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COMMENTS ON DRAFT NUREG-1520, REVISION 2,
STANDARD REVIEW PLAN FOR LICENSE

APPLICATIONS FOR FUEL CYCLE FACILITIES,
DOCKET ID NRC-2012-0220

1. Abstract, Page iii, Line 16 - If you are going to list the chapter titles, you should include the
new chapters added to the document.

2. Introduction, Page 1, Line 33 - The MC&A guidance is now provided in the MC&A chapter.
It is no longer necessary to hide it in the Introduction. The MC&A guidance should be
deleted from the introduction.

3. Introduction, Page 5, Line 28 - Additional requirements for approving an application are
specified in 10 CFR 70.66. Section 70.66 should be cited also.

4. Page 1-7, Line 36 -Where is the guidance regarding the requirement in 10 CFR 70.22(n)
for enrichment facility applications to include liability insurance? Guidance is needed on
what liability insurance the NRC considers acceptable.

5. Page 1-7, Line 41 - The guidance states that the description should include "sufficient
details." What does the NRC staff consider to be sufficient details? Examples of
descriptions that the NRC staff has found sufficient in previous applications should be
provided.

6. Page 3-3, Line 5 - The Licensing Project Manager (PM) is responsible for coordinating and
consolidating all of the detailed reviews into a final evaluation report. Therefore, the
Licensing PM should be listed as a secondary reviewer in each chapter if not already listed
as the primary reviewer.

7. Page 5-1, Line 33 - The guidance only references the requirement in 70.22(a)(8) to
describe procedures. However, the requirements in 70.22(a)(6) to describe the
qualifications of workers, and 70.22(a)(7) to describe the equipment and facilities are also
very important to the areas of review. All 3 of the requirements should be cited.

8. Page 5-4, Line 14 - The title of Section 70.72 listed in the NUREG is incorrect. The title of
Section 70.72 is "Facility Changes and Change Process."

9. Page 5-7, Line 48 - The acceptance criteria for responding to a criticality alarm states that
the applicant has an emergency plan or satisfies the alternative requirements in 10 CFR
70.22(i)(1)(i). This guidance is unacceptable. The alternative requirement in 70.22(i)1(i) is
an evaluation of the dose to a member of the public offsite. There is no consideration of the
dose to a worker onsite. The emergency response requirements in 70.24(a)(3) and
70.24(b)(2) are imposed to protect workers onsite and must be addressed whether an
emergency plan is required or not. The acceptance criteria referring to the evaluation in
70.22(i)(1)(i) should be deleted.

10. Page 5-26, Line 40 - Same comment as Item 9 above. The guidance referring to the
evaluation in 70.22(i)(1)(i) should be deleted.

11. Page 5-27, Line 3 - Same comment as Item 9 above. The guidance referring to the
evaluation in 70.22(i)(1)(i) should be deleted.

12. Page 5-30, Line 8 - Same comment as Item 9 above. The emergency response
requirements in 70.24(a)(3) and 70.24(b)(2) must be addressed whether an emergency plan
is required or not.



13. Page 6-1, Line 17 - The guidance states that NRC authority over chemicals may be broader
than indicated above. If the broader authority involves the physical security of the
chemicals, it should be addressed in the physical security chapter, not the process safety
chapter. The note should be moved or copied to the physical security chapter.

14. Page 8-1, Line 17 -The guidance states that an applicant is required to submit an
emergency plan when an evaluation shows the dose to a member of the public offsite
exceeds certain limits. That guidance is incorrect. The need for an emergency plan is
based only on the quantities of licensed material requested in the application. An
evaluation demonstrating that an emergency is not needed is a voluntary alternative. An
evaluation is not required.

15. Page 8-1, Line 45 - The guidance states that an emergency plan should be reviewed in
accordance with 70.22(i)(1)(ii). That citation is incorrect. The required contents of an
emergency plan are specified in 70.22(i)(3).

16. Page 8-2, Line 2 - The citations regarding the evaluation of offsite consequences should
include 10 CFR 70.22(i)(2) because that section lists the factors that may be considered in
the evaluation.

17. Page 8-2, Line 10 - The citations for evaluating an emergency plan should be 70.22(i)(3)
and 70.22(i)(4) because those sections list the information that must be provided.

18. Page 8-2, Lines 26 and 27 - The elements to be reviewed should match the elements listed
in 70.22(i)(3) and 70.22(i)(4). Specifically, Item 13 should be certification of compliance with
the Community Right-to-Know Act, and Item 14 should be comments from offsite response
organizations. We note that the listing of hazardous chemicals is normally included in
Item 1 (facility description) and the responsibilities for maintaining the program are normally
included in Item 7 (licensee responsibilities).

19. Page 8-2, Line 34 - As noted above, the factors in 10 CFR 70.22(i)(2) should be cited in the
guidance for reviewing the evaluation of offsite consequences.

20. Page 8-3, Line 13 - Add a bullet to review information about emergency procedures for
criticality alarms under SRP Chapter 5.

21. Page 8-3, Line 27 - If we are going to review the Baseline Design Criteria in Section 8.4,
then it needs to be listed as an area of review in Section 8.3.

22. Page 8-3, Line 33 - Where is the guidance for evaluating Baseline Design Criteria (BDC)?
The documents listed don't address BDC.

23. Page 8-3, Lines 17 through 43 -There are many undefined terms in this section. What is
considered "adequate"? What is considered "appropriate"? What is considered "sufficient"?
The statement that applicants must commit to these undefined standards implies that they
are mandatory requirements, yet the regulation only requires a brief description of the
facilities and procedures listed. It would be appropriate to recommend that reviewers
consider whether these items are adequate and sufficient, but there is no regulatory basis
for demanding a commitment to an undefined standard.

24. Page 8-8, Line 19 - What is the regulatory basis for stating that the applicant should commit
to "the emergency public information system [that] will provide advance and ongoing
information to the media and the public"? The requirements in 10 CFR 70.22(i)(3) only
require a commitment to notify offsite response organizations and NRC. There is no
requirement to establish a public information system. The guidance in Regulatory Guide



3.67 suggests that plans describe where the public and the media can obtain information. It
doesn't suggest establishing a formal public information system. Why is the SRP looking for
a commitment to something that isn't required in the regulation or even suggested in the
Regulatory Guide?

25. Page 8-9, Line 4 - Same comment as Item 24 above. There is no regulatory requirement
for an emergency public information program that ensures timely dissemination of accurate,
reliable, and understandable information.

26. Page 8-11, Line 41 - Same comment as Items 24 an 25 above. There is no regulatory
requirement that emergency drills demonstrate that the public information organization
disseminates accurate, reliable, timely, and understandable information.

27. Page 8-13, Line 16 -Why does Section 8.4.3.2.3 state that information on the detection of
accidents be included in an evaluation that no emergency plan is required? Such an
evaluation should consider unmitigated consequences offsite with no credit taken for any
response actions. For unmitigated consequences, why would the reviewer need to know
the means of detecting the accident, the means of alerting operating staff, and the
anticipated response of the operating staff? It implies that credit will be given for response
actions.

28. Page 8-18, Line 4 -The title of the Federal register notice is incorrect. It should be "10 CFR
Parts 30, 40, and 70, Emergency Preparedness for Fuel Cycle and Other Radioactive
Materials Licensees, Final Rule."

29. Page 8-18 - NUREG-1 140 should be added to list of references.
30. Page 9-19 - The page numbering in Chapter 9 needs to be corrected. The chapter begins

on Page 9-19 instead of 9-1.
31. Page 9-19, Line 16 - The statements that this chapter doesn't address the environmental

review required by Part 51 is misleading and confusing. NUREG-1520 needs to address all
of the requirements in Part 70 including the requirement in 10 CFR 70.21 (f) to include an
environmental report with the application, and the requirement in 10 CFR 70.23(a)(7) that
NRC management decide that the action called for is the issuance of the proposed license.
Sections 9.1 and 9.3 need to clearly state that compliance with the environmental review
requirements in Part 70 are addressed in Chapter 9. Referring to NUREG-1748 for detailed
guidance is fine, but the SRP should acknowledge that high level coordination of the
environmental review is addressed in NUREG-1520.

32. Page 9-20, Line 30 - The SRP states that an ISA must be performed to receive
authorization to possess a critical mass of SNM. The statement is incorrect. Universities
and other research and development facilities are authorized to possess a critical mass
without performing an ISA. Subpart H of Part 70 only applies if the critical mass is to be
used for a fuel cycle operation.

33. Page 9-23, Line 22 - The guidance should cite the requirement in 10 CFR 70.21(f) to clearly
establish the link to Part 70 before jumping to the requirements in Part 51.

34. Page 9-23, Line 31 - The guidance should clearly state that the requirement in 70.22(f) only
applies to facilities making fuel containing plutonium. The requirement doesn't apply to
facilities making fuel containing uranium (which is most of the facilities). See definition in
70.4 of plutonium processing and fuel fabrication plant.



35. Page 9-24, Line 42 - The guidance makes a specific reference to 10 CFR 51.22(c)(1 1), but
doesn't discuss any of the other categorical exclusions which could apply. Suggest
including the following additional examples:

a. An updated decommissioning funding plan may be excluded under 51.22(c)(10).
b. A revised physical security plan, or fundamental nuclear material control plan,

may be excluded under 51.22(c)(1 2).
c. Use of SNM for research and development may be excluded under 51.22(c)(14).
d. Approvals of direct or indirect license transfers are excluded under 51.22(c)(21).
e. Granting exemptions may be excluded under 51.22(c)(25).

36. Page 9-31, Line 43 - Same comment as Item 32 above. Subpart H doesn't apply unless the
critical mass is authorized for a fuel cycle operation.

37. Page 9-36, Line 26 - The suggested language fails to address the finding required by 10
CFR 70.23(a)(7) that issuance of the license is the appropriate action.

38. Page 9-36, Line 38 - The suggested language fails to acknowledge that other categorical
exclusions may apply to the action.

39. Page 11-6, Line 15 - The only guidance discussed is limited to facilities making fuel
containing plutonium. Most of the fuel facilities make fuel containing uranium, not plutonium.
Where is the guidance for the uranium facilities?

40. Page 13-4, Line 38- Add a reference to NUREG-6667, Standard Review Plan for
Safeguards Contingency Plans. NUREG-1520 outlines review procedures for security
specialists and a specialist reviewing a safeguards contingency plan needs to be aware of
NUREG-6667.


