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TO: Those Interested in the Repromulgation of 40 CFR Part 191, Environmental
Standads for the Management and Disposal of Spent Nuclear Fuel High-Level and
Tramsuranic Radioactive Wastes

This is to inform you that the Agency is considering a proposal for a fundamental
change in Part 191 which is not included in Working Draft #3 of the standards. It was
suggested by the staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) and involves an
alternative approach to the probabilistic section of the containment requirements. The
language as being considered is given in the attachment.

The draft language in the attachment is presented for comment along with
Working Draft #3. Comments should be received by June 14, 1991 at the following
address:

Part 191 Project
Waste Management Standards Branch
Office of Radiation Programs (ANR-460)
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Washington, DC 20460.

Thank you for your interest. We are looking forward to your comments.



processes and events" include any combination of processes and/or events that would )
constitute a credible release scenario (e.g., climate change followed by fault movement).
The release caused by any credible scenario would be limited to ten times the table
values, as was the case with the 1985 standards. The only change from the 1985
standards is that precise probability estimates for unlikely release scenarios would no
longer be required.

Commenters are particularly requested to discuss their views, along with the bases
for those views, on the impacts of this approach upon the stringency of the standards.
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The potential change to the probabilistic approach, as suggested by the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission staff, follows.

191.xx Containment Requirements

Disposal systems for spent nuclear fuel or high-level or transuranic radioactive
wastes shall be designed to provide a reasonable expectation that, for' 10,000 years after
disposal:

(a) anticipated performance will not cause cumulative projected releases of
radionuclides to the accessible environment to have a likelihood greater than one chance
in 10 of exceeding the quantities calculated according to Table 1 (Appendix B); and

(b) the projected release resulting from any process, event or sequence of
processes and events that have a likelihood between one chance in 10 and one chance in
10,000 will not exceed ten times the quantities calculated according to Table 1 (Appendix
B).

The wording of the 1985 standards required the implementing agency to estimate
both the probabilities and the sizes of all potential releases with likelihoods greater than
one chance in 1,000 over 10,000 years. That formulation of the standards has been
questioned within the technical community because of doubts about the implementing
agency's ability to produce the required individual probability estimates for releases due
to rare geologic events and for many possible human-initiated releases. This proposal is
a rewording of the containment requirements in a way that would achieve the same
general level of safety as the 1985 standards, while treating the probabilities of unlikely
releases in a manner which more accurately reflects the uncertainty involved in
estimating low probability events.

The proposed rewording of the containment requirements retains the previous
probabilistic formulation for relatively likely releases, i.e., those events with probabilities
of one chance in 10 or greater over 10,000 years. For such releases, a comprehensive
analysis of both the probabilities and the consequences of all scenarios contributing to
the releases would be required, as was the case with the 1985 standards. However, for
less likely releases an alternative standard is being considered. That standard consists
solely of a limit on the sizes of potential releases. Probability estimates for scenarios
leading to such releases would only need to demonstrate that the scenarios are credible,
i.e., with a likelihood between one chance in 10 and one chance in 10,000 over 10,000
years. Because precise numerical probability estimates would not be required for
unlikely scenarios, the major concerns about implementability of the standards should
be alleviated.

It is important to note that no change in the level of overall safety is being
proposed. Likely releases would be limited to the same table of release limits as in the
1985 standards, and unlikely releases would be limited to ten times the table values. The
proposed rewording of the containment requirements refers to 'the release resulting
from process, event, or sequence of processes and events.' The phrase 'sequence of
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processes and events" include any combination of processes and/or events that would
constitute a credible release scenario (e.g., climate change followed by fault movement).
The release caused by any credible scenario would be limited to ten times the table
values, as was the case with the 1985 standards. The only change from the 1985
standards is that precise probability estimates for unlikely release scenarios would no
longer be required.
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I Commenters are particularly requested to discuss their views, along with the bases
for those views, on the impacts of this approach upon the stringency of the standards.
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******* WORKING DRAFT #3 ***** 4/25/91 ***** PAGE 1 of 31 *******

WORKING DRAFT #3 OF 40 CFR Part 191

NOTE: This Working Draft has been prepared for discussion within EPA.
It has not been reviewed or approved by the Agency. Various aspects may be
changed before it is published in the Federal Register for public review and
comment. In particular, some options may be eliminated and others may be
added. This Working Draft is being placed into EPA Docket Number R-89-Ol-for
this rulemaking for information purposes only.

Working Draft #3 has several changes from Working Draft #2 including the
following, in order of appearance:

(1) The definitions from all subparts have been consolidated and
alphabetized in Subpart A;

(2) Subpart A is now an operational standard in that the phrase
"reasonable assurance" has been deleted;

(3) Subparts A and B now call for doses to individuals to be expressed
as annual committed effective dose equivalents;

(4) Subparts A and B proffer 10-millirem and 25-millirem individual dose
limit options;

(5) The ground-water protection section of Subpart B has been removed
however, a new Subpart C, "Ground-water Protection Requirements," has been
added; it will apply to activities subject to Subparts A and B. Related to
this, the ground-water classification scheme from the 1985 standards has been
replaced;

(6) The notes to the Table in AppendixB contain two changes: (a) there
are two options for the transuranic radionuclide waste unit: one million and
three million curies and (b) Note 3 has been deleted.

(7) A new section of Appendix C which calls for iterative performance
assessments has been added; and,

(8) In Appendix C, the borehole sealing worst-case scenario from the
1985 standards has been reinstated with emphasis added that the implementing
agency may develop less severe assumptions when it is justified.

Text that has been revised from the version of the rule that was
promulgated in August 1985 is highlighted In this te face, deletions from the
version of the rule that was promulgated in August 1985 are hi&hlighted in
thin -mincr, additions or changes from Working Draft #2 are t s
manner, and deletions from Working Draft #2 are highlightod In A-Uis6 m er.

For further information, please contact either Ray Clark or Caroline
Petti at (202) 475-9633.

********** ****** FOR REVIEW BY EPA WORKGROUP**********************


