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The Honorable J. Bennett Johnston, Chairman
Subcommittee on Energy Regulation
Committee on Energy and Natural Resources
United States Senate

Washington, D. C. 20510

Dear g‘lr. Chairman:

Thank you for your note of May 14, 1979 forwarding the guestions raised by
Senators Domenici and Tsongas following the May 10th waste management/siting
hearing. I hope the enclosed answers will be helpful to the Senators.

¥

If we can help in any other way, please let us know.

-

( \
Sincerely,

PV S
qgsgph}ﬂ; Hendrie

Chairman

Enclosure:
As stated
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Question 1:
Response:

Question 2:

Response:

Question 3:

Response:

p
ANSWERS TO QUESTIONS FROM SENATOR Dom:”m:al” 0”/0/4/41

Does NRC support the licensing of TRU waste?

Yes. NRC does support licensing of DOE disposal of TRU waste. In
addition, the Interagency Review Group (IRG) om Nuclear Waste
Management has recommended NRC licensing of al¥ new TRU disposal
facilities, including facilities for militarily generated TRU waste.
Legislation would be needed for NRC to license such TRU disposal \\
facility.

Does the source of TRU waste in any way affect the desirability of
licensing? In other words, does the fact that the TRU waste for
WIPP is a defense waste in any way diminish the a3sirability of
licensing this facility or waste?

The source of TRU waste does not affect the desirability of licensing
disposal of such waste. The present preciice of retrievable storage
for defense-related TRU effectively decouples Ticensing the disposal
from the operation of plants which generate the waste. Also, certain
physical characteristics of some defense-relatemi TRU waste might be
classiiied. We believe, however, that information concerning the
general ch.racteristics of the waste would not @rdinarily be classified,
and that we \ould use them as a basis for our safety and environmental
assessments fur licensing.

Can you briefly describe what you would consider to be the scenario

for licensing the WIPP facility with and withou spent fuel? pre-
d

A. Specifically, will the waste be licensed or the facility?
o~
B. If the waste is to be licensed to you beliewe that can be done =
with defense TRU without endangering the national security? S

A. NRC licensing authority over DOE waste management activities is
derived from sections 202(3) and 202(4) of the Energy Reorganization
Act of 1974. These sections confine NRC licensing authority over

DOE waste management activities to certain DOE facilities for

receipt and storage of high-level radioactive waste. If WIPP

were to be used either exclusively for dispwsal of transuranic

wastes from the defense program or primarily for disposal of TRU

and up to 1,000 commercial spent fuel rod assemblies, then WIPP

might not be required to be licensed by the NRC. While the 1,000
commercial spent fuel rod assemblies would be "high-level radio-
active waste," the transuranic wastes would not be, and the facility
would probably not be "primarily" for receipt and storage of
"high-level radioactive waste" (section 202(3) of the Energy Reorgan-
ization Act). If WIPP is to be authorized for the purpose of disposai
of defense program high-level wastes, NRC wiould be required to license
that facility under section 202(4) of the Act provided it was not "used
for, or . . . part of, research and develooment activities."

Under the Energy Reorganization Act of 1574, as amended,

repositories would not be licensed as “production® or “utilization®
‘acilities. Rather, they would be licensied under those provisions

of the Atomic Energy Act dealing with receipt and posse:sion of |
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Question 4:

Response:

. POOR gpygyyy,

“by product" and "special nuclear" materials. However, the
Commission has authority under the Atomic Energy Act to fashion
procedures for licensing of byproduct and special nuclear material
that are tailored to the kinds of activities being authorized and
the potential hazards involved. The licensing procedures for
geologic repositories set forth in a proposed general statement
of policy in the Federal Register of November 17, 1978 (copy
attached), provide a review process similar to that used for
production and utilization facilities.

B. The IRG believed and we concur that disposal of defense TRU can be
licensed without endangering the national security whether it is
disposed of at WIPP or another facility. Administrative controls are
in existence to protect any classified information from public
disclosure.

In your statement you say the success of any national nuclear waste
policy requires public participation. Have you been in communication
with the State of New Mexico in regard to the WIPP facility and in
regards to what specific issues?

Members of the NTC staff have met with represemtatives of the New Mexico
Health and Environment Department of January 6, 1978, April 13, 1978 and
March 1, 1979, to discuss State participation in the NRC lTicensing of WIPP
should such licensinj occur. The January 1978 meeting was coupled with a
public meeting in which NRC described its thoughts on licensing pro-
cedures and State particpation and then respomded to questions. The
March 1979 meeting was coupled with a briefing before the New Mexico
Senate Conservation Committee and the House Emergy and Natural
Resources Committee and a meeting with Governor Bruce King. As a
result of these meetir we have established a working relationship
with the Health.and Environment Department and with the DOE-funded
Environmental Evaluation Group (EEG) designated to perform an
independr.at review of WIPP, Specific issues discussed included:

(1) est.olishment of public document rooms, (2) timely receipt by

the State of DOE information submitted to NRC, (3) public meetings,
(4) assignment of an NRC employee to New Mexico, (5) assignment of
State employees or a university professor to NRC or.an NRC contractor,
and (6) State assistance in preparing required environmental -
assessments, If NRC is authorized to license WIPP, these and other
arrangements might be the subject of formal agreements. NRC has also
discussed related issues with members of the EEG and the New Mexico
Energy and Minerals Department during their visits to the Washington
area,
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MEDIAL ARTS (FPODUCTION AID) ADVISORY
PANEL MATIONAL ENDOWMENT FCR THE
ARTS

Maeehng

Pursuant to section 10(ax2) of the
Federal Advisory Comumittee Act (Pub,
L. 92-462), as amended, notice is
hereby given that a meeting of the
Media Arts Advisory Panel (Produc-
tion Aid) to the National Council on
the Arts will be held on December 11,
1978, from 9 am. to 6 p.m., December
12, 1978, from 9 am. to 6 p.m., and De-
cember 13, 1978, from 9 am. to 6 p.m.,
Room 1220, Columbia Plaza Office
Building, 2401 E Street NW., Washing-
ton. D.C,

This meeting is for the purpose of
Pznel review, descussion, evaluation,
and recommendation on applications
for financial 2ssistance under the Na-
tional Foundation on the Arts and the
Humanities Act of 1965, as amended,
including discussion of information
given in confidence to the agency by
grant applicants. In accordance with
the determination of the Chairmen
published in the FEstrAL REGISTER of
Liarch 17, 1977, these sessicns will be
closed to the pukblic pursuant to sub-
section (¢) (4), (6), and 9(3) of section
552 of Title 5, United States Code,

Furtner information with reference
to this meeting can be obtained from
Mr. John H. Clark, Advisory Commit-
tee Mlanagement Officer, Nationa! En-
dowment for the Arts, Washinigton,
D.C. 205086, or call 202-€34-6070.

Dated: November 14, 1978.

JouN H. CLARK,
Director, Office of Council and
Panel Operations, National
Endowment for the Arts.
(FR Doc. 78-32425 INiled 11-16-78; 8:45 am)

(7527-01-M]

MUZIC  (PLANMING SECTICN) ADVISCRY
PANEL; NATICNAL ENDOWM NT FOR THE
ARTS

Meoting

Purs .nt to section 10(ax?2) of the
Feder 4 Advisory Committee Act (Pub.
L. 52-4G3), as amended, notice |s
hereby given that 3 meeting of the
Music (Planning Section) Advisory
Panel to the National Council on the
Arts will be heid Decembter 5, 1978,
from 9:30 am. to 6 p.m., December 6,
1078, fromn 9:20 a.m. to $:30 p.m., De-
cember 7, 1973, from 9:30 am. to 6
p.m.. and December 8, 1978, [rom 92:30
a.m. to 5:30 p.m., in room 1422, Colum-
bia Plaza Office Building. 2401 E
Sireet NW., Washington. D.C.

A portion of this meeting will be
open to the public on December 5,
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1978, from 9:20 a.m. to 5§ p.m., Decem-
ber 6, 1978, from 1:45 p.m. to 5:30 p.m.,
and on December 7, 1978, from 9:30
am. to 1:30 p.m. The topic of discus-
sion #1ill be Policy and Guidelines.

The remaining sessions of this meet.
ing on December 5, 1978, from 5 p.m.
to 6 p.m., December 6, 1978, from 9:30
am. to 1:45 p.m., December 7, 1978,
from 1:30 p.m. to 6 p.m., and Decem-
ber 8, 1978, from 9:30 am. to 5:30 p.m.,
are for the purpcse of Panel review,
discussion, evaiuation, and recommen-
dation on applications for financial as-
sistance under the National Founda-
tion on the Arts and the Humanities
Act of 1965, as amended, including dis-
cussion of information given in confi-
dence to the agency by grant appli-
cants. In accordance with the determi-
nation of the Chairman published in
the Fooerat FecisTER, March 17, 1977,
these sessions will be closed to the
public pursuant to subsections (¢)X4),
(6) and 9(b) of section 552b of Title 5,
United States Code.

Further information with reference
to this meeting can be obtained {rom
Mr. John H. Clark, Advisory Commit-
tee Management Officer, National En-
dowment for the Arts, Washington,
D.C. 205086, or call 202-634-6070.

Dated: November 14, 1978.

JouN H. CLARK,
Director, Office of Council and
Panel Operations, National
Endowment for the Arts.

[FR Doc. 78-3242C Filed 11-16-78; 28:45 am)

[7537-01-M]

VISUAL ARTS (CRAFTS EXHIZITION AID/
WOAXSHOPS) PANEL NATICNAL ENDOW-
MENT FCR THE ARTS

. Meetino

Pursuant to section 10(a)2) of the
Federal Advisory Committee Act (Pub.
L. 92-463), as amended, notice is
hereby given that a meeting of the
Viscal Arts (Crafts Exhibitior. Aid/
Workshops).

Advisory Panecl to the National
Council on the Arts &ill be held De-
cember 11, 1978, from 9:30 a.:n. to 5:30
p.m.., DCecember 12, 1972, from 9:30
am. to 5:30 p.m., and December 13.
1978, from 9:30 am. to 5:20 p.m., in
Room 1426, Columtia Plaza Office
Building, 2401 E Street NW., Washing-
ton. D.C.

This meeting Is for the purpose ¢”
Panel review, discussion, evaluation,
and recommendation on applications
for [inancial assistance under the Na-
ticnal Foundation on the Arts and the
Humanities Act of 1965, as amended,
including discussion of Information
given ‘n confidence tc the agency by
grant applicants. In accordance with
the determination of the Chairman
published in the Froerat RzGISTER of
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March 17, 1977, these sessions will be
closed to the public pursuant to sub-
section (¢} (4), (8) and %AB) of section
552 of Title 5, United States Code

Further information with reference
to this meeting can be obtained from
Mr. John H. Clark, Advisory Commit-
tee Management Officer, National En-
dowment for the Arts Washington,
D.C. 20506, or call 202-834-6070.

Datect November 14, 1978.

Jomn H. Crark,
Director, Office of Council and
Panel Operations, National
Endowment for thexirts.

[(FR Doc. 78-324286 Flled 11-16-78: 845 am]
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(O NUCLEAR REGULATORY
- COMMISSION
LICENSING PROCEDURES FOR GEOLOGIC RE-

POSITORIES FOR HIGH-LEVEL RADIOACTIVE
WASTES s

P, d G i €y

Frop

of Policy

AGENCY: US. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission.

ACTION: Proposed General State-
ment of Policy.

SUMMARY: The U.S. Nuclear Regula-
tory Commissiom (NRC) has under
consideration tive following proposed
policy statement regarding establish-
ment of proceduires for licensing geo-
logic high-level waste repositories to
be consiructed and operated by the
U.S. Departmenit of Energy (DOE).
This NRC policy statement is intended
to informm DOE. interested States and
members of the public of the proce-
dures with which DOE will be re.
quired to comply to rec-.ive a license to
construct and operate a repository.
The policy, as fimally adopted. may be
codified as part of the Commission's
regulations.

DATE. Comments are due on or
before January 16, 1979.

ADDRESSES: Send comments and su-
gestions to: Secretary of the Commis-
sion. US. Nuclear Regulatory Com-
mission, Washington, D.C. 20553, at.
tention: Docketing and Service

ranch. Copies of comments may be
examined (n the: US. Nuclear Regula-
tory Commissian Public Document
Room. 1717 H Street NW. Washing-
ton, D.C.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION
CONTACT:

James C. Malaro, Chiel, High-Level
and Transuranic \Vaste Branch. Di-
vision of Fuei Cycic and Material
Safety, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commuission, Washington, D.C.
20555.

FEDERAL REGISTER, VOL 43, NO. I23—FRIDAY, NOVEMERZR 17, 1973
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SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION:

The Commission is considering the
" procedures to be used in the licensing
of hizh-level waste rcpositones, and
believes that it would be useful to o-
licit the views of interested pcrsons
grior to making any {inal decision. Ac-
corcingly, the Commuission is publich-
ing for comment thic Proposed Gener-
al Stalement of Policy on hish-level
racdioactive waste rcpository licensing
procedures set {orth 2elow. 1The Pro-
posed General Statcment of Policy
could also be used by DOL for interim
planning purpsses pending a final
* Commuission decision on repository li-
censing proccdures.

Under presont statute, it is not clear
whether NRRC would have iicensing au-
thority nver DOL's planned Waste Jco-
lation Pilot Plant (\WWIPP) proposed to
be loczted at Carlsbad, N. Mex. IHow-
ever. if the WIPP fzcility is subjcct to
NTC licensing, NR.C expects to apply
th2se proccdures in the licensing
review.

NRC licensing authority over DOE
wastec management activitics is derived
from sections 202(3) and 202(4) of the
Energy Reorganization Act of 1974.
These sections confize NEC licensing
authority over DOEL wasi® manage-
ment activities to certain DOE {acili-
ties for receiot and storage of hizh
level radioactive waste. If WIPP is to
be used exclusively for disposal of
transuranic wastes {rom the dcfense
program and 1,000 commmercial spent
fuel rod asscemblics, then WIFP might
not be licenseable. While the 1,000
commercial spent fuel rod asseniblies
would be “high level radicactive
waste,” ' the transuranic wastes would
nect be, and the facility would not be
“primarily” for receipt and storage of
“high level rad:oactive wastes” (sec-
ticn 202:3) of the Energy Reorzaniza-
tion Act). If WIPP is Lo be used for
disposal of defense program high level
wastes, then it would be licenseable
under section 202(4) of the Act pro-
vided It was not “used for, or. .. part
of, research and cevelopment activi-
ties.” It is possible that, depending
upon the exact program proposed by
DOE. WIPP could be regarded as a re-
search and development facility
exempt from licensing.

INTRODUCTION

The U.S. Muciear Regulaloiy Com-
mission ("IRC” or "Commission™) is
vested with licensing authority over
certain DOP® high-level radioactive
waste repositories by sections 202(2)

‘Even though spent fuel which i5 to be
disposed of In a geoieg!t reposilory may
have some resource value, it contains radio-
active wasie. Thus, it is clearly a “"h:igh
level” radiocaclive waste because it contans
all the toxic and long-uved radionuchdes
contained in the Liguid wastes [rom repro-
cessing th* have traditionally been regard-
ed as a [ovm of high level =adioactive wasle,

POCR ORIG
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and 202(4) of the Encrgy Reorganiza-
tiun Act of 1574. These sections reler
to:

(3) Facilities vsed primarily for the
receipt and storaze of high-level radio-
aclive wastes recuiiing from activities
licensed wunder such Act (Atomic
Energy Act).

(4) Reirievahle Surface Slorage Fa-
cilitics and other faxilities auiliorized
for tr.e cxpre=s purpcse of subsequent
lorg-tcrm storage of high-level radio-
active wasie gencrated by the Adinin-
istraiion. which are not used for, or
are par: of, research and devcicpment
activities.

Urd2r the ECrergy Reorganization
Act of 1574, a3 azendcd, and the
Atomic Energy Act of 1934, as amenc-
ed, such repesitorics would not be Li-
censed as “preduciion” or “utilicatien”™
facilitiss. Rather, they would be l-
censed under Lhcoe provisions of the
Atomic Energy Act dealing with re-
ceipt and pesezsion of “byproduct”
and “special nuclear” matenais. How-
ever, the Commission has authonty
under the Atomic Energy Act to fash-
fon procedures fcr licensinz of byprod-
uc: and special nucicar matenal that
are tailored 10 the xinds of activities
being authorized and the potential
hazards involved. For example, al-
thougn a license for pcssessicn and
use of plutonium in a sealed calibra-
tion source and a license for pessession
and use of piutonium for purposes of
processiag and f{uel fabrication are
bota special nuciear mate “ials licenses,
the former licens? may be issued after
a single review (and indeed may even
be generally licensed withcut tiie need
for filing and review of a specific li-
cense application—see 10 CI'R 70.19),
while the latter license may only be
issued after a review process resem-
bling in many respects the two-step li-
censing review provided in the Atomic
Energy Act for production and utiliza-
tion facilities (see 10 CFR 70.22(f) and
70.23(b)).

In fashionirg the procedures which
follow, several unigue features of geo-
logic high-level wasle repcsitories were
carefully considered. For such 2 re-
pository, the suitability of the site be-
comes crucizl, for the integrity of the
site iteelf is essentizl to assure contain-
ment of the radioactive materials.
Thus, sound policy suggests that the
Coramission be atforded the onportu-
nity to parti=pate in DOE's site selec-
tion process, thocugn—considenng the
tentative character of the activilies in-
volved—only tn an informal advisory
capacity. Also. for such an application,
construction of a repcsitory shalt
would constitute tie first major pene-
tration of the geolcg:c containment. If
improperly constructed or scaled, it
could impair the 2bility of the zeologic
containment to isolate waste; over
long periods of time. At the same time,

constrmection of this shaft {s expected
to dispeel some of the uncerizinties in
the accuracy of data nccessary for
decign of the undercround repesitory.
Thus while a safcely review prior Lo
sinkicz of a shaft would be appropri-
ate, to= scope of review and the find-
fiigs reguired need 1o take into ac-
count b c rossidbllity that only limited
¢ata may be available. Further, there
shou!s be a formzl safety review of
the main repository design features
before =ubsiantial commitments arc
made amd alterations become impracli-
cacic s impiement. Finally, the Com-
misziom believes that it chould exam-
ine the mecthods of constructicn and
any cewr nformation that miy have
been c*=veloped during consiruction
before formally authorizing receipt
and sioxrage of radioactive materiais at
the regs<itory.

If a repasilory is subjest to the NRC
licensinzz authority, the entirs reposi-
tory %-.ul be subjectcd to licemsing
revies, inclucding those actiivities
whi:2 By themselves might not be
wi'hiz %the scope of NI.C responzibili-
t' . Thum comprehensive review will be
iecesenry because loss of integrity in
any pa== of a repasitcry cculd imperil
the inte=gTity of the entire repository.

The Commission believes it should
prepars an environmental impact
statemesmt pursuant to  section
102¢24 ) of the Naticnal Environmen-
tal Policy Act of 1969 ("NEPA") prior
to awiMorizing construction oi the
main respository snzaft. This statement
coulcd owe updated prior Lo receipt and
storar~ of radicactive materials at the
reposisarry should new information
warrasas.

Eanz~y NOTIPICATION TO STATES AND
Crzum INTERESTID PARTIES

In oer=*cr to provide cgportunity for
early =wput from Stalss and other in-
tereste=: parties, the Comnussicn
would. wapon receipt of a DOE license
appliczz®ion or request for an informal
eariy sute review, (1) publish in the
Fepemas RzcisTEn a notice of such re-
ceipt (=) make a copy of the appi.ca-
tion or re=quest available at the Public
Docusent Room, and (3) transmit
copies a.f such reguest to the Governor
of the State ancd to the Chief Execu-
tive ¢£ “the municipality in which the
respesory is tentatively planned to
be locmited and to the Governors of
any comtiguous States Also, the staff
woulé mffer to meet . .th State and
local a#ticials to provide them with in-
formai.on about the Commissicn’s
review and to explore the possibilities
of Staze and lo2al participation in the
Commuassion licensing process.

LicrisiNG PROCEDTURES

The mprcposed rcgpository licensing
procez:iares are divided into four parts
review of DOE site selection, review of

FEDERAL REGISTER, VOL 41, NO. 223~FRIDAY, NOVEMIER 17, 19718
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renository development, repository U-
censing, and respository closure,

1. PRerview of DOL site seiection
There would be informal NRC stafl’
comments 0 DOE on site suitabillLy
matters after DOE's site selection.
Such informal consultation, which
mighit take the form of =Titten NRC
sta:f coruments supplemented by ‘one
or more open meetings between the
two agency staffs, would enable the
NRC stalf to point out those aspocts
of 3 lozation which in its judzment
might require special attention or pre-
sent specirl problems, ane would help
to define the kinds of aformation
that might be needed for the Commis-
sion to make licensing decisicns.,

As indicated, the inter>-tis= be-
tween NRC staff and DOZ at this
early stage would be ccasultive in
nature. That is, NRC staff may pro-
vide comments and advice, but the
Commission will neither make formal
findings nor take other formal action.
COE would remain at liberty to come
forward later with any license applica-
tion that it believed would conform to
Commission requirements, and the
Commission would be free, as the evi-
dence might warrant,“to formally ap-
prove or disapprove the appiication.

2. Review of rezository drvelapinent
The formal Commission lieensing
review precess would begin with the
filing of an application for a license by
DOE pnor to commencement of con-
struction of a regository shaft. The
application would be docketed for
review after a preliminary review for
completeress, notice of the apylication
would be pubiished in the FzoznaL
RecisTER offering an copporiunity for
interested persons Lo intervene and re-
quest a hearing., and a public an-
nouncement would be issued.

The application would include infor-
mation on sile suiiability and reposi-
tory design features important to
safety. An environmental report pre-
pared by DOZ addressing the matters
set forth in scction 102(2XC) of NEPA
would be submitted with or prior to
the applization.

It i3 protable that some information
necessary to make a delinitive [inding
cf the repository’s safety viill not then
be available. Nevertheless, the Com-
mission * could authorize construction
of the repnsitory upon completion of a
review of all NEPA, safety., and
common cefense and security issues,
and upon findinz (1) after considering
reasonable alternatives that the bene-
fits of the proposal exceed the costs

'For hearings granted on an application,
the Commiiiion expects, as in a nuciear
power reactor licensing procecding, to desig-
nate an Atomic Safcety and Licensing Board
to hear and initially decide the contested
S3UPS. As in any Licrnsing case, It would be
POssible for the Board to render partial de-
cisions on several duscrete issues, such as
NEPA iasues.

NOTICES

uncder NEPA, and (2) that there is rea-
sonadle assurance that the types and
amounts of wastes described in the ap-
pilcation can be stored in a repository
of the design proposed without unrea-
sonable risk to the health and safety
of the putlic or being Inimical to the
ccmmon defense and security. Con-
struction would commence with the
sinking of the main repository shaft.
In the alternative, where insufficient
information is available prior to shalt
sinking to permit the Commission to
make the complete findings set forth
above, on request by DOE or on the
Ccmmission's own initiative, the Com-
mussion could allow the safety review
to be conducted in two phases. Con-
struction of the shaft could commence
upon finding (1) after considering rea-
sonable alternatiives, that the benefits
of the prcoosal exceed the costs under
NEPA. and (2) that there is reasonable
assurance that: (a) The site is suitable
for a repository within which high-
level wastes of the kinds and quanti-
ties described in the application can be
stored without unreasonable risk to
the health and safety of the public or
teing inimical to the common defense
and security, and (b) the plans for ccn-
struction of the main shaft and relat-
ed structures can be impiemented in a
manner compatitie with the use of the
site for a respositery. The full findings
set forth previously would, then, have
to te made before the start of con-
su.uction of surface and underground
structures. Safety issues that could
not be resolved based upen the availa-
bie information might be deferred
until the repository operating license
review provided that: (1) an adequate
program has been developed to 7c olve
the issue prior to that time, and (2)
there is rcasonable assurance that the
issue can be resolved in a favorable
manner at the later date. The Com-
mission requests public comments on
this pcasitie course of action.

The INiIPA environmental review
would adJire:s, to the extent porsible
based on available information. envi-
rerunental impacts and alternatives as-
sociated directly or indirectly with
siting, construction, and operation of
the repository. Any hearing held upon
reguest of an interested person would
be conducied in accordance with sub-
part G ol 10 CFR Part 2.

The appilicant will be required to
report to the NRC, during the course
of corztruction, any site characteriza-
tion data obtained which are nct
within the predicted limits upon
whicli the repository design was based.
Also, it would be reguircd to report de-
ficiencies in design and constructicn
which, if uncorrected, couid have a sig-
nificant aaverse effect upon the safety
of the repasitory at any future time.

3a. Repository licensing. Prior to re-
ceipt of any raioactive material at

| POOR ORIGINAL

the repository, DOE will need to file
an updated license application with
the Commission. The license authoriz-
img actual receipt and storage of radio-
active matenals would be issued after
the Commission has conducted a final
rewiew of health and safety and
caznmen defense and security issues in
the light of (1) any additional geoloz-
ie, hydrologic, and other data obtained
aoring construction; (2) conformance
of construction of repository struc-
tmres, systems, and components with
the earlier received design: (3) resuits
of research programs cargied out to re-
snaive questions identified during prior
rewiewsx (4) plans for startup and rou-
time operations; and (5) plans for iden-
tifying and responding to any unan-
tizipated releases of radioactive mate~
rial from the repository. Issuance of &
Leense will require a definitive finding
umcer the Atomic Energy Act that the
receipt, passession, and use of the spe-
c:al nuclear and byproduct materials
at the repository will not constiute
umreasomable risk to the healith and
sajety of the public or be inimical to
the commmon defense and security. If
warranted by new information which
the staff judgzes could materially alter
the NEFA cost-benefit balance, the
exrlier environmental impact state-
ment will be updated. Also, if request-
ecl Dy a person whose interest may be
affected. a hearing in accordance with
sudpart G of 10 CFR Part 2 would be
hedd prior to license issuance.

Id. License amendment (as necded™
If spec:ial restrictions such as retireva-
oty or a limil on amounts or types of
wastics have bteen imposed in the li-
cense, an amendment will be required
poor to commuilling waste to irretriev-
asi> disposal or prior to the receipt of
accitional waste. It is anticipated that
the required review procedures and
findings will be similar to those de-
seribed above for (nitial licensing.
tating into account additional infor-
mation abtained during the retrievable
storage phase or during operaticn
with limiled inventory.

DCE wil! be requirsd to conduct and
mamitor its opcrations, to keep ree-
ords, and Lo submit routine and spceial
reports, in accordance with Commis-
siam regulations and orders. All oper-

assnns will b subject to such continu-
ing NRC in >cticn activities as may
be found to appropriate.

4 Rewvie'o o, repcsilory closure. After
the repesitory has been developed and
fifled to maxunum capacity but prior
to final closure of the underground ex-
cavations and shafils and the decom-
mussioning of surface facilities, and
NRC review and approval will be re-
quired of the licensee’'s proposed pro-
g21am for compliance with regulations
governing sealing of the underground
repository, decommissioning of surface
facililies. storage of permanent rec-
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ords. and long-term monitoring. Fol-
lowing completion of the ‘eview, a
change in license status may be war-
ranted.
For the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission.
Dated at Washingten, D.C. this 14th
day of November, 1978.
Jouxy C. Horwo,
Acting Secretary
of the Commassion.

[FR Doc. 78-32416 Filed 11-16-78; 8:45 am)

[3110-01-M]

OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND
BUNGET

CLEARANZE O REPORTS
Ust of Requests

The following is a list of requests for
clearance of reports intended for use
in collecting inforrmation from the
puolic received by the Office of Man-
agement and Budget on November 9,
1978 (44 U.S.C. 3509). The purpose of
publishing this list in the FepeRaL
REcIsTER is to inform the public.

The list includes:

The narae of the agency sponsoring
the proposed collection of informa-
tion;

The title of each raquest received,

7he agency {orm number(s), i{ appli-
c.ole; '

The {requency with which the infor-
mation is proposed to be coliected,;

An indication of who will be the re-
spondents to the proposed collzction;

The estimated m.r::b-r of responses;

The estimated burcden in reporung
hours; and

The name of the reviewer or review-
ing divisicn or of{ice

Reguests for extension which appear
to raise no significant issues are to be
approved after brie! notice through
this rejeacs,

Furiber information about the items
on this daiiy list may be obtained from
the Clearance Office, Office of Man-
agement and Budget, ‘Washington,
D.C. 20503 (202-295-4529), or {rom the
reviewer listed.

Nzw M'orms
DEPARTMENT OF ACRICULTURT
.

Economics, Statistics, and Coopera-
tives Service

Point of Purchase Survey

Sirgle-time

Varicous farm operations, 1.,000 re-

soonses; 7,333 hours
Office of Federal Statistical
and Standard, 673-7956

Policy

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
Departmental and other

NOTICES .
CANPUS/CANMPVA Urified Report
on Mental IZeallh Services
CAZIPUS 268
On cecasion

Mcntal health service professional
providers, 149,000 reponses; 22,350
hours

Caywood, D. P., 305-3443

REevisions
FEDERAL RESZRVE SYSTEM

Domastic Finance Company Report of
Consolidated Assets and Liabilities
{Monthly Reprot)

FR 2248

Monthly

Sample of finance compa.mes. 960 re-
spcrnses; 2,400 hours

Geiger, Susan B., 395-5367

FESERAL RESERVE SYSTEM

Domestic Finance Company Report of
Consolidated Assets and Liabilities
(Quarterly Report)

FR 2248A

Quarterly

Sample of finance companies, 480 re-
sponses; 1,440 hours

Ceiger, Susan B., J95-5867

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICTLIURE

Economics, Statistics,
tives Service

List sampling frame
Annually

Farmers,
hours
Office of Federal Stiatistical Policy
and Sta:-.dard, 673-7956

DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY

Bureau of Customs

Special summary steel invoice

Customs 5520

On occasion

Foreign shipper, seller, or manufactur-
er, 175,000 rezponses; 43,750 hours

Geiger, Susan B., 395-5867

EXTENSICNS

EQUAL DMPLOYLENT CPrPORTIURT
COMN2ISSION

and Coopera-

406,530 responses; 33,745

State and local government informa-
tion (EE0 ~)

EEOC 164

Annually

Liate and local governments with 15+
emplcyees, 45,600 responses; 364,800
hours

Laverne V. Collins, 395-3214

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

Forest Service
Technical data—electronic type land

use

3700-10

On occasion

Radio, TV, and tel2plione companics,
100 responses; 25 hours

Ellett, C. A, 395-6132

E-conomics, Statistics, and Coopera-
tives Scrvice

Retal sced price inquiry

Scmi-annually

Retail seed dealers, 1,400 responsest
467 hours

Elletg, C. A, 395-6132.

Davip R. LrouTHoLS,
Budget and Management Off.cer.

(FR Doc. 78-32415 Filed 11-16-7& &:45S am)

[4516-23-M]
PRESIDI . 'S COMAUSSION ON sou.
MHEARINGS

The President’'s Commission on Coal
will e holding public hearings at the
following locations and times:

Date amnd time: November 29, 197¢; 100 p.m.
o €20 p.m.

Places City Ccuncil Chamters, City Eall 55
Wess Mardeas Sree, Washungtien, Pa

Date and time: December 14, 1972 9230 am.
to 5:30 p.m. )

Place: Armungton Science Center, Chrisman
amnm. Pikeville Coliege, Plkevile,

¥

The hearings are belnc held to
assure that the views of the public are
heard and considered by tre Commis-
sion im its study.

The Commissicn was created to con-
duct a comprehensive review of the
state of the coal indusiry in the
United States with particular empna-
Sis om matlers pertaining to producuv-
ity, eapital investment, and the gener-
al economic health c¢f the incustry,;
collecuive barzaininZ, grnievance proce-
dures. and such other aspects of labor-
manxgement relations as the Commis-
sion c¢eems appropriate; health, safety,
and living conditions in the Nation's
coal fields; the development and apoli-
catiom of new technologies to the in-
dustry; the impact on the coal indus-
try of Federal regulations and such
other maztters as the Commission
decm=s appropriate.

Hezrings have already been held by
the Commission in Charleston, W. Va.,
and Denver, Colo. At these sessions,
witnesses discussed the broad range of
issues which the Commission will be
consadering over the coming year. The
Washington, Pa., and Pikeville, Ky.,
hezrimgs will be more directed in their
scope, with segnuents of each heanng
being devoled to a single topic.

A major portion ol the Washington,
Pa., hearing will be cevoted to testuzo-
ny from wiinesscs addreseing issues re-
laiing to productivity in the ceoal n-
dustry.

The moming session of the Pikeville
hearing wiil focus on probicms of the
transportation of coal, and the afler-
noon, housing needs in coal produc-
tion areas.
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Question 1:

Response:

Question 2

Resgonse:

PO0R ORIGINAL

ANSWER TO QUESTIONS FROM SENATOR TSONGAS

What is the s*:tus of preparation of the Final Generic Environmental
Impact Statement on Handling and Storage of Spent Light Water Power
Reactor Fuel - NUREG-04047 When will this statement be completed?

The Final Generic Environmental Impact Statement on Handling and
Stcrage of Spent Light Water Power Reactor Fuel, NUREG-0404, is in

the final stages of preparation by the staff and its consultants.

The document, incorporating responses to comments received on the
draft statement and updated as necessary, is wndergoing NRC management
review and is scheduled for publication by August 1979,

What is the status of the Part 72 rulemaking on regulations for the
licensing of Independent Spent Fuel Storage Faci ities? What generic
safety and licensing issues has the Commissiom staff identified thus
far in the rulemaking process? What is the expected schedule for
promulgation of the final rule?

The proposed rule 10 CFR Part 72 was issued for comment during the
period October 6, 1978, to January 5, 1979. Seventy responses com-
prising some 650 comments have been received, and the NRC staff has

been responding to the comments and analyzing the issues raised.
The staff presently is making appropriate chamges to the draft rule.

Major generic and licensing issues addressed in developing the rule
and responding to comments include:
1. adeguacy f technology for long tarm storage.

2. accident potential, i.e. the risks associated with spent fuel
storage.

3. allowable dose limits in accident situations, and the related
ALARA criteria for occupational exposures.

4, "away-from-reactor" vs, "at-reactor" fuel storage sites

5. public (hearings) and State/local participation in regulatory
processes

6. backfitting to accommc.iate new criteria
7. decommissioning of plants

8. specific licensing requirements for facitities, possession of
materials, etc.
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Question 3:

Response:

. POOR ORIGINAL

9. vrelationship of Part 72 to the deVelopment of a national policy
on nuclear waste materials.

The staff plans to coordinate the revised draft rule together with the
Generic Environmental Impact Statement (GE1S) on spent fuel storage
(See Question 1, above). Current target for the promulgation of the
final rule is late Fall, 1979.

What is the status of the materials license renewal for the General Elec-
tric Morris Operation Fuel Storage Installation .(L'!cense No. §NM-}255_)?
What has been the operating history of this fac_:l]ny? What is tie
status of the proposed modification of the facility to expand its
storage capacity and noticed in the Federal Register (Docket 70-1308)?
Its present storage capacity?

The expiration date for License No SNM-1265, Docket No. 70-1308, for
the General Electric Morris Operation for spent fuel storage is
August 31, 1979. However, on February 27, 1379, an application

for renewal of this license was received from General Electric and,
pursuant to NRC regulations, the license will remain in effect until
a determination is made on the renewal request. On April 25, 1979,
NRC announced in the Federal Register that the renewal application
was being considered and that interested parties could petition for
leave to intervene and to request a hearing in this case. Petitions
were filed by the Attorney General of the State of I1linois and by
four individuals who have joined in a petition.

The GE t'~rris Operavion Fuel Storage Installation was built as a part
of the Midwest Fuel Recovery Plant (MFRP) which was designed for the
processing of Light Water Reactor (LWR) Fuel. A license for early
receipt of spent fuel prior to licensing of the MFRP was issued in
December 1971. Following GE's decision not to operate the MFRP in
July 1974, NRC issued the fuel storage license for a five year term
in August 1974. In February 1975, GE applied for a license to in-
crease storage capacity at Morris from 100 tonnes to 750 tonnes
uranium (Te[U]) of spent fuel through storage rack modifications and
the use of a pool area originally intended for the storage of
canisters containing solidified high level waste. Following safety
and environmental reviews, NRC ammended License No. SNM-1265 in
December 1975, thereby authorizing the requested increase in storage
capacity.

The operating history of the Morris Fuel Storage Installation has been
uneventful with the exception of an incident in June 1972 when an
empty fuel cask (of a type no longer used) tipped against the basin
liner in the unloading pit of the fuel storage basin, puncturing the
liner. This allowed basin water to enter the space between the liner
and the structural concrete wall, and some water seeped into the ad-
Joining main process building. A temporary patch was installed the
next day and the puncture was permanently patched in twelve days.
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Question 3 response continued:

Question 4:

Fesgonse:

Water loss during this leak was carefully monitored and found to
amount to approximately 2500 gallons. The wradioactivity level of
the water was quite low - several orders of magnitude below the
limits permitted by the NRC license and by 10 CFR Part 20 of the
Commission's regulations. We believe that most of this water was
contained within the structure with the possibility that some may
have entered fissures in the surrounding rock which resulted from
blasting during construction. Monitoring of four wells around
the plant has indicated no activity above background.

The operation for more than six years of the Morris Operation fuel
installation storage has not resulted in any signif.cant safety
or environmental impact.

On April 30, 1977, General Electric applied for an amendment to
License No. SNM-1255 which would allow an imcrease in fuel storage
capacity at Morris from 750 to 1850 tonnes through the construction

of an additional pool adjacent to the existimng pool. Following

notice of receipt of this apnlication in the Federal Register, both
the Attorney General of the .tate of I1linciis and the \atural
Resources Defense Council filed petitions for leave to intervene, and
an Atomic Safety and Licensing Board was appointed for the case.
However, before the Board could decide on time status of the petitions,
the Department of Energy issued a policy statement to the effect that
the Federal Government would accept irradiated fuel for storage.
Because of the uncertainty over -nlementation of this National Spent
Fuel Policy, General Electric petitioned the Board in November 1977
that the proceedings be suspended. The Boamd granted this petition

in December 1977. The staff's safety and emvironmental reviews on

the proposal have continued and are essentially complete.

The present licensed storage capacity at the GE Morris Operation is 750
Te(U) and the pool is racked for approximately 700 Te(U). Snent fuel
presently stored at Morris comprises about 30 percent of this capacity.

What is the license status of the spunt fuel pool at the Western
New York Nuclear Service Center operated by Nuclear Fuel Services,
Inc.? What is its present storage capacity?

Nuclear Fuel Services, Inc. (NFS) operates *he spent fuel pool
under a provisional operating license issuec. in accordance with

10 CFR Part 50, The New York State Energy Research and Development
Authority cwns the site and is co-licensee with NFS, The pool was
constructed to provide for receipt and storage of spent nuclear fuel
prior to its reprocessing in the adjacent separations plant.

The pool presently has in storage approximately 165 tonnes uranium
(Te[U]) of spent fuel and has a capacity of about.250 TE (U).
Although the present license permits NFS to receive, store and
transfer spent fuel, NFS has indicated it has no plans to accept

additional spent fuel.
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In Minnesota v. NRC, Nos. 78-1269, 78-2032 (D.C. Cir. decided
May 23, 1979), a case related to the expansion of spent fuel
pools at the Vermont Yankee and Prairie Island power plants,
the D.C. Circuit Court of Appeals remanded to the Commission
consideration of the following issues: (1) whether there is
reasonable assurance that an off-site resolution will be
available when the operating licenses for these plants expi-e;
and if not, (2) wheth~r there is reasonable assurance that
spent fuel can be stu.ed safely on site beyond those expiration
dates. However, the Court did not disturb the Commission's
issuance of licenses for these spent fuel pool expansions. The
Commission has not had an opportunity to fully analyze this
decision and determine the appropriate scope and procedures for
a proceeding consistent vith the Court's decision.
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Question 5: What is the license status, and the scope of review completed thus
far, of the Allied-General Nuclear Services weprocessing complex
at Barnwell, South Carolina? What is the design capability for
spent fuel storage of this facilityr

Response: The major components of the nuclear fuel reprocessing compiex proposed
by Allied-General Nuclear Services (AGNS) for its site at Barnwell,
South Carolina were to consist of a reprocessing plant featuring a
high-leve¢l Tliquid waste storage system; a related spent fuel storage
pool; a plant for the conversion of recoveresxd uranium nitrate
solution to uranium hexafluoride feed materi@l for enrichment plants;
a facility for the conversion of recovered gplutonium nitrate solution
to plutonium oxide; and a waste solidification and storage facility
for conversion of high level liquid waste ta a solid form,

A construclion permit was issued to AGNS im 1968 authorizing con-
struction of the reprocessing plant, the spent fuel storage pool and
the liquid waste storage system, Later, whemn AGNS applied for an
operating license for these facilities, the AEC staff completed a
safety evaluation report and a final envirommental impact statement.
During a contested hearing on safety and enwironmental issues that
begain in September 1974, these evaluations were introduced as part
of the testimony by the staff and its consultants. After several
weeks of hearings in 1974 and 1975, the proceeding were recessed
penuing the possible resolution of generic issues on reprocessing
and plutonium recycle anticipated in connection with the NRC's
Generic Environmental Statement on Mixed Oxiales (GESMO), then in
preparation. Prior to reconvening the hear-ing, a Commission

order dated December 23, 1977 terminated praceedings on pending

or future plutonium recycle related license applications. At

the time of the Commission decision, the NRC staff was awaiting
clarification from AGMS on certain safeguards issues. (NRC had
notitied AGNS that additional safeguards measures would be necessary
to protect the large quantities of plutonium to be stored and
processed at the Barnwell facility). Since the facilities covered
by the construction permit were essentially «complete, the Commission
saw no need to alter the construction permit when the operating
'l;':ensing proceedings were terminated, an. that permit remains in
effect.

While considering the operating license application for the re-
processing plant, the staif also received am application from AGNS
to authorize receipt and sturage of spent fuel at Barnwell., A
safety evaluation report and final environmental impact statement
on the latter application were published in January 1976, and a
public hearing was requested. The proceedirigs were delayed,
however, because of the plutonium recycle issue described above,
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Question 5 response continued:

guestion 6:

RQSEOHSG

guestion F i

and AGNS has not pursued this proceeding because of the {ngefinite
deferral of fuel reprocessing. The safety evaluation addressed
the spent fuel storage pool as originally designed and constructed
(capacity about 400 tonnes uranium (Te[b]) of spent fuel).and any
modifications to the facility would require further evaluation.
Its use as an independent spent fuel storage installation, for
instance, rather then for its original plammed use associated with
the reprocessing plant would entail revisioms to the environmental
impact statement.

The staff's safety evaluation of the AGNS UFg facility and the final
environmental impact statement were essentiaﬁly complete at the time
of the Commission's December 23, 1977 order, and licensing reviews
were terminated. Staff reviews of the application for the plutonium
product facility had progressed through the early stages when AGNS
informed the NRC in January 1975 that it was terminating final design
of the facility because of the generic issues associated with
plutonium recycle. AGNS did not submit an application for the waste
solidification and storage facility.

As noted aboVe, the design capability for the spent fuel storage pool
at Barnwell is about 400 Te(U) of spent fuel.

What is the rq#iew status and scope of reVieu completed for the Exxon
Nuclear spent fuel storage and reprocessing complex planned for Oak
Ridge, TN?

In accordance with the Commission's Order of December 23, 1977
terminating GESMO and plutonium recycle-related proceedings, the NRC
staff ceased its review of Exxon's application to construct and

gperate a Nuclear Fuel Recovery and Recyclimg Center at Oak Ridge,
N.

The safety review had progressed to a point at which Exxon had

responded to the NRC staff's initial comments and requests for additional
information, and the reviewers were preparing preliminary safety
evaluations and developing further questions or positions. Without

any additional review effort, most of the reviewers subsequently

prepared status reports to preserve a record of their work on the
project. The environmental review had progressed to preparation

of a preliminary and partial draft environmental impact statement.

How many applications has the Commission received for expansion of
spent fuel storage capacity by licensees operating or constructing
nuclear powerplants? What is the status of these applications?
How many have been approved? What has been the length of time
required for Commission approval?
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Response: Tabulated below for three categories of power reactor owners or
applicants for ownership is a list showing the number of reactors
in each category, ihe number of applications received by NRC to
increase storage capacity, the number of applications that have
been approved, and.the number of reactors affected by the
applications received.

Question 7 response

Number of Applications to Increase Capacity

Number of . . Number of
Reactors 1/  Received Approved  Affected Reactors 2/
Licensees 70 523/ &0 80
Holding
Operating
Licenses (OL)
Applicants
Holding Con-
struction
Permits:
Under OL 37 17 -- 28
Review
Other Plants
Under Con- 53 - e S
struction
Applicants for 32 6 - 11
Construction
Permit

1/ Taken from NUREG-0380 "Program Summary Report,®” Jamuary 19, 1979.

2/ Includes request to store spent fuel shipped from cne reactor site
to another pool.

3/ Includes 6 second-time applications still under rewiew by NRC.

Of the 70 operating reactors, 60 are affected by one or more requests.
Of the other ten, one owner plans to increase on-site storage
capacity but has not yet submitted a request. Four increased their
storage capacities before their operating licenses were issued.

For two reactors there are no identified plans to increase capacity
beyond the initial ¢ 1-1/3 core size. One gas cooied reactor and

two reactcrs which are shut down are not involved in sipent fuel
storage.
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0f the 37 reactors under review for operating licenses 28 will
hove storage greater than the originally proposed 1-1/3 cores.
0f the 85 reactor applications not yet invelved in operating
license review, 16 include plans for increased storage capacity.

Question 7 response continued:

Applications submitted by licensees with operating reactors are
reviewed and approved or denied as separate actions. That is,
the requests for increased spent fuel storage capacity are.not
tied to other subjects of review., The time required to review
and dispose of the 40 applications received to date has varied
from two months to 25 months, with a mediam time of nine months.
When an applicant who holds a construction mermit, or is applying
for a construction permit, also applies to modify on-site storage
capability, that application becomes part of the overall reactor
plant review, and the review time for that discrete portion of the
applica;ion dealing with storage cannot be separated out and
measured,
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Resgonse:

: POOR GRIGINAL

ldentify each application, its status, and type and extent of
modification. Comment on the status of any interventions in
the licensing review of these spent fuel modifications and
identify and comment on the safety and public health issues
raised in these interventions referencing where possible
License Board proceedings.

The attached Table shows the original spent fuel storage capacity
for all operating reactors and the proposed expansion for reactors
with applications either pending or reviewed. Dates for appli-
cations that have been approved also are shown. Al1 applications
propose increasing on-site storage capacities by adding racks of
the same design, or replacing old racks with new racks of a
different design, to existing.spent fuel storage pools. No new
pools or pool enlargements have been proposed.

A total of 52 applications were receiQed, and requests for petitions
to intervene have been received in 13 cases. Eight cases have been
concluded, Four cases involved adjudicatory decisions. Nuclear

Re?uTatorz Issuances for each of the four completed hearings
oli0ow:

Facility ASLB ASLAB
Beaver Valley 7 NRC 811 (1978)

Prairie Island 6 NRC 265 (1977) 7 NRC 41 (1978)
Trojan 8 NRC 413 (1978)

Vermont Yankee 6 NRC 436 (1977) 7 NRC 41 (1978)

Issues raised during the interventions included heat rejection
from the pool, corrosion of pool liner and rack components, the
expected 1ife of spent fuel stored under water, comparison of
alternatives, increased on-site fission product inventory, the
relation between spent fuel storage and ultimate disposal, and
evacuation plans,
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SPENT FUEL STORAGE CAPACITY - 7/10/73

Original Requested

Licensee Capacity Expansion Approval
Arkansas Nuclear One 1 253 Bundle 590 12/76
Arkansas Nuclear One 2 486 .- -
Beaver Valley 1 272 833 5/78
Big Rock Point 193 44) -
Browns Ferry 1, 2 & 3 1080 (each 3471 (each) 9/78
Brunswick 1 and 2 720 (each) 1386 (each) 10/77
Calvert Cliffs 1 and 2 190 (each) 528 (each) 1/78
Cook 1 and 2 500 2050 -
Connecticut Yankee 336 1172 6/76
Cooper 740 2366 S/78
Crystal River 3 256 1163 -
Davis Besse 260 735 -
Dresden 1 672 ——— -
Dresden 2 and 3 1160 (each) 1440 (each) 1/78
(Second) 1440 (each) 3780 (each) -
Duane Arnold 510 2050 7/718
Farley 1 675 -—- -
FitzPatrick 760 2244 -
Fort Calhoun 178 483 1716
Ginna 210 595 11/76
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Licensee

Hatch 1
Hatch 2

Indian Point 2
Indian Pcint 3
Kewaunee

LaCrosse
(Second)

Maine Yankee
Millistone 1
Millstone 2

Monticello

Nine Mile Point 1

(Second)

North Anna 1
Oconee 1 and 2*
Oconee 3

Oyster Creek

Palisades

Peach Bottom 2/3

Pilgrim 1

TABLE

ool TP

Original Requeste:d

Capacity Expansion Approval
840 -e- -
1120 -—- -
264 482 12/75
264 840 3/78
176 990 3/79

84 134 3/76

134 440 -
318 953 10/75
880 2184 6/77
301 667 6/77
740 2237 4/78
1140 1984 1/78
1984 3009 -
400 966 -
336 750 6/79
216 474 12/75
840 1800 3/77
276 798 6/77
1100 (each) 2816 (each) 11/78
900 2320 8/78
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Licensee

Point Beach 1 and 2
(Second)

Prairie Island 1 and 2

Quad Cities 1 and 2
Rancho Seco
Robinson 2

Salem 1

St. Lucie 1

San Onofre 1

Surry 1 and 2

Three Mile Island 1
Three Mile Island 2
Trojan

Turkey Point 3 and 4
Vermont Yankee

Yankee Rowe
(Second)

Zion 1 and 2
(Second)

296
351

198
1140
244
236
264
310
216
464
174
442
280
217
600

172
391

340
868

TABLE

i

Original
Capacity

(each)

(each)

Requested
Expansion Approval
35 10/75
1502 4/79
687 8/77
1460 {each) 1/78
579 6/76
272 2/76
1170 -
728 3/78
1044 3/78
496 12/717
651 11/78
621 (each) 3/77
2000 9/77
391 12/76
721 -
868 8/76
2112 -

Storage capacity at fuel reprocessing facilities expressad in MT (metric)
tons). One MT is equivalent to about 2 PWR bundles or 5 BWR bundles.

*On site fuel transfer requested and approved as part of action taken for

other units on site.
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Resgonse:

: POOR ORIGINAL

How many applications has the Commission received for transhipment

of spent fuel; a) between pools of the same utility, b) between pools

of different utilities, c) between a utility and an independent away-
from-reactor pool? Please identify shipments proposed between

different reactor types and comment on the technical issues underlying
or preventing such shipments. What is the status of these applications?

The terms of reactor licenses usually confine the storage of spent
fuel to the facility where the spent fuel was generated. Therefore,
regulatory approval is required for the receipt and storage f spent
fuel from another facility, even though two facilities, eaci with
its own pool, are on the same site, Turkey Point Units 3 and 4 are
examples. It should be noted here that NRC approval is not required
to ship spent fuel; only the recipient of the spent fuel meeds
approval,

Listed on the attached table are proposals to tranship spent fuel and
their review status. A1l proposals involve shipment between facilities
owned by the same utility. No proposals have been made to ship spent
fuel for storage between facilities of different utilities.

Proposals to ship spent fuel to an independemt spent fuel storage
facility are not required because, as stated above, regulatory
aporoval is given to the receiver, not the shipper. Spent fuel has
recently been shipped only to the Morris Facility.

Two of the proposed transhipments involve fuel of different types.
The storage of spent PWR fuel from the H. B. Robinson facility

at Brunswick was approved. A proposal to store spent fuel

from the Oconee Station at the AcGuire site is under review.

Both the shipping and receiving facilities are designed to handle
and store spent fuel, so the technical considerations involve only
the adaption of fuel handling systems to the different fuel types,
storage rack adaptions, etc.. These considerations are accommodated
durine the normal reviews of spent fuel storage pool and related
systems and new kinds of technical issues are rarely involved.
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TABLE

INTER-REACTOR FACILITY TRANSFERS

Involved Facilities

On Site Transfers
Oconee 1/2/3 (B&W)
Turkey Point 3/4 (W)
Dresden 1/2/3 (GE)
Quad-Cities 1/2 (GE)

Brunswick 1/2 (GE)

Between Site Transfer and Storage

Robinson (W) to Brunswick (GE)
Dresden (GE) and Quad-Cities (GE)
Oconee (B&W) to McGuire (W)

Approved
Approved
Approved
Approved
Approved

Approved ”
Under Review

Under Review
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guestion 9:

RGSEO"SE:

*  POOR ORIGINAL

What are the Commission's regulatory requirements and regulatory
position concerning the design and capacity of spent fuel storage

at nuclear powerplants? How much capacity does the Commission

require for individual and multi-unit sites? What are the Commission's
requirements for the maintenance of full-core reserve for powerplant
spent fuel storage pools? Under the conditions is a licensee required
to remove the entire core load of fuel?

NRC has no regulatory requirement for a particular spent fuel storage
design or capacity, nor is it aware of any compelling safety reason
for requiring a full core discharge capability.

Historically, power reactor facilitics have been designed and built
with storage pools that could accommodate the irradiated fuel assemblies
discharged during refueling, plus some additomal space. Cenerally, the
designs also provide enough additional space for a full core, so that

if a need to unload the core should arise, space would be available

to do it immediately., The staff has encouraged this design philosphy.
NRC practice, as described in current review guidance, is to require
applicants to justify the spent fuel storage capacity provided in

the design. For example, some recent safety analysis reports state
that storage space provided is consistent with the maximum number of
spent fuel assemblies to be unloaded from the core during the refueling
cycle, plus the fuel contained in a full core load. This would mean

a capacity of 1-1/3 cores for a single-unit plant and 1-2/3 cores

for a two-unit facility., The staff considers this an appropriate basis
for the selection and design ~f plant storage capacity, and has informed
applicants to this effect, but no guides or regulations have been
published which require it,

The staff has studied the need “or a full core reserve capacity,
considering the benefits which might derive from an ability to com-
pletely unload a reactor -- for needed repairs or modifications, or
to reduce accumulated man-rem dose to workers during certain main-
tenance or inspection activities, for example -- and it found that
none of the postulated events or safety considerations studied
demonstrated a need for immediate unloading. Core cooling system
redundancies and reactor vessel integrity previde assurance that the
reactor vessel is a safe location to keep the fuel already in the
core for an indefinite period, following shutdown of the reactor.

Similarly, none of the postulated situations presented any compelling
safety reasons for requiring a full core reserve, although the lack
of such a capability could be expensive in cases of extended outages.,
The NRC staff points out these benefits to applicants and licensees,
but sees no reason to impose a formal requirement to maintain full
core reserve fuel storage capability
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Question 10:

RESEOHSE:

+ POOR ORIGINAL

What is the review and licensing status of the Stone and Webster
Engineering Corporation Topical Report SWECO-7601 "Interim Spent
Fuel Storage Facility"? What is the procedure for utilities to
reference this report? Are there any reactor sites or situations
where the facility outlined in this report could not be constructed
and licensed? Are there other such proposals under review?

Stone and Webster$ Topical Report, SWEC0O-7601, describes a stand-
ardized design for a spent fuel storage pool for construction at

an existing reactor site (nominal capacity of about 1100 tonnes
uranium of spent fuel), By letter of July 12, 1978 the NRC staff
approved the conceptual design, subject to additional information
to be provided by a utility applicant for a specific reactor site.
In a letter dated January 12, 1979, the staff also identified
specific sections of the report for reference in such applications.
That letter stated that design requirements and specificationsin the
identified sections need not be reevaluated when referenced in

site specific applications, and that utilities referencing those
sections need only commit to design, constructicn and operation

in accordance with them.

In general, the sections approved for referemcing cover the design
and construction of the pool structure, takimg into account seismic,
wind, tornado, an/ flood design requirements. Other sections that
may be referencec describe radiation protection features and quality
assurance requir.ments.

The Stone and Webster design incorporates an envelope of parameters
(e.q. seismic design at 0.3g) that fits the churacteristics of most
reactor sites. The staff's evaluation would see to it that the
site characteristics fall within the Stone amd Webster design
envelope.,

The NRC has received no other proposals for standardiz:d designs of
spent fuel storage pools.
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L T L T T T Vlnited Hiates Denate
JOMN MELCHER  MONT COMMITTEE ON
g5 e ENERGY AND NATURAL RESOURCES
DASTL A DREYFUS STAFF DIRECTOR WASHINGTON. D.C. 20510
STEVEN G NN, STAPY SIABCTOR FOR THE MINSAITY May 14, 1979

Honorable Joseph M. Hendrie
Chairman

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
1717 H Street, N.W.
Washington, D. C. 20555

Dear Mr. Chairman:

Subsequent to the hearing on May 10 on nuclear
waste management and facility siting, several questioms
were submitted for your written response by membe>. aF
the Committee. These questions are attached.

In order to expedite the printing of thes: hearimgu:
it would be very helpful to have your replv Ly close
of business Friday, May 25, 1979.

Si rely your /17

JBJ:bcg

1909250 5 7Y
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QUESTIONS FROM SENATOR DOMENICI

roz Chuisman Bendias POOR ORIEMAI

1. Does NRC support the licensing of TRU waste?

. Does the source of TRU waste in any way affect the
desirability of licensing? 1In other words, does the
fact that the TRU waste for WIPP is a defemse waste
in any way diminish the desirability of licensing
this facility or waste?

3. Can you briefly describe what you would comsider to
be the scenario for licensing the WIPP facility,
with and without spent fuel?

A. Specifically, will the waste be licensed or the
facility?

B. If the waste is to be licensed do you believe
that can be done with defense TRU without
endangering the National Security?

4. In your statement you say the success of amy national
nuclear waste policy requires public participation.
Have you been in communication with the State of New
Mexico in regard to the WIPP facility and in regards
to what specific issues?
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QUESTIONS FROM SENATOR TSONGAS

Questions for the Nuclear Regulatory Commission POUR BR‘G‘NA‘.

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7)

7a)

8)

9)

10)

What is the status of the preparation of the Final Generic Environmental Impact
Statement on Handling and Storage of Spent Light Water Power Reactor Fuel--
NUREG-0404? When will this statement be completed?

What is the status of the Part 72 rulemaking on regulations for the licensing

of Independent Spent Fuel Storage Facilities? What generic safety and licensing
issues has the Commission staff identified thus far in the rulemaking process?
What is the expected schedule for promulgation of the final rule?

What is the status of the materials license renewal for the General Electric
Morris Operation Fuel Storage Installation(License No. SNM-1265)? What has
been the operating history of this facility? What is the status of the
proposed modification of the facility to expand its storage capacity and
noticed in the Federal Register(Docket 70-1308)? 1Its present storage capacity?

What is the license status of the spent fuel pool at the Western New York
Nuclear Service Center operated by Nuclear Fuel Services? Its spent fuel capabili

What is the license status,and the scope of review completed thus far, of the
Allied-General Nuclear Services reprocessing complex at Barnwell, S.C.?
What is the design capability for spent fuel storage of this facility?

What is the review status and scope of review completed for the Exxon Nuclear
spent fuel storage and reprocessing complex planned for Oak Ridge, TN?

How many applications has the Comnission received for expansion of spent fuel
storage capacity by licensees operating or constructing nuclear powerplants?
What is the status of these applications? How many have been approved? What
has been the length of time required for Commission approwal?

Identify each application, its status, and type and extent of modification.
Coument on the status of any interventions in the licensing review of these
spent fuel modifications and identify and comment on the safety and public
health issues raised in these interventions referencing where possible Licensing
Board proceedings.

How many applications has the Commission received for transhipment of spent
fuel; a) between pools c€ the same utility, b) between pools of different
utilities, c) between a utility and an independent away-from-rcactor pool?
Please identify shipments proposed between different reactor types and com
ment on the technical issues underlying or preventing such shipments. What is
the status of these applications?

What arethe Commission's regulatory requirements and regulatory position con-
cerning the design and capacity of spent fuel storage at mnuclear powerplants?
How much capacity does the Commission require for individual and multi-unit
sites? What are the Commission's requirements for the maintenance of full-core
reserve for powerplant spent fuel storage pools? Under what conditions is

a licensee required to remove the entire core load of fuel?

What is the review and licensing status of the Stone and Webster Engineering
Corporation Topical Report SWECO-7601"Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility"?
What is the procedure for utilities to reference this report? Are there any
reactor sites or situations where the facility outlined in this report could
not be constructed and licensed? Are there other such proposals under review?
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