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Attention: Chief, Docketing Service Branch 

Subject: NRC Strategic Assessment and Rebaselining Initiative (61FR52475, dated 
October 7, 1996) 

Dear Mr. Hoyle: 

Yankee Atomic Electric Company (Yankee) appreciates the opportunity to comment on 
NRC's initiative to strategically assess and rebaseline its mission and goals. Yankee is the owner 
of the Yankee Nuclear Power Station, which is in the process of being decommissioned. Yankee 
is also the provider of engineering and licensing services to other nuclear power plants within the 
United States. Yankee's comments, which are attached, respond to the following direction
setting issue papers: 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

low level waste (DSI 5) 
high level waste and spent fuel (DSI 6) 
operating reactor program oversight (DSI 11) 
risk-informed, perfmmance-based regulation (DSI 12) 
public communications initiatives (DSI 14) 
fees (DSI 21) 
research (DSI 22) 
enhancing regulatory excellence (DSI 23) 
decommissioning of power reactors (DSI 24) 

We would add that the Commission's periodic assessment of the NRC's direction and 
activities can be extremely beneficial. However, for such an important initiative, the Commission 
has not provided stakeholders with sufficient time for review and comment, even with the 
extension that was granted. The lack of review time was underscored by a number ofNRC 
licensees and members of the general public at the first NRC workshop. Further, we are 
concerned that the overall process gives the appearance of stakeholder input, but the schedule for 
review of comments, if conducted over the short period of time originally proposed, is unlikely to 
be substantive in terms of any meaningful analysis of the stakeholders' comments. To ensure 
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Letter, Yankee to U.S. NRC 
December 2, 1996 

schedule for review of comments, if conducted over the short period of time originally proposed, 
is unlikely to be substantive in terms of any meaningful analysis of the stakeholders' comments. 
To ensure meaningful consideration of all comments on such a broad range of key issues, the 
Commission should consider a revised schedule that allows for sufficient NRC Staff and 
Commission evaluation and entertains the possible additional interaction with stakeholders prior 
to establishing a new direction. 

We also would emphasize that the papers fail to highlight the significant improvements 
made by the NRC and the industry over the last 17 years since the TMI accident, and in doing so, 
continue to cultivate the idea that there is much need for improvement in terms of ensuring public 
health and safety. The Commission needs to seriously consider that a point might be reached 
where the costs of the regulator imposed "continual improvement" initiatives bring into question 
the economic viability of the nuclear option, and as a result of NRC policies and actions, society is 
effectively denied the benefits of this important energy source. We urge the Commission to 
commit to a concerted effort to develop an objective standard for adequate protection of the 
public health and safety, beyond which no additional, incremental efforts to reduce risk should be 
required. We believe that unless such an effort is completed, licensing, oversight, investigative, 
and rulemaking initiatives will continue to place undue weight on subjective judgements and non
quantitative criteria, thereby fueling the never-ending upward spiral of performance expectations 
for licensees. 

Attachments 

c: M. Fairtile, NRC, NRR 
J. White, NRC, Region I 

Sincerely, 
YANKEE ATOMIC ELECTRIC COMP ANY 

~ ,u._ ._hi. j'z.({Hl 

M . Grant 
Mahager, Regulatory and Industry Affairs 
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Letter, Yankee to U.S. NRC 
December 2, 1996 
Attachment 2 

COMMENTS ON DSI 6 
IDGH-LEVEL WASTE AND SPENT FUEL 

Question 1. What, if any important considerations may have been omitted from the issue 
paper? 

We agree with the comments submitted by NEI regarding this question and believe that, in 
general, the High-Level Waste and Spent Fuel DSI paper accurately characterizes the current 
uncertainty associated with the nation's HL W program. We would like to emphasize the 
following: 

• The issue paper fails to note the critical situation confronting shut-down reactors 
and the adverse economic consequences to ratepayers associated with continued 
storage of spent fuel on those sites due to the absence of a national centralized 
interim storage facility. The failure of the federal government to meet its statutory 
obligations and begin the accelerated priority removal of spent fuel from shutdown 
reactor sites beginning in 1998 will have an adverse impact on the timely and cost
effective decommissioning and dismantlement of those sites. 

• While the DSI paper accurately states that, "many reactors are running out of 
storage space in their pools and need an alternative for dealing with their spent 
fuel," it does not address the full magnitude of the problem associated with the 
absence of a timely federal solution to the storage and disposal situation. If DOE 
does not meet its 1998 obligation to begin removing spent fuel and high-level 
waste from reactor sites, there will be an increasing regulatory burden placed on 
NRC associated with an increasing number of license application submittals for the 
construction and operation of additional on-site spent fuel storage capacity. 

• The paper fails to fully address the fact that since Congress has canceled the DOE 
Multi-Purpose Canister program, NRC will be receiving an increasing number of 
applications for dual-purpose storage and transport systems that will be acceptable 
for at-reactor storage, transportation to an interim storage facility, and storage at a 
future centralized interim storage site. Accordingly, NRC should continue its 
activities associated with 10 CFR Part 72 and plan to provide expedited reviews 
and approvals for general and site-specific dual purpose storage and transportation 
license applications. 
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Letter, Yankee to U.S. NRC 
December 2, 1996 
Attachment 2 

Question 2. How accurate are the NRC's assumptions and projections for internal and 
external factors discussed in the issue paper? 

We agree with NEI that the issue paper accurately characterizes the current uncertainties 
associated with the nation's civilian HLW/SNF program, but that it neither discusses assumptions 
and projections regarding the recent U.S. Court decision on the DOE/1998 obligation nor 
discusses the increased regulatory burden for NRC associated with additional on-site storage and 
dual-purpose cask related license requests. Further, we would emphasize that the paper does not 
address any assumptions or projections regarding the situation confronting shutdown reactors 
associated with the failure of the federal government to meet its statutory obligations and begin 
the accelerated priority removal of spent fuel from shutdown reactor sites beginning in 1998. 
Delays in removing SNF/HLW from shut-down reactor sites will adversely impact the timely and 
cost-effective decommissioning and dismantlement of those sites. 

Question 3. Do the Commission's preliminary views associated with each issue paper 
respond to the current environment and challenge? 

We agree with NEI that Commission's preliminary view on this issue to proceed with Option 3 
(maintain NRC' s existing HLW Program) does not respond to the current environment and 
challenge. We also recommend that NRC accelerate and more aggressively pursue its current 
mandate and support of the revised national high-level waste program. This approach will require 
NRC to continue with its current mission, increase its support of DOE's civilian HLW/SNF 
priority near-term Program Plan activities, and take a more active role in resolving issues 
associated with spent fuel transportation, storage and disposal. · 

Question 4. Which option do you endorse? 

We agree with NEI that Option 4 is unacceptable and that a combination of the other alternatives 
should be pursued. We recommend that NRC more aggressively pursue its current mission and 
fully support the goals of the current national program, especially the DOE's near-term priority 
HL W Program Plan activities and schedule. 

NRC should expand beyond Option 3 activities to include certain of those activities outlined in 
Option 2 that reduce regulatory uncertainties associated with spent fuel transportation, storage 
and disposal. Specific suggestions we endorse under Option 2 include those which improve 
NRC's organizational structure to provide increased focus, accountability and overall program 
efficiencies (such as creating an office-level organization for NRC' s HL W program reporting 
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December 2, 1996 
Attachment 2 

directly to the EDO to enhance progress in centralized interim storage and repository licensing). 
Suggested modification to current regulations and/or processes in order to expedite licensing 
reviews and approvals should be pursued. However, those efforts should not be at the expense of 
schedules associated with ongoing Part 72 licensing reviews or DOE HL W Program priority 
activity support. Further, NRC's scope and approach should be flexible so NRC can incorporate 
changes directed by Congress associated with future comprehensive HL W reform legislation, such 
as S.1936 that was proposed and passed by the Senate in the 104th Congress. 

In addition, we urge that the Commission not adopt any Option or potential activity that could 
compromise the regulatory independence of the Commission, such as designating DOE employees 
and contractors as NRC representatives as suggested in the Option 2 potential activities, or 
advocating specific policies with Congress such as the creation of a quasi-Government agency (as 
suggested in Option 1) or regional spent fuel storage (in Option 5). 

We support the NEI recommendations in response to this question and additionally emphasize the 
following: 

• NRC must continue to ensure the safety of the domestic spent fuel transportation 
program and should take a more proactive role in communicating the safety of 
spent fuel transportation to the Congress and state/local government officials, and 
in educating the U.S. public on the issue. 

• 

• 

• 

• 

NRC must fully support the DOE near-term transportation program objectives and 
establish a review and certification schedule for these dual-purpose systems that 
fully accommodates the transportation schedule requirements of the DOE and 
industry. 

NRC should focus its efforts in support of meeting the DOE's national waste 
management plan associated with prelicensing the HL W repository and its viability 
assessment in FY 1998. 

The NRC must focus its repository related activities to ensure expedited review 
and approval of the license application for repository construction authorization 
projected by DOE to be submitted by the year 2002. 

NRC should aggressively communicate with the Congress and educate the public 
that the concern regarding the disposal of HL W radioactive waste versus 
chemically hazardous waste and materials is not consistent with the hazard 
associated with each of these substances. 
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• NRC should develop streamlined procedures and regulations for the repository and 
a federal centralized interim storage facility. 

Subsumed Issues 

1. How should NRC address HLW standards and regulation? 

NRC should more aggressively pursue its current mandate and fully support DOE's priority near
term HL W Program Plan activities. NRC should also expand beyond its current mission by more 
proactively improving its internal structure to increase program efficiencies and taking a more 
active role in reducing uncertainties involving standards and regulations associated with spent fuel 
transportation, storage and disposal. 

2. How should NRC position itself to meet its responsibility of licensing DOE's disposal 
ofGTCC waste? 

We support the petition for rulemaking to modify 10 CFR Part 72 to clarify the process and 
provide for storage of GTCC waste and encourage the NRC to expedite the granting of the 
petition. There is currently no designated federal. facility that will accept commercial reactor 
GTCC waste for storage and/or disposal. Accordingly, GTCC waste is a dispositional problem 
for licensees involved with decommissioning. The Commission should adopt an approach in 10 
CFR Part 72 that ensures federal storage of GTCC waste and its consistent treatment under law 
and regulation. Therefore, we support granting the pending Part 72 rulemaking petition, and 
inclusion in the Part 72 rule change of other HL W as defined in Part 60 as outlined in the DSI. 
We oppose the alternative approach offered in the DSI, whereby NRC would request Congress 
designate a GTCC waste storage site within one year. Even though there exists only a small 
volume of GTCC, many of the same barriers that DOE is faced with in establishing a geologic 
repository would exist in establishing a GTCC storage site. Further, such an action would not be 
necessary if Congress passes HL W reform legislation next session establishing a centralized 
interim storage facility for HL W and NRC' s 10 CFR Part 72 regulations are modified as part of 
the pending rulemaking to provide for GTCC storage and disposal as HL W. 
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