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Conference of Radiation Control Program Directors, Inc. 

Office of Executive Director • 205 Capital Avenue • Frankfort, KY 40"01 
Phone (502) 227-4543 • Fax (502) 227-7862 

November 27, 1996 

Mr. John C. Hoyle 
Secretary of the Commission 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
Washington, DC 20555-0001 
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DE C 3 1996 

A TIN: Chief of Docketing and Services Branch V ·· . · 
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Dear. Mr. Hoyle: 
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Enclosed are the comments from the Conference of Radiation Control Program Directors, Inc . 
(CRCPD) Board of Directors on the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's (NRC) Strategic Assessment 
and Rebaselining issues papers. The CRCPD is a national organization dedicated to radiation protection 
and whose membership is made up of personnel from state, territorial, and local radiation control 
programs throughout the country. 

The activities of the NRC, especially in the radioactive materials area, have a significant impact 
on state and local radiation control programs. We have concentrated our comments on those issues 
papers that most directly impact the future of the programs represented in CRCPD. Comments are 
enclosed on the following Direction Setting Issues Papers: 

OSI 2 
OSI 4 
OSI 5 
OSI 6 
OSI 7 
OSI 9 
OSI 12 
OSI 13 
OSI 14 
OSI 21 
OSI 22 
OSI 23 
OSI 24 

Oversight of the Department of Energy 
NRC's Relationship with Agreement States 
Low Level Waste 
High Level Radioactive Waste 
Materials/Medical Oversight 
Decommissioning - Non-Reactor 
Risk-Informed, Performance-Based Regulation 
Role of Industry 
Public Communication Initiatives 
Fees 
Research 
Enhancing Regulatory Excellence 
Power Reactor Decommissioning 

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on these issues and your consideration of our 
concerns. 

Enclosures 

Sincerely, 

W~··:.4w1. P. D~ 
William P. Dornsife 
Chairman, CRCPD 

A Partnership Dedicated to Radiation Protection 
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CRCPD Board of Directors 
Comments on 

NRC DIRECTION SETTING ISSUE PAPER 24 

POWER REACTOR DECOMMISSIONING 

While the Commission's preliminary view selecting Option I (Continue the current direction and 
approach) seems on the surface to be supporting status quo, the examples of innovative regulatory 
approaches that the Commission suggest could change the direction dramatically. The states 
would like to be brought into the discussion now, to contribute ideas about what a regulatory 
program for a shut-down and defueled reactor site should look like. If the Commission wants 
the staff to consider transfer of a nuclear power plant to state control with the fuel still on site, 
but put into dry storage, there are many implications for state resources. The option for NRC 
to reduce oversight and just perform a radiological assessment of the site when it is ready to be 
released is interesting, but has some implications for a state's emergency planning about what to 
do in the case of an offsite release. 

The Commission should be able to shift into Option 2 (Pursue current direction and approaches 
more aggressively) if there are more plants which are shut down prematurely as a result of 
deregulation. States are particularly concerned about a shortfall of decommissioning funds. 


