank you tor consicering and recording my oOpinion on these
i1ssues.,

Sincerely,
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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, when
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
Hanagoucnt 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 license 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.

Yours truly,

e e ]
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HAIRMAN
LANDO W. ZECH, JR.,C
f‘ Washington D.C. 20655
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ADMIRAL LANDO W. ZECH, JR., CHAIRMA
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Dear Admiral Zech, Washington D.C. 20555

I urge your commission to vote against the rule change that denies
the people of an area the right to protect themselves.

Your rule change defies:

1. the promise of President Reagan in 1984 that local determination
in Suffolk Co. wall be honored.

2. the 10th Amendment of the U.S. Constitution.

3. the policy established that nuclear plants be built in unpopulated
areas.

Imagine 6.7 million people TRYING to evacuate Long Island!!
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ADMIRAL LANDO W. ZECH, JR., CHAIRMAN
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission >
Washington D.C. 20555
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ADMIBAL LANDO W. ZECH, JR., CHAIRMAN
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Dear Admiral Zech, Washington D.C. 20555

I urge your commission to vote against th« rule change that denies
thcmhduamtheﬂ.httopmucnlmmclvn.

Your rule change defies:

1. the promise of President Reagan in 1984 that local determination
in Suffolk Co. will be honored.

2. the 10th Amendment oi the U.S. Constitution.

3. the policy established that nuclear plants be built in unpopulated
areas.

P—

Imagine 6.7 million people TRYING to evacuate Long Island!!
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Dear Admiral Zech, .
I urge your commission to vote against the rule change that denies
the people of an area the right to protect themselves.

Your rule change defies: ’

1. the promise of President Reagan in 1984 that local determination
" in Suffolk Co. will be honored.

2. the 10th Amendment of the U.S. Constitution.

3. the policy established that nuclear plants be b’ inunpopulated
areas,

v

Imagine 6.7 million people TRYING to 've - 12 1g Island!!
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Dear Admiral Zech,
I urge your commission to vote against the rule change that denies

the people of an area the right to protect themselves.
Your rule change defies:

1. the promise of President Reagan in 1984 that local determination
in Suffolk Co. will be honored. \

> 2. the 10th Amendment of the U.S. Constitution.

3. the policy established that nuclear plants be builtin unpopulated
- areas.

Imagine 6.7 million people TRYING to evacuate Long Island!!




