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Important
Read instructions before completmf form. Do not use the same SF 83 Send three copies of this form, the material to be reviewed, and for
to request both an Executive Order 12291 review and approval under paperwork-—three copies of the supporting statement, to
the Paperwork Reduction Act
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PART |.-—Complete This Part for All Requests.

1. Depariment, agency and Bureau, office originating request 2. Agency code

U. 8. Nuclear Regulatory Commission | 3 1 3.9

| e v — w—

3. Name 0f person who can Dest answer Guestions regarding 'his request Telephone "umber

Regis Boyle ( 301 )492-0559

itie of information collection or rulemaking

10 CFR Part 2, Appendix 8 - Ruies of Practice for Domestic Licensing Proceedings

& Tegal authority for information collection or rule (c/te United States Code, Public Law, or Executive Order)

_42__usc _2201(e)s (0) o o

6. Attected public (check all that apply) 5 [] Feqeral agencies or employees
1 [J indviduals or househoids 3 [ Farms 6 (B Non-profit institutions
2 [ State or local governments 4 [F Businesses or other for-profit 7 [B Small businesses or organizations

PART Il.—Comolete This Part Only if the Request is for OMB Review Under Executive Order 12291

7. Regulation Identifier Number (RIN)

e OF, NoONe assigned E

—— — — S— — — —

8. Type of submission (check one in each calegorv) Type of review requested

Classification Stage of development 1 [ Standare

3L Major 1 [ Proposed or dratt 2 0 Pending

2 D Nonmajor 2 : Finalor ! enim final, with prior proposal 3 D Emergency

3 ] Final or interim final, witho it prior proposal 4 (] Statutory or judicial deadline
9. CFR section affected €
CFR
10. Does this regulation contain reporting of recordkeeping requirements that require OMB approval under the Paperwork Reduction Act = Az
and 5 CFR 13207 L) Yes {J No

1 [ ves 2CNO

11. If a major rule, is there a regulatory impact anialysis attached?
™ M
3 L) Yes 4 L.No

If'Na." did OMB waive the anaiysis’
Certification for Regulatory Submissions
In submitting this request for OMB review the outhorized regulatory contact and the program official certity that the requirements of £ O 12291 and any applicable
policy directives have been complied with

Signature of program otficial PR a0 Date
TRy, S B G UM LTS WS DR L ey S - SRS | i i -
Signature of authorized regulatory contact
Date
T2 (OMB use only)
Pravious editions odsolete 83 108 Standard Form 83 Rev 5 83
NSN 784000 634 4034 BY101601632 8910089 OFOQ‘ Prescribed by OMB
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SART I, This Part Only If the Request 1 for [of & Collection
» t
.__m!mm! “ction Act ang 8 CTR 1320,
~ Describe naeds ' 0 words o less

m Inurﬁfﬁ%vgw Waste l:anuount"
Appendix B to 10 CFR Part 2 pruvides regulatory guidance for obtaining expeditious action
on rulemaking petitions to exempt specific radiocactive waste streams from NRC regulation because
the radionuclides prescnt are in such low concentrations or quantities as to be below regulatory
concern,
14. Type of information coliection (check anly one)

infor.nation collections not contained in rules

10 Regular submicsion 2 [0 Emergency submssion (centification sttachec)

Informativn collections ~ontained in rules

3.3 Lusting reguletion (no change proposed) 6 Final ur in i final without priot NPRM 7 Enter oate of expected o actual Federal

4 ) Notice of proposed rulemaking (NPRM) 2O Reguier submission Register publication at this stage of rulemaking
8 ) Fine' . NPRM vos previously publistag B L Eme ,ency subm o on (centification attached) (month. day. yeer)

16, Type of review requested (check only one)

1 D New coliection 4 [ Remstatement of 8 previously approved coliection for which approval
2 ) Revision of & currently approved coliection has - Dired
3 u Extension of the expiration date of 8 currently approved collecticn s [ Existing collection in use without an OMB contro! number
withayt any change in the substance o in the method uf collection i
16. Agency repodt fo m numhei(s) (include stendard /optional form number(s)) | 22. Purpose of infarmatian coliection (check as many &, ¥)

1[0 Application for «*nefits

2 ) Frogram eva'yation
| 3 [0 General purpors statistics

37, Aanual reporting o discicsure burden

1 tlumber of respondients & 1 4%B eguistory or comphance
2 Numiber of respor 4 pu. tespongent N 1l 1 sOw» St SaAning U FNESNNY
3 Total anrual responses (line 1 times line &) SRR WA R . ey
& Mours por response —5.660— | b : Augn .
g 3 times line &) 18,000
uBl recurikeeping burden 23. Frequency of recordkeeping of reporting (check all that apply!
1 Number of recortieepers l d 1 : Recorokeeping
2 Annual hours er 'ucorgkeeper | 1 Reporting
3 Totai recotakeeping hours (ine ] tinies [ne 2) 1 2 Onssassion
4 Recordhaeping re! antion period w30 weekly
19. Tota! annual burgen 2 1) enthiy

1 Requestec . » 175 pius line 18.3) L18,000 | s Quanery

2 In current OMB inve vtory . ...18,000 6 ) Semiannually

3 Dittererce (iine | less ine 2) ‘,._._._.-.9._..__, 7 O Annually

Explanation of difference 80 Biennally

4 Pragram change bl $XX Otneroescrive) One-time submission

§ Adjustment
20. Lurrent (most recent) OMB control number of comment number 2. Responde is obligation to comply (check the stronges! obligation that applies)
WWLIL 1 O voluntery

‘ 00 expiration date XX Required to obtain or retain 8 enefit

.3 yrite from approval date L300 mendstony

25. Are the respondents primariy educational agencies or nstitutions of s the primary purpose of the coliection related to Federal education programs? [ Yes K¥No

26. Does the agency use sampling to select r nondents or does the agency recommenc of prescribe the use of sampling or statistical analysis

by respongents D Yes BNo
27 Reguiatory o utharity for the information raliection ¥ s
cre . Part 2 or iR or, Qther (specity)
Faperwork Certification e

In submitting this request for OMB approval. the agency head. the senior official or an authorized representative certifies that the requirements of 5 CFR 1320, the
Privacy Act. statistical star daris or directives. and any other applicable infarmatic © poliry drectives have been complied with

Sigrature of program officia ’rﬁou
|
|

§ Su!uvo BT Bgenty heau 1he senior O IC/al Of 81 BUINOTZE -« representat ive | Date

oyce A. Amenta, Designated Senior Offici ¢ [ ‘ ol
for Informatiun Resources Mansgement - &/ %“__‘ Kad » ii’
-t s - . “”\L

1984 O ~ €53-77¢




SUPPORTING STATEMENT FOR POLICY STATEMENT
AND STAFF IMPLEMENTATION PLAN REGARDING
RADIOACTIVE WASTE BELOW REGULATORY CONCERN
10 CFR PART 2, APPENDIX B
RULES OF PRACTICE FOR DOMESTIC LICENSING PROCEEDINGS

Description of the Information Collection

Section 10 of the Low-Leve! Rediocactive Waste Policy Amendments Act of 1985
(Public Law 99-240), reguires that NRC "estabiish standards and procedures,
pursuant to cxistin? suthority, «nd develon the technical capability for
considering end acting upon petitions to exempt specific radioactive waste
streams from regulation by the Comnission due to the presence of radionuclides
in such waste streams in sufficiently low concentrations or quantities as to be
below regulatory concern.” The Act also directs NRC to act in an expeditious
manner on the petitions. Section 10 &1so requires that the standards and
procedures established include the information that should be submitted ir
support of such rulemaking petitions. See the enclosed copy of Section 10
fenclosure 1),

The Commission has met this mandatc by issuing & policy statement that sets
forth guidance for obtaining expeditious action on rulemaking petitions for
below regulatory concern wastes, An accompanying staff implementation plan has
also been cevelopsd and is being published as an attachment to the statement,
Section 11 of the staff !mplementation plan, “Information to Support
Petitions," describes the nature and purpuse of informatici petitions should
contain, The petition and supporting information should inciude:

« Information and analysis to demonstrate that the radiologiceal impacts are
s0 low as to be below regulatory concern so thet the Commission may exempt
the disposal.

- Information on the environm:ntal impacts that would l1ikely result from the
exempt disposal suffici.: ! to permit the Commission to make a finding of no
significant impact on t.: quality of the human environment.

« A regulatory analysis including a cost/benefit analysis that demonsirates a
significant societal cost reduction,

- Ar assessment of the burdens on small entities sufficient to permit the
Commission to conclude that the petitioned action will not have &
significant economic impact or a substantial number of small entities.

- information to permit the Commission to evaluate the rediological impacts
using the computer code IMPACTS-ERC,

« Information characterizing the waste stream sufficient to enable the
Commission to find that the waste stream is compatible with proposed
treatment and disposal, that the waste has negligible potential for vecycle,
and that the expected variation in characteristics is acceptable.



« Informetion on methods of determining compliance with the proposed
exemption sufficient to enable the Commission to find that licensees can
reasonably demonstrate complisnce,

« Information on the reporting and recordkeeping which will be needed to
document disposals sufficient to enable the Commission to prepare an OMB
clearance package for the proposed rule,

« Proposed text for the petitioned rule change sufficient to enable the
Commission to conciude that the proposed exemption cen be codified,

« Infermation on the propesed treatment and disposal methods to permit the
Cunmission to conclude that the methods are practical and will not be
impacted by the exempted activity,

Separate OMB approvels will be requested for recordkeeping and reporting
contained in proposed rules that would grant a petitioned rule. Notice of the
olicy statement and plan was published Au?ust 29, 1986 (51 FR 30839)
?EncIOSure 2). The stotement was also published as an informational Appendix B
to 10 CFR Part 2. No changes have been made to the statement or plan,

Justification

Need for the Collection of Information

¢ €0 Information requirements for petitions for rulemaking are outlined
in the Commission's regulations in 10 CFR 2.802(c) (See enclosure 3). These
regulations require the petitioner to identify the problea and propose
solutions, to state the petitioner's grounds for and interest in the action,
anc to provide supporting information and rationele., As a practical matter,
the infornation demonstrating that the radiological health and safety impacts
are so low as to be below regulatory concern must be provided by the petitioner
if the Commission is to ect in an expedited manner, Petitions for rulemaking
should therefore be submitted following the staff's supplementa) guidance and
procedures to assure expedited action,

Agency Use of Information

Socf%on T0 of the Act did not relieve NRC of all the legal and procedural

requirements normal]i associated with rulemaking. Thus, NRC must meet the
]

requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the Paperwork

Reduction Act, and the Regulatory Flexibility Act, as well as the Adminis-

trative Procedure Act. The sugporting information requested of the petitioner
should be complete enough so that Commission action is primarily limited to

" independent evaluation and adninistrative processing, Minimizin? the NRC

resources needed 1s necessary for expeditious action because of limited

NRC resources. If the information is not provided, NRC cannot act in an

expedited manner on petitions as reouired by law.

Reduction of Burden through Information Techrolo

There are ro legal cbstacles to reducing the'ﬁurggn associated with this
information collection. Improved technology has been used to offer petitioners
easy access to the analytical computer program the Commission will use to
evaluate impacts. The computer code has been modified for use on personal




conputers and a user guide hes been prepared. Petitioners may use the same
program, Petitioners may also provide the commission with the program input on
@ floppy disk for easier transfer,

gEffort to ldentify Duplication
The Infurmation Requirements Control Automated System (IRCAS) was searched to

determine cuplication. None was found,

ffort to Use Similar Information
2xinum use of the published methodology and informatior in NUREG/CR-3585,
"De Minimis Weste Impacts Analysis Methodology," was made. The unique nature
of each waste stream and need to address the management of that specific waste
on a nationa) basis reguires more specific information than exists in
NUREG/CR-3585 &nd other NRC documents. The guidance does encourage the
etitioner to draw on data generzted in the course of complying with 10 CFR
ert 61, Any source of information may be used by petitioners,

Effort to Reduce Small Business Burden

The petitfoner 15 being askec to consider alternatives that could accomplish
the objective of the petitioner's propused rule while min1mizin? the economi¢
impact on small entities. The petitioner's supporting information should
include en assessment of the incremental recordkeeping and reportin? costs that
would be associsted with the petitioned rule change. {See the staff plan at 51
FR 30844 in Enclosure 2). Further, the type of petitioners likely to respond
are trade groups and licensee organizetions. Indivioual small entities may be
asked by their representatives to provide input but the burden on each small
entity should be small, particularly when compared to the potential benefits to
each individual small enti*y.

Consequences of Less Froauent (ullection
This action Tnvolves one-time-only submissions,

Circumstances Which Justify Variation from OME Guidelines
There 15 no varation Trom guidelines.

Consultations Qutside NRC

X worE!ng draft of the Federa) Register notice was infornally provided to the
Edison Electric Institute. The Edison Electric Institute and Utility Nuclear
Waste Management Group have jointly petitiovned for exemption of waste oil
disposal by nuclear ﬁower plants (Docket No. PRM-20-15). The Institute
indicated verbaily that it had no objections to the information collection
aspects, (Contact: Brian Ferrell 202/826-7€68), A draft was also circulated
to the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). (Contact: Floyd Galpin, Office
of Radiation Programs 202/475-9633). The EPA response supported the need for
the information and encouraged NRC to include reports from licensees in any
rules granting petitions. The notice also solicited comments which can be used
to address concerns in this regard in future revisions.

Confidentiality of Information
Kny Tnformation colTected 1s part cf the legal record for each rulemaking,
which is available to the public., The Commission has rules in place in



10 CFR 2.790 for processing and protecting confidentiality of infermetion. One
advantage to having the petitioner supply information on rarket parameters is
that surmery data can be provided to minimize the informetion which might
require protection. Having trade groups collect the information should 2lso
result in more complete data since the responders will be aware thet only
summary information will be provided to NRC and that the requested information
15 in their best interest,

Sensitive Questions
Norne.

Estimated Annual Cost to the Federal Governnent

Current budgel estimates are that the entire process of reviewing the subnitted
information through proposed and final rules granting each petition will
require ebout one staff year, If multiple waste stireams are combined into a
single petition, more than one staff ycar per petition would be required.
Contractial sugport is in place for Sandia Nationa) Laboratory to perform
cumputer calculations. Up to $150,000 is avatlable through FY 90 for Sandia
support, Plans for the following years are uncertein,

The annual cost to the Government s estimated as fo'lows:

Number of Hours per Total Annual Total /innual
Annual Resporises  Response Burden (Hours) Cost
6 ¢,000 12,000 $720,000

These estimates could vary depending on the specific westes invoived,

It shuuld be noted that persons already have the right tu file petitions for
rulemaking under i0 CFR Pari 2. If the information requested in the policy
statement ang staff implementation pler i¢ not provided ana the same number of
petitions were filed, the annual cost to the grverment would likely be a factor
of 3 higher plus contractual support. Contractual support could be at least
$250,000 per petitiun for an additional cost of $1,500,000 (6 x $250,000),

Estimate of Burden

The estimeted annual burcen on the public will be affected by the specific
wastes involved, the number of persons generating the wastes, market
information already available, and the alternate methods of dispousal requested,
We estimate the burden to fully support a qetition for ru1emak1n3 tu be 2-4,000
hours and $250,000 in contractual or consultant support. This effort would be
expended over a period of about a year (prior to viling the petition and
providing supplemental information in response to questions and public comment
during processing).



The annual petitioner burden is estimated as follcws:

Nunber of Kours per Total fnnual Tote) Annua)
Annual Responses  Response Burden (Mours) Cost
€ 3,000 18,000 $1,080,000

Reeson for Change in Burden
There 15 no change in burden,

rubiicetion for Statistical Use
None.,

Enclosures:

1. Section 10 of Pub.L. 99-240

2. Policy Statement (51 FR 20839)
3. 10 CFR §2.802



A31.18
PUBLIC LAW 99-240—-JAN 15, 1986 09 STAT. 1859

0 shall specify and publish such uirements in a manner gnd
wm deemed appropriate by the Oomrl:?-ioo. o

“SEC 8 TACENSING REVIEW AND APPROV AL
“In omr\& ensure the timely development

ratioactive w, disposal facilities, the Regula

et R, Yoo B ) S
ication for a i nse wp

:pplie‘blo to such applica zxoomht the Commission and the

agreement state shall— ~ “
W

“(1) rot later than 12 the date of enactment of
the l.n';r-ht'ol M %&Agmm Act of

42 USC 2021

1985, establisi p uree and devel hnical capability 4ne ; 1002

for processing apyfications for such licenses;

"(2) to the-€xtent practicable, oomofhu all activities associ-
ated wi review and Emu-m. appl for such
a li (except for public hea ) no later than

months
afet the dale of receipt of such a cation; and N
 ioaiall, the extent practicable, consolidate all required tach:
R )

“SEC 10 RADIOACTIVE WASTE BELOW REGULATORY CONCERN.

“(a) Nou later than 6 months after the Jate of enactment of the
Low-Level Radioactive Waste Policy Amendmenta Act of 1985, the
Commission shall establish standards me. rsuant to
existing authority, and develop the technical ca ility for consider-
ing and acting upon petitions to exempt & rad
streams from regulation by the Commission due to the presence of
radionuclides in such w streams in sufficiently low concent -a-
tions or quantities as to be below regulatory concerr..

“(b) The standards and procedures estad ished by the Commission
ﬂmunt to subscction (a) shall set forth all information raquired to

submitted to the Commission by licensees in support of such
petitions, including, but not limited to—
‘(1) & detailed description of the waste materials, includi
their origin, chemical composition, physical state, velume, an
m o un
12) the concentration or contamination levels, half-lives, and  Healtn
identities of the radionuclides present. s-m{
Such standards and praoodﬁucr:‘l shall provide that, uponf receipt ofl: Reg:Iation
ition to exempt a speci loactive waste stream rom regula-
mn by the Cm?mium the Commission shall determine in an
e:gaditiom manner whether the concentration or quantity of
radionuclides present in such waste stream requires regulation by
the Commission in order to protect the public heaith and safety.
Where the Commission determines that re7ulation of a radioactive
waste stream is not necessary to protect .he public health and
safety, the Commission shall take such steps as 1.°ay be necessary, in
an expeditious manner, to exempt the disposa! of .ich radicactive
waste from regulation by the Com1uission.”

MGW-LSVMW”—“ Omnibus Low-
ATE COMPACT CONSENT }f‘;"
10actve
SEC 201 SHORT TITLE. é‘;::uu
This Ti A cited as the “Omnibus adioactive Compact
&Vﬂ%&m Compact Consent Act"'. g T, S;’W~l 2?,;‘1,
note

Enclosure |



UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D C 20668

September 5, 1986

ATTENTION: Commission Licensees
SUBJECT: POLICY STATEMENT ON RADIOACTIVE WASTE BELOW REGULATORY CONCERN

A Commission policy statement cuncerning petitions for rulemaking to exempt
specific ragioactive waste Streams trom regulation was published ir the
Federa) Rggi;*gr on August 23, 1986, A copy of the published policy stetement
and accompanying staff implementation plar 1s enclosed for your information.
As 2 licensee, you may wish to encourage your trade or professional
orgenizations to submit petitions follovin? the guidance provided. You also
muyib: contected by such groups tu help collect data or infcrmetion to support
petitions.

Any comments or suggestions you may have concerning the policy statement or
implementation plan would be welcome,

-

Malcolm R, K y Chie:
Low=Level Waste and Uranium Recovery

Projects Branch
Division of wWeste Management

Enclosure:
FR Notice atd 8/29/86

Enclosure 2



e
NUCLEAR REGULATORY
COMMISSION

10 CFR Part 2

Radicactive Waste Belov Regulatory
Concern; Policy Statem.nt

AGENCY: Nuclear Regulatory
ission.
AcTion: Final rule; policy statement.

SUMMARY: This notice contains a policy
statement and staff Im:lomonlmun plan
regarding expeditious handling of
petitions foi rulemaking to exempt
specific radioactive waste streams from
disposal .n @ licensed low-level waste
disposal facility. For the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission (NRC) to grent
these rulemaking petitions. the waste
streams must be sufficiently low in
toncentration or quantities of
radionuclides for the Commission 1o find
that they may be disposed of by
aliernative means withou! posing an
undue sk to public health and safety.
The policy statement and plan are in the
nature of regulatory guidance for
implementing existing requirements for
rulemaking petitions in 10 CFR 2 802

§-07499¢ 000S(00K28-AUG-86-10 81 4))

ihe documents describe the kind of
information petitioners should file to
sllow timely Commission review of the
petition. They also describe decision
ctiteria the Commission will use and the
administrative procedures 10 be
followed in oeour to permit the
Commission 10 vt upon the petition in
&n expedited mannet These document;
respond ‘o & mandste in the Low-Level
Rudiractive Waste Policy Amendments
Act of 1985 and are being published as
Aprendix B 10 10 CFR Part 2.

EFFECTIVE DAYE: Uclober 27, 1088,
ADDRESSES: Send any writien comm ants
of suggestions 1o the Secr=tary of the
Commission. U.S Nuclear Regulatory
Commissicn, Washington, D(' 20585,
Attention: Docketing and Service
Branch Comments received within 80
deys would be mot hcl:ful. Copies of
comments receivd by the Commission
may be examined ot copied for a fee at
the US Nuclear Regulatory Commission
[NRC) Public Document Room, . “'7 H
Street NW, Washington, DC 20”5

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Kitty § Dragonette. Division of Waste
Management, Office of Nuclear Material
Sofety and Safeguerds. US Nuclear
Regulatory Commission. Washington,
DC 20555, telephone: (301 427-4300.
SUPPLEMENTANY INFORMATION:

List of Subjects in 10 CFR Part 2

Administrative practice and
procedure, Classified business
information, Freedom of information,
Hezardous waste, Nuclear material,
Nuclee: power plants and reactors.
Penalties, Sex discrimination.

For the reasons set forth below and
under the authority of the Atomic
Energy Act of 1954 as amended. the
Energy Reorganization Act of 1074, as
amended. and 5 US.C 553, the NRC is
adopting the follow.ng amendments to
10 CFR Part 2.

PART 2—~HULES OF PRACTICE FOR
COMESTIC LICENSING PROCEDURES

1. The authority citation for Part 2 is
revised to read as follows:

Authonty: Secs 101 181 68 Stat 948 953
as amended (42 Ua C 2201, 2231) sec. 191, as
amended. Pub. L 87815 76 Stat 409 (42
USC 2241) sec 201 88 Stat 1245 s
amended (62U SC 5841). SUSC 552

Sectian 2101 also issued under secs 53, 62
63 81100, 104 105, 68 Stat 930, 932, 932. 938,
936 937 938 as amended (42 USC 2073
2082, 2003 2111, 2123, 2134, 2135). sec. 102
Pub L 91-180 83 Stat 853, as amended (42
USC 4332) sec 301 88 Stal 1248 (42U S.C
5871) Sections 2.102, 2103, 2.104, 2108, 2.721
al80 1ssued under secs 102, 103, 104 105, 183,
189 68 Stal 926, 937 638, 954 055, as
amended (42 US.C 2132 2133, 2134, 2138
2233.2229) Secticn 2105 4lso issued under

F4700 FMT.. (16.30]..4-15-86

Pub L 97«18 90 S0 200 (2 USC 22m)
Sections 2. 200-2 200 o180 wsued under secs
100 254 66 Stat 055 60 Siet 444 &8 amended
(@2 USC 2200 2282) sec 200 88 Siat 1240
A2 USC 5648) Sections 26002 606 also
weuel under sec 102 Pub L #1190 83 Stat
653 a8 amended (42 U'S C 4332) Sections
L7008 2710 elso wsued under S US C 354
Seciions 2754 2760 2770 also issued under §
USC 887 Section 2790 also issued under
sec 100 66 Sial 936 as amended (42018 C
2133 and S USC 552 Sections 2.800 end
2,008 also issued under § US C 583 Section
2.000 o180 issued under S US C 852 and sec
20 Pub L 85-25¢. 71 Stat 579, as amended
(4211 8.C 2000). Subpert K also ‘sued unider
sec 180 68 Stat 955 (2 USC 2299) sec 1M,
Pub L 97425 96 Siel 2230 (42 USC 10184)
Appendix A also issued under sec 6. Pulr L
1. %80 64 Siat 1407 (Q2USC 2138)

Appe. dix B sloo issued under sec. 10 Pub
L 99-240. 99 Siat 1042 (2 USC 20210 ot
seq )

2. Add the following policy statement
«s Appendix B to Part 2:

Appendix B to Part 2—Cenera! Statement
of Volicy and Procedures Concerning
Petitions Pursuant to § 2.802 for Disposal of
Radionctive Wecie Streams Below
Regulaiory Concern:

I Introduction and Purpose
Il Standards and Procedures
11 Agreement States

IV Future Action

I Introduction and Purpose

The Low Level Radioactive Warte Policy
Amendments Act of 1088 (the Act) (2 USC
20210 el seq.) was enacted January 15 168
Section 10 of the Act addresses disposal «/
wastes termed “below regulatory concern’
that would not need 10 be subject 1o
regulatory control 1o assure adequate
protection of the public health and safery
because of their radioactive content. The goal
of this section of the Act is for the
Commussion to make practical and timely
decisions 1o determine when wasies need not

0 10 u licensed low-level waste disposa!l site.
gheu decisions will be expressed through
rulemaking Altemnative disposal would
conserve space in the existing sites while
row sites are established and reduce the
costs of disposel Rulemaking petitions nay
play & role in the national low-level wastie
strategy outlined by the Act. The Act
provides that the Commission establish
procedures for acting expeditiously on
petitions to e .empt *pecific radicactive
waste streams froin the Commission's
regulations

The purpose of this statement and
accompanying implementation plan is 10
establish the standards and procedures that
will permit the Commission to act upon
rulemaking petitions in an expeditious
mariner & called for in the Act. This palicy
statement does not require petitioners 1o
present all the information outlined or
demonstrate thal the decision uriteria for
expedited handling can be met. if such
expedited handling is not wanted For
example. petitions requesting exemption of
concentrations of radionuglides that might




— o ——— 8§ £ e———

result in individus! exposures higher than
those recommended in the dec  n criterie
may be submitien bl expedit  handhing
canno! be assured

Finally. thus policy statement and
sccompanying implementation plan are
witended 1o facdities handling of rulemaking
petitions o streams from multiplc producers
and do not apply 1o individual licensing
uchions on single producer wasis (ndividual
hcenseos who soek approval for disposal of
theit unigues wastes may continue 1o submit
theit disposs! plens under 10 CFR 20 302(4)

1l Standards and Procedures

The stunderds and procedures needed to
handle petitions expeditiously fall into the
following three cutegories. (1) Information
petitioners should fiie in support of the
petitions. (2] standards for assessing the §
sdeauacy of the proposals and providing
petioners msight on the decision criteria the
Commission intends 10 use 80 the! all
relevant irformational issues will e
addressed in the petition and (3) the internal
NRC administrative procedures for handling
the petitions These three calegories are
addressed in the attached sta
implementation plan The ctaff plan was
developed in response 1o Commission
direction 1o provide detailed g dance on
implementing the genersl approach outlined
in this policy statement Although ttaff may
revise i from Lime 10 Lime 81 experience is
gained in processing petitions. the plan
outlines a reasonable basis for accomplishing
the approach Stafl is 10 publish revisos as
NURSG documents and notice the
wvailability of the revisions in the Federal
Register

As @ practical matter. the primary
information for justifying and supporting
petitions must be supplied by the petitioner if
the Commission s 10 &ct ih an expeditea
manner If the petitioner wishes 10 sssure
expedited action. the supporting information
should be complete enough so that
Commiscion action s primarily limited 1o
independent evaluation ar ) administrative
processing

Decision criteria for judging whether to
grant a petition involve the overall impacts of
the proposed action waste properties snd
implementation of ihe proposed exemption.
The following crileris address these areas
Petitions which demonsirate that these
criteris are me! should be suiiable for
expedited action

1 Disposal and treatment of the wasies as
specified in the petition will result in no
significant impact on the quality of the
human environment

2 The maximum expected effective dose
equivalent 1o an individual member cf the
public does nol exceed & few millirem per
year for normal operations and anticipated
events

3 The collecuve doses 10 the critical
population and general populat on are small

4 The potential radiologica! consegue wcet
of accidents or equipment malfunction
involving the wastes and intrusion into
disposal sites alter loss of normal
institutional controls are not sgrificant

5 The exemption will result in a significant
reduction in societal costs

$-074999 000K 28-ALG -86-10 51 46)

Federal Register / Vol 51. No 168 / Fridey Augus! 20 1986 / Rules and Regulations

P

6 The wasie s compatibie with the
pronosed treaiment and disposal oplions

7 The exemption s uselul on & nations!
scale 1o s likely 1o be used by & calegory
of licensees or at least a significant portion of
& calegory

& Ine rediological properties of the waste
siream heve been cheracterized on o nationsl
basis the variability hes been proiected and
the range of variation will not invalidate
supporiing analyses

6 The waste characterizati~* s based on
date on resl waltes

10 The disposed form of the waste has
negligible potertial for recycle

11 Licensees can establish effective.
licensable and inspectable programs for the
waste prior 10 transfer 1o demonstrate
compliance

12 The offsite trestment or disposal
medium (e.g. sanitary landfill) does not need
to be controlled or monitored for radiation
nrotection purposes

13 The methods and procedures used ‘o
manege the wasies and 10 assess the impects
are no different from those the! would be
applied to the corresponding uncontaminated
malerials

14 There are no regulatory or legal
obstacles 10 use of the proposed treatment or
disposal methods

1 Agreement States

The Low Level Radioactive Waste Policy
Amendments Act of 1965 establishes &
national system for dealing with low-level
weste disposal The sysiem assigns to the
Stztes responsiblity for disposal capacity for
low level wastes not excerding Class C
wastes as defined in 10 CFR 61 85 Section 10
of the Act encourages & reduction in volume
of such wastes suvject 1o State responsiblitly
for disposal through the option of determiring
that certain wastes need no! go 1o existing
licensed disposal facilinies or new sites
licensed under 10 CFR Pa*t 61 or equivalent
State regulations If uduolorcul safety can be
assured such disposal would conserve space
in the existing siies while new sites are
developed and would serve as an important
adjunct 1o volume reduction efforts 12
neeting the waste volume allocation limits
set forth in the Act Thus these rulemakings
should aid the States in fulfilling their
responsibilities under the Act. Equity slso
sugges's that all waste generalors be able 1o
(.ke advantage of helow regulatory concern
options as part of their waste management
strategies Generators in both Arresement
and non-Agreement States will be competing
for space in the existing sites and the concep!
should be applicable nationwide

Agreement States will play an important
role in ensuring that the system works on &
national besis and that it remains equitable
States have been encouraging findings that
cartain wastes are below regulaiony ~oncern
and do not have 10 go to low-level waste
sites The States have been voicing this view
for & number of years through forums such as
the Conference of Radiation Control Program
Directors Rulemakings granting petitons wil
be made a matter of compatibility fee
Agreement States. Consequently, rulemaking
will be coordinated with the States
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IV Future Action

The Commussion will conduct 8 generic
fulemaking on wasie sireams below
regu slory concern based on & number of
factors The factors inciude public comments
received on the statement. the number and
types of petitons for rulemaking received. and
how effective the statement s in ensbling
timely processing of petitions A generic
rulemaking is warranted 10 provide & more
efficient and effective means of
accon plishing the soals reflected in Section
10 of the Act. An advance notice of proposed
rulemaking will be published within 90 days
Furthermore, the Commission may
periodically re.iew ol rulemekings in order
10 atsure that the relevant parameters have
no: changed significantly and may esk the
petitioner to submit undated information 1o
#8881 in the review. The Commission would
al80 have 10 confirm thet approved
exemplions are consiwient with any genersl
standards issued by EPA.

Dated ot Washington, DC this 25th dey of
Auzust. 1006

For the Nuclear RegulstorsCommist un
Samuel ). Chilk,
Secretory to the Commiss.on

Editorial Note: The siafl imp'ementation

plen will not appear in the Code of Federal
Regulation

Nuclear Regulatory Commission Staff
Implementation of Nuclear Regulstory
Commission Policy on Radioactive
Waste Below Regulatory Concern

| Introduction
11 Information to Support Petitions
A General
1 10 CFR Part L Requirements
2 Environmental Impacts
3 Economic Impact on Small Entities
¢« Computer Program
$

B Waste Characterization
1 Rediologica! Properties
2 Other Considerstions
3 Totels
4 Basnn
5 As Low as Ressonably Achievable
(ALARA)
L Waste Managemen: Options
D Analyses
1 Radiological Impacts
2 Other Impacts
3 Regulatory Analysis
E Recordkeeping and Reporting
1 Surveys
2 Repor's
¥ Proposed Rule
{1l Decision Criteria
IV Administrative Handling

1. Introduction

Section 10 of the Low-Level
Radioactive Waste Policy Arnendments
Act of 1985 requires the Nucleer
Regulatory Commissior. (NRC) to
develop standards and procedures for
expeditious handling of petitions for
rulemaking to exempt disposal of
radioactive waste determined L be
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below regulstory concern The Act slso
requires NRC 1o identify information
itioners should file Commussion
icy Statement provides geners)
guidance on how to meet the
requirements of section 10 of the Act.
outlines the overall approsch to be
followed. and lists decision criteria to be
used. Implementation of the genera!
epproach and decision criteris of the
Commission Poiicy Statement involves
developing more detsilec guidance snd
procedures In accoraance with
Commission direction. the NLC staff has
developed more detuiled guidance and
rocedures for implementation of the
mmission Policy Statement. This staff
fu.dcncc and procedures cover. (1)
nformation petitioners should file in
support of petitions to enable nxpedited
processing. (2) discussion of the decision
criteria. and (3) sdministrative
procedu’ 2 1o be lollowed

11 Information to Support Petitions
A General

1. 20 CFR Port 2 requirements. The
codified information requirements for
puittions for rulemaking are outlined in
the Commussion's regulations in 10 CFR
2.802(c). These regulations n,um the
petitioner to identify the prob'sm and
propose suiutions, to state the
petitioner's grounds for and interest in
the action. and 10 provide supporting
information and rationale As & practical
matter, the information demonstratin,
that the radiological health and safety
impacts are so low as 1o be below
regulatory concern must be proviued by
the petitioner if the Commission is to act
in an expedited manner. Petitions for
rulemaking should therefore be
submitted following the staff's
supplemental guidance an4 procedures
to assure expedited action.

2. Environmental impacts. Petition.
must enable the Comniussion to make a
finding of no signiicant impact on the
a:lllly of the human environment Such

mmission findings must be based on
an Environmental Assessment that
complies with 10 CFR 51.30 and mus!
mee! the requirements of 10 CFR §1.32
These requirements include addressing
the need for the proposed action,
identifying alternetives. and avsessing
the potential environmentsl impacts of
the proposed action and alternatives
Consistent with 10 CFR 51 41 the
petitioner should submit the information
needed to meei these requirements and
do sc in @ manner that permits
independent evaluation by the
Commission of the data and
methodology used and the conclusions
reached.

3. Economic impact on small entitie:
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When & rulemeking action is likely 10
have o significant economic impact on &
substartial number of small entities. the
Regulatory Flexibility Act reguires that
the imp.cts on these small entities mus!
be spec.fcally addressed (The
Commission’s size standard for
ideutifying & small entity is $3.8 million
ot less in annual receipts except for
private practice physicians and
educational institutions wuere the
standard is $1 million or less in annual
receipts for private practice physicians
and 500 emplovees for educational
institutions. See 50 FR 50214, December
9. 1985 ) For any rulemaking. the
Commission must either certify that the
rule will not economically impact or will
heve no significant economic impacts on
small entities. or present an ana yein of
alternatives to minimize the impacts.
Because rulemakings on below
regulatory concern should provide relie!
from requirements for all affected
entities. setisfaction of this requirement
should be straightforward but it must be
addressed in any rulemakiong Te
facilitete nredmous preparation of the
proposed rule responding 10 the petition,
the petitioner should aubmit an
evaluation of the estimated economic
impact. on small entities. The
evaluation should include estimates of
the costs for sm~1] entities in terms of
stalf time a.1d dollar costs Any
alternatives that could accomplish the
objective of the petitioner's proposed
rule while minimizing the economic
impact on small entities should be
presented The evaluation should
include an assessment of the
incremental recordkeeping and reporting
costs that would be ~ssociated with the
petitioned rule change

4 Computer yrogram The computer
program (IMPACT-BRC) the
Commission intends to use to
independently evaluate petitioners’
assessments of impacts i« based on "De
Minimis Waste Impacts Analysis
Methodolo‘p " (NUREG/CR-3588)
published February 1884." Petitioners
are encouraged to consult NUREG/CR-
3585 in ot ser to better understand the
Commussion's information needs. The
IMPACTS-BRC program will be
distributed by the National Energy
Software Center u2 floppy disxettes for
use on [BM-PC and cumpatible
computers. The Center's address is 8700
South Cass Avenue. Argonne National
Laboratory. Argonne. [llinois 60439. The
users guide for IMPACTS-BRC will be
published as a draft Volume Il of
NUREG/CR-3585 Petitioners may
evaluate the impacts of the proposed
activity using NRC's code. if desired

' Fuotnotes at end of article
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When alternate calouations!
methodelogies are used. the petitioner
should provide all the specific inpyt
needed io analyze the waste stream in
the petition using IMPACTS-BRC and
provide & rationale for all parameter
selections. The Commission may cle +ify
or modify the computer code from time
to time. Petitioners choosing 1o use
NRC's code should be sure 10 use the
current revision. The National Energy
Software Center will provide changes to
persons obtaining the program from the
Center Users are encouraged 10
comment un the code so that their
experience can be factored into future
revisions.

5. Scope. The petitioner should define
the geographic ares to which the
proposed rule should apply and the
reasons supporting any area less than
national in scope. §. might be possible 1o
justify limiting the scope 10 & lowslevel
waste regional compact or & state out
impliementation issues such as import or
export of wastes outside the compact or
state should be addressed in the
rationale.

B Waoste Characterizotion

1. Rodiviogicel properties. The
minimum radiological properties that
should be described are the
concentration or contamination levels
and the hall-lives. total quantity, and
identities of the redionuclides present
The chemical and physical fari.i of the
radioruclides should be addressed. All
radionuclides present or poteatially
present should be specified. including
radionuclides identified as trace
const’ uents. The distribution of the
radionuclides withir. the wastes should
be noted (e g.. surfece or volume
distribution). Mass and volure average
concentrations sheuld also be
presented. For incineration, the
redioactive content of the ash and
noncomabustible fraction should be
described The variability as & function
of process vanation and variation
among licensees should be addressec
and bounded.

2. Other considerations. An
understanding of nonradiological
properties of the waste stream is needed
1o assure that they are consistent with
the proposed disposal method and 1o
€valuate the adequacy of the analysis of
t":e radiological impacts. (NRC's
deregulation of the radioactive content
would not relieve licensees from the
applicable rules of other agencies which
cover the nonradiological properties. )
The petitioner shou'd provide a detailed
description of the was'e materials.
including their origin, chemical
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vomposition. phyeical state, volume. and
mass

The term “stream” on'v means wastes
procuced f.0.9 8 comm  set of
circumstances and possessing common
charecteristics It does not mean
“liguid” although the stream may be in a
liquid form (e g.. waste oil). The wastes
may be resin beads. laboratory

lassware ot any other form Waste
orm includes packages or containers
used 1o manage (i.e., store. handle, ship,
or dispose) the wastes. The variability
and poter tial changes in the waste form
s o function of process varis'ion should
be addressed. variation among
licensees should be described and
bounded

Compatibility with requirements
associated with the proposed
management options should be carefully
presented For example. if the petitioner
proposes thet the wastes be incinerated,
.2 waste form should be shown to be
wvompatible with the temperatures, Nlow
rates. feed rates, and other operating
parameters of ;{ptul incinerators that
may be used The petitioner should
identify the minimum requirements an
incineralor must meet 1o assure
adequate combustion. The form and
volume of the asl and other residue
from incineration should be described.
Similar consideration for disposal &t
sanitary landfills or hazardous waste
sites should be addressed For example.
wastes that include components or
properties that would qualify the waste
as @ "hazardous waste’ under EFA rules
in 40 CFR Parts 260 through 265 should
not be pro for disposal at a
municipal landfill.

The potential for recycle shouid be
presente ' .asible treatment, such as
shredding .ne would reduce the recycle
potential should be described Both the
reso ~ce value (e g. salvageable metals)
and . functional usefulness (e g
usable tools) should be addressed Both
short and long-term potentials for
recycle are of significant concern 1o the
Commission.

3 Totals A subsequent rulemaking
based upon an accepted petition 1s
generic. and the exemption will likely be
used nationwide. Therefore, to the
extent possible, the petitioner should
estimate the number of NRC and
Agreemen! State licensees that produce
the waste. the annual volumes and
mass, and the total annual quantities of
each radionuclide that would he
disposed of The estimates should
include the current situation and the
likely variability over the reasonably
foreseeable future If the petition s for a
proposed rule that will be limited to less
than national scope (e g . @ state or
compact region), the totals should be
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estimated for the petihoned scope A
concentration distribution would be o
helpful tool in characterizing the waste
stream For example, tho’u Jlioner
could indicate that 10% of the we stes
fall in the range of 1-10 picoc 'ries per
gram, 60% fa.! in the 10-100 renge. and
30% in e 100-1 000 range Such
distribution would permit more realistic
assessment of impacts in addition to
conservative bounding estimates using
maximum values. In any case. the
typical quantites produced ror
generator and an estimate of the
geogrephic distribution of the generators
should be described.

4 Bosis. The basis for the waste
stream characterization should be
provided The basis for characterization
of the wastes and the (o1&l quantities

roduced should be describad.

onitoring. analytics! dats. end
calculations should be specified. Actual
measurements or values that can be
related to measurements 1o confirm
ce'wulations are important. The
description of the bases should include

uality assurance aspects. For example,
the petitioner should describe the
number of samples measured, the
representativeness of the samples, and
the appropriateness of the instruments
used. The statistical confidence in the
estimates should be evaluated. If the
rcmuonor conducted any surveys of
icensees or relied on surveys by others
to nelp quantify the amount and content
of wastes. they should be described
Market information might be useful in
characterizing waste generation on a
national basis. Designetion as & “trace
concentration” should be related to
specified detection limits, but detection
limits themselves are not sufficient
reason to dismiss trace concentrations
when methods exist to infer
congcentrations.

For estimates of tse radionuclide
content of the waste stream. the

tiuoner may take advantage of

icensee experience in clessifying
wastes for digposal 8t low-level waste
sites. For example. the transuranic
radionuclide content of the waetes
would likely be below detection limits,
but licensees have already establishe
scaling factors for estimating the
transuranic content of wastes as part of
complying with 10 CFR Part 61 wasle
classification requirements. Waste
generators use generic scaling factors
and factors established for their snecific
wastes thiough sophisticated analyses
The scaling factors are used to infer the
presence and concentrations of many
radionuclides based on measurement of
only & few nuclides. The classification
scheme in 10 CFR Pet 81 has been in
effect since December 1983
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Considerable data and experience
should be available to allow
characterizing e radiological content
and composition of the waste stream
being addressed in the petition: The
same principles outlined in 10 CFR
61.55(a)(8) may be applied 1 e velues
based on d rect measurements. indirect
methods related 1o measurements. or
material acco ntability

8. As low as 1s reasonably achievable
(ALARA) The Commission's ALARA
requirement in 10 CFR 20 1(c) applies to
efforts by licensees to maintain
radiation exposures and releases of
radiovactive materials .n effiuents to
unrestricted areas as low is reasonably
achievable 10 CFR Part 50. Appendix |,
describes ALARA for redicactive
materials in light water reactor effluents
Licensee compliance with 10 CFR 20.1(¢)
is & precondition 1o acceptance by NRC
of any waste stream as exempt.
Therefore. & description should be
provided of reasoneble procedures that
waste generators would be expected to
use 1o minimize redistion exposures
resulting from the disposal of the
exempt waste, e.g. removal . [ surface
contaminstion. These procedures are
assumed ‘0 apply prior to characterizing
the waste to be exempted

C Waste Management Options

The management options that the
Commission can deal with expeditiously
are those described in N /CR-3588,
Onsite options include incineration and
burial. Offsite options are municipal
waste disposel facilities (sanitary
landfills) municipal waste incinerators,
hazardous disposal facilities and
hezardous waste incinerators.
Pretreatment, e.g., shredding of
otherwise potentially recyclable
materials. s a potential adjunct to either
onsite or offsite options. Combinations
of these options can also be evelusted
For example. wastes ingy be inclierated
on site and the ash shipped to & sanitary
iandfill. The favored disposal options
rhould be identified and fully described.
The pet oner should evaluate & full
‘ange of options. The practicality of the
proposed option(s) should be presented.
Waste compatibility discussed earlier is
one aspect. The nationa! availabiliy
and distribution of the option is another.
Updates on national regulations and
laws pertaining to the pr jposed op‘ion
should be uescribed and in.ght have to
be considered in sslecting scceptable
options.

D Anolyses

To support and justify the submittal,
each petitioner should include analyses
of the radiological impacts associated
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with handling. transport. an? disposal of
the specilic wastes. Any incrementa!
nonradiological impacts should he
assessed Also the petitioner should use
the anslyses ‘e prepare and submit g
detailed regulatory analysis with the
petition

1. Rodioiogice! impacts. The
evaluation of rediological impacts
should distinguish between expecied
and potential exporures and events.
Impacts should be assessed for the
expected concentrations and quantities
of radionuclides. The petitioner shoy'd

uantitatively evaluate the impacts from
the propored waste for each option
requested. The petitioner should clearly
relate the analytical findings 1o specific
provisions in the recommended rule
changes. For example. the basis for each
recommended radionuclide limit should
bi clearly explained.

+ e radiological impacts included ‘n
NUREG/CR-3585 and in NRC's
computer program (IMPACTS-BRC)
cover exposures 1o workers and
i=dividual members of the public and
cumulative porulnion exposures. The
program culculates both externa! direct
gamma exposures and exposures from
ingested or inhaled radionuclides  RC's
compuler program can be used to
calculate the expected radiological
impacis from generator activities,
transportation, treatraent. disposal
operations. and post-disposal inputs
The program can analvze a wide range
of management options including
ansite treatment and disposal by the
generator. shipment 10 meicipal waste
managemen' Jaciities. and shipment to
hazardous waste managemant facilities
The program covers impects beginning
with initial handiing and treatment by
the generator through fine| disposal of
all the radionuclides contained in the
waste stream. Sequential treatment,
sorting. and incineraticn onsite and at
municipal and hazardous 1acilities cen
be assessed. Disposal of resulting ash
and residue is included. Post-disposal
impacts that can be calculated include
reieasres due to intrusion, ground water
migration, erosion, and leachat.
accumulation. The program thus
acdresses both expected and potential
post-disposal im=acts.

The petitione: analysis of transport
impacte should be based on a
reasonably exvected spacial distribution
of licensees and waceie trestment and
disposal faciiities which will accep! the
wastes. The petitioner should address
parameters such &) average and
exireme transport distances. The
petitioner s analysis shou!d address the
basis for parameter selection and
characterize the expected patterns (eg.
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indicate how likely the extreme case
may be) In addition, the petitioner's
anulysis should also address potential
expusures from handliing and transport
accidents. The petitionet s analysis of
accidents should include all
assumptions, data. and results to
facilitate review The potential far
shipment of the entire waste stream 1o
one or a few facilities should be
assessed This scenario currentlv exists
for 10 CFR 20.306 exempted liquid
scintillation wastes and might result
from very limied numbers of treatment
facilities or decontamination services
The analysis of impacts for transport,
handling and disposal should inclde
evaluation of this potential circumstance
unless it can be clearly ruled out.

As s %uud in Paragraph 89 on page
20 of ICRP Publication 46 *.

Exception from regulation and
requirements on these bases should not be
used 10 make .t possible 1o dispose of large
Guantities of radiosctive material in diluted
form. or in divided portions. causing
widespread pollution which wouid eventually
build up high dose levels by the sddition of
many small doses 1o ir.dividuals. Nor should
they be used 10 exempt activities that, by
teoletion or treatment. have been made
temporarily harmless bu' that imply lerge
potential for release end could give rise 1o
high individual doses or high collective doses

The analysis of expected radiological
impacts should clearly address:

=The maximum ind:vidual exposures

=The critical group expusures

~The cumulstive population
exposures

he maximum individual exposure

eviluation shouid include exposures to
all members of the public who may be
exposed beginning with the initiai
handling at the generator's faciuty
through post-closure. Doth internal
uptake and external exposures should
be included. The individual may be &
memoer of the general populat on (e g..
consun.er of contaminated grourd
water) or a person receiving the
exposure from his or her accupation
Anyone who may be exposed  nd is not
& . “ation worker should be considered
& member of the public. For example. a
worker at & sanitary landfill or a
commercial trash truck driver would not
be & radiation worker. However,
occupational exposures to radiation
worsers should be evaluated and
considered in the cost/benefit analysis
of the incremental unpacts between
disposal at » licensed fa ility and the
requested disposal options

The total population exposures can be
estimated and summed 1. two parts
One part is the smaller criiical group
(usually the occupationslly exposed
populaticn) where potential exposures
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may be higher on an individual basis byt
the exposures and the number of
exposed individuals are more
predictable and the exposares are short.
term The critical group should be the
segment of the population most highty
exposed exclusive of radiation workers
The other part s the general population
wheiz the expected exposures and size
ot the exposed population are less
predictable, potential individual
ex;osyres are probably much smaller,
and exposures may extend over longer
timeframes ! resentation of the
popuiation exposures in these two parts
should contribute to & more meaningful
cost/benefit analysis.

2 Other impacts. ‘The NRC action to
exempt the radiological content of the
wastes would not relieve persons
handling. processing. or d.sposing of the
wastes from requirements applicable to
the nonradiological propertigs. The
petition should demonsirate that the
nonrsdiological properties of the
racioactive wasle are the same as the
nonrediosctive materials normally
handled and disposed of by the
proposed meth-ds. If the
nonradiological properties are similar
and the volumes of exempted waste
would not impact the n rmal operations.
there should be no incremental impacts
I the petitioner is aware of other
impucis which should be considered for
the specific wastes in the petition, the
petitioner should also address the
additional impacts.

3. Regulatory analysis. In order to
e«pedite subsequent rulemaking if the
petition is granted, the analysis should
also address the topics NRC must
address in @ Regulatory Analysis (e g.
sce NUREG/BR-0058, Revision 1,
“Reguletory Analysis Guidelines of the
U'S Nuclear Regulatory Commission").!
irollowing the Regulatory Analysis
format will structure the analytical
findings. present the bases for decisions.
and address the environmental
assessment requirements. The topics
are

(1) A statement of the problem. This
topic is the need for determining which
wastes may be safely disposed of by
means other than shipment to licensed
low-leve! waste sites

(2) Alternatives. All reasonable
alternatives to the proposed action
ghould be described. The no action or
status quo alternative should always be
included

(3) Consequences. This wopic calls for
an analysis of the impacts of each
allernative described. The factors the
petitioner should adcress include costs
and benefits and practical or legal
constraints. Cost/benefit considerations




and constraints are discussed more fully
after this listing of topice

(4) Decision rotioncle. This \opit is 8
conclusions statement that explains why
the preferred alternativels) should be
asdoptled

i5) Implementotion This topi~ covers
the steps and schedules ‘ot actual
implementation of the proposed rule
The petitioner should address the topic
from the waste generalor's perspective
and include surveys discussed under
Topic LA S Recordheeping and
Reporti

A cost/benefit discussion is @n
essential part of both environmenial and
regulatory inpact considerations and is.
therefore. essential 1o expedited
handling. The discussion should focus
on expected exposures and realistic
concentrations or quantities of
radionuclides The cost/benefit
discussion should include the
differentiel exposure and economic
costs betwezn disposal at & licensed
low-level waste dispossl site and the
proposed option(s). It may also include
qualitetive benefits. Redv.ad harards
from not storing hazardous of
combustible materials might be a
benefit. Elimination or reduction of the
hazardous properties (€. by
incineration) could be another.
Detrimental costs might also be
qualitative such o8 loss of space in
municipal or hazardous waste sites. The
economic impact on the licensed site
operations (i.e.. loss of income from
diverted wastes) and its potential effect
on the availability of economic and sa'e
disposal should be addressed Costs of
surveys and venlying compliance
discussed under Topic ILE.
Recordkeeping and Reporting should
also be covered. The cost/benelt should
also reflect ALARA considerations
Radiation worker exposure. public
exposvre. and environmental releases
might be appropriate in ALARA
considerations. In weighing the
exﬁmun costs and economic costs for
light- water-cocled nuclear reacior
wastes, the petitioner could use. for
perspective. the $1.000 per person-rem
videline in 10 CFR Part 50. Appendix 1.
ot effluent releases from these facilitier

The petitioner should identify any
legal ot regulatory constraints that might
impact implementation of the petitionea
chunge The compatibility ¢! the waste
with the preposed method of disposal
was discussed u der Topic 1182 Other
constraints might stem from Department
of Transportetion {(DOT) labeling.
placarding and manifesting
requiremenia for radioactive materials
Since the receiving facility will not be
licensed to receive radioactive
materials this could be an impediment
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10 implementation For most radioactive
meteriale the general DOT threshold
limits of 0002 microcuries per gram
apply However, the DOT issued & finel
rule on June 6. 1988 (50 FR 23611) thet
amended 49 CFR Part 173 10 exemp! low
specific achvity wastes as described in
NRC's rules in 10 CFR 20 308 (Note (hat
DOT emphasized tha! the wastes remain
subject 10 the provisions related o other
Wazards see 49 CFR 173.425(d))

E. Recordkeeping and Reporting

1 Surveys Existing regulations in §10
CFR 20 201 establish genersl NRC
requirements for performing surveys &9
necessary 1o comply with Part 20.
Licensees would have to conduct
surveys of the waste prop.riies prior 1o
release for exempt dn::oul 10 verify
that the waste meets the prescribed
limits. 3uch survey programs might
consist of (1) fairly comprehensive
initial sampling and analysis to confirm
thet the licensee's wastes will fall below
the lhinits. (2) periodic analysis as part of
@ process or quality control program (o
confirm the initial ;mdm;l end (3} @
routine survey program prior 1o release
of wastes to monitor lot gross
irregularities. To show that licensees
can be expected to conduct compliance
surveys prior 10 waste transler. the
petitioner should describe & sample
survey program. The three components
jusc discussed should be included. il
sppropriate. for the waste stream.
Records of the surveys would be
maintained for inspection

2 Reports. The petitioner should
essume that annual reports on disposals
will be required and that associsted
recordk eping tc generate the reports
will be imposed. Minimum information
in the annus! reports initially might
include the type of waste. its volume. its
estimated curie content, and the place
and manner of disposal. Increased
recordkeeping and reporting
requiremer.ts would address
uncertaintie in projecting future
volumes or emounts of wastes and
NRC's responsibility 1o consider the
~umulative impuc's of multiple
exemptions. When these require ments
are proposed. Office of Management
ani Buage! (OMB) approval is required
To facilitate NRC filing for OMB
approval. he petitioner should include
any duplicating ot ovor\nw:? reporting
requirements. the number and type of
expected respondents, suggestions for
minimizing the burden, estimstes of the
staff hours and costs o prepare the
reports and keep the records. end & briel
descrijtion of the basis for the
estimates. The petitioner should also
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sddress whether changes in tezhnicsl
specifications o licerses may be
needed

¥ Proposed Rule

The petition should include the text
for the proposed rule (see 10 CFR
2 802(c)(1)) The proposed text should
cover at ieast the foliowing

(1) The quantity and/or concentratior
limit fer each radionuclide present
(trece radionuclides could be lumped
together with a total limit}

(<) A method to deal with
radionuclide mixtures.

(3) The nonradisiogice! specifications
necessary 10 adequately define the
waste: and

(4) The specific method(s] of exemp!
disposal

If practicable. and il the supporting
information indicates the nesd. the text
should also address other Teatures such
as annual limits on each generator in
terms of volume, mass. of total
redioactivity, and sdministrative nr
procedural requirements including
process controls. surveys. elc. that have
beeu discussed The text should not
include the various dose limits used to
justify the proposed redionuclide limits

111. Decision Criteria

The Commission policy statement
establishes that the following criteria
should be used by staff as guideliner for
acting on & petition. Each criterion is
repented and staff views on
inplementation are discussed.

1 Disposal and treatmer.! of the
wastes as specified in the petition will
result in no significant impact on the
quality of the human cavironment.

Discussion: Unless this finding can be
made during information submitted by
the petitioner, the Commission must
prepare an Environmental Impact
Siatement 1o more fully exainine the
proposed action allernatives 1o the
proposed action, and associated
potential impacts of alternatives.
Preparston would likely involve
contrastual support and would likely
take 2 years or more 10 complete The
Commission could not act in the petition
in un expedited manner

2. The maximum expected effective
dose equivalent to &n individual
membet of the public dues not  ceec &
few millirem per year for normal
operation: and anticipated events.

Discussion The effective dose
e~uivalent means the ICRP Publication
26 end 30 * sum of the dose from
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external exposute and the dose incurred
from that year's intake of radionuc lides
While & range of 1-10 millirem per year
might be acceptable. a one miliirem dese
would facilitate expedited procossing
Higher doses may require more
exiensive justification Based on a
mortality nisk coefficient for induced
cancer and hereditary effects of 2230 ¢
per rem (ICRP Publication 26). radiation
exposure a! a level of millirem per year
would result in an annual mortality rish
of 2x10° " fie. 2x *effects/remx * rem/
yeer)

The EPA is developing criteria for
identifying low-level radioactive waste
that may be below regulstory concern
#s part of that agency's development of

neral environmental standards for
ow level waste disposal. The EPA

ublished an Advance Notice of

osed Rulemaking on August 31. 1083
(48 FR 39562) and currently hopes 1o
publish proposed standards in early
1987 Other EPA standards that the
duses can be compared 1o are the Clean
Air Act radioactive release standard of
25 millirems per yes. in 40 CFR Part 61
and the uranium fuel cyc'c annual whole
body limit of 25 millirer s in 40 CFR 180,

One millirem is very small when
compared to naturally occurring
background doses from cosmic and
terrestrial sources Background doses in
the United States are typically in the
100-120 millirems per vest (ange
exclusive of the lung doses from radon
One millirem is «lso small when
compared to the annuai 500 millirem
dose limit for individual members of the
ancul public in Federal Radiation

uncil guidance.

An important feature is the! aoses of
up to 1 millirem from the individual
petition should minimize concerns over
exposure 1o multiple exempted waste
streams ICRP Publication 46 sddressea
individual dose limits and other issues
related to exemptions and stated. in
paragraphs 83 and 84 on page 19

Many redistion exposures routinely
encountered in radiation protection,
particularly those recei.ed by members of the
public. are very small by comparison with
dose limits or natural background. and are
well below dose levels ot which the
«ppearance of deleterious health effects has
been demonstrated In individual-related
assessments, it 18 widely recognized that
there are radiation doses that are so small
that they involve risks that would be
regarded as negligable by the exposed
individuals Studiee of comparative risks
experienced by the population in various
activities appear to indicate that an annual
probabulity of death of the order of 10°¢ per
year or less is not taken into account by
individuals in their decisions as 10 actions
that could influence their risks. Using
rounded dose response “.cors for induced
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health effects. this level of risk corresponds
‘0 an annual dose of the order of 0.1 mSv (10
millirem)

Howeset in most prectical cases the need
for exemption rules arises in eource related
assessment. 1o decide whether a source or
waste siream should be sebject 1o control
Consideration should be given to the need for
any optimization of radiation protection and
10 the possibility tha! meny practices and
sources of the same kind could combine now
orin the future so that their total effect may
be significant. even though each source
Causes an annual individual dose equivaler.
below 01 mSv [10 millirem) 10 individuals in
the critical group. This may involve
astessments of dose commitments and of the
collective dose per unit practice or source. in
orcer 1o ensure that the individue! dose
requirement will not be exceeded now ot in
the future 1t seems slmost certain that the
total annual dose to & single individua! from
exempted sources will be less than ten times
the contribution from the exempted source
#ving the highest individual dose This
sspect could. therefore, be allowed for by
reducing the annuel individus! dose
exemption criterion from 0.1 10 0.01 m$v (10
101 millirem)

The NRC staff recognizes that at times
human reactions are not o strictl)
governed by quantative considerations
as the ICRP excerp! suggests
Nevertheless. the 10°¢ per year valie
seems about as low as practicable.
seems 100 low to justify significant
concern. and so seems acceptable.

The United Kingdom s National
Radiclogical Protection Board has
issued generic guidance on de minim's
dose levels (ASP-7. January 1985) ¢ that
has status similur to Federal Radiation
Guidance issued by the President iy 1.5
country The Board identified effective
dose equivalents of § millirem per year
&s insignificant when members of the
public make their decisions The §
millirem limit represents the total dose
contribution from all exempted

rectices. For individual practices. the

ard divided by 10 (i.e., 0.5 millirem

per year) to account for exposures from
multiple practices. These limity are
epplied generically Less conservatism
under the well defined zircums.ances
associated with specific waste streams
and disposal options envisaged in this
NRC statement seems justified. In a
proposed policy statement dated May 6.
1085 the Canadian Atomic Erargy
Control Board specifically addressed
disposal of specific wastes that are of no
regulatory concern. An individual does
limit of § millirems per year was
proposd for this limited application

A maximum individual exposure of 1
millirem per year is also consistent with
Appendix | to 10 CFR Part 50. Appendix
| specifies design objective doses for
operational light-water-cooled nuclear
power reactor effluents. These design
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objectives include annual total body
doses of 3 millirems for liquid effluents
and & millirems for gaseous effluents If
onsile incineration al reactors is
petitioned for as a specified disposal
option. the petitioner should address
how the proposed activity. combined
with all other effluents from the sites
would not exceed the design objective
doses in Appendix | 1o 10 CFR Part 50

3 The collective doses to the critical
population and general population are
small.

Discussion An additional advantage
when individual doses are no more than
1 millirem per yeat 1s that the collective
doses are then summations over very
small exposures. The collective dose
evaluation is primarily for information
purposes, cost/benelii considerations,
and to confirm the finding of no
significant impact on the quality of the
human environment. This determination
will be made based on infprmatior,
available dur.ng the review of vach
petition in concert with criterion §. Staff
notes that the United Kinfdom policy on
individual dose limits includes an
associated collective dose criterion.
(The collective dose criterion must be
met in addition to the individuai limits)
In ICRP Publication 6. & similar
criterion is stated.

4 The potential radiological
consequences of accidents or equipment
malfunction involving the wastes and
intrusion into disposal sites after loss of
normal institutional controls are not
significant

Discussion: Potential doses from
accidents or intrusion should be well
within public exposure limits and take
into account the probability or
possibility of such events In a statement
dated April 26, 1086.* the International
Commission on Radiological Protection
(ICRP) stated that the ICRP's present
view 18 that the principal dose limit for
members of the public is 100 millirems in
a year. The ICRP further stated that the
500 millirem limit from ICRF Publication
26 could be used as a subsidiary limit
provided the lifetime average does not
exceed the principal limit
Consequently, potential exposures from
accidents or unexpected events would
be niore easily justified if they are well
below 100 millirem per year principal
limit

5 The excmption will result in 8
significant reduction in societal costs

Discussion: When the economic and
exposure costs associated with the
exemplion are compared to disposal at &
licensed low-level waste site there
should be a significant reduction in
cos!'s
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6 The waste is compatible with the
proposed treatment and disposal
oplions

Discussion: This criterion relates to
tr « nunradiologica! properties of the
v.osies For example. disposal of
redioactive wasies that also quelify as a
nonradiolog.cal hazardous material
should be proposed lor disposal
methods in accord with EPA regulations
{e.g. incineration ot disposal at a
hezardous waste facility) Also. wastes
proposed for incineration should be
o wbustible and wastes proposed for
L& adfills should be appropnate foi
disposal in typical landrills anywhere in
the nation

7. The exemption is useful on a
nutional scale, i.e. itis likely 10 be used
by a category of licensees or at least a
s . ficant portion of ¢ calegory.

Zuseussion: Relvmaking is usually not
warranted for wastes involving & single
licensee, whether a continuing disposal
activity or @ one-time disposal. Such
proposals by individual licenseer are
normally groceued as licensing actions
u. der 10 CFR 20.302(a)

5. The radiological properties of the
weste stream have been cheracterized
on a national basis, the vaniability has
been projected, and the range of
venation will not invalidate supporting
enalysos

Discussion: One of the merits of
dealing vith specific waste streams is
that the actual properties of the waste
stream can be relied upon in estimating
Impacts rather than conservative
beundirg parameters. The specific
puihways that must be considered can
be limited to manageable numbers. The
expected fate can be credibly limited
based on the properties

§ The waste characterization is based
or data on real wastes

Jiscussion: Actual data on real waste
provide reasonable assurance tha! the
watte characterization is accurate

10 The disposed form of the waste
hos negligibie potential for vecycle

Discussion: Eliminating the
uncertainties associated with recycle is
necessary 10 expeditious handling
Snecitying specific wastes and specific
mothoas of dispossl narrows the
pe'hways and timeframes to
manazeable numbers

11 Licensees can establish effective,
licensable, and inspectable programs for
the waste prior to transfer 1o
demonstrate compliance

Discussion: Survey programs and
qt «liiy control programs will be needed
1o provide reasonable assurance that
actual wastes disposed of under an
exemption rule moet the specified
pirameters. Since disposal would be
exempted based on both established
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and projected waste characteristics.
reporting on the wastes actually
transferred for below regulatory concern
disposal will be important and should
be practical

12. The offsite treatment or disposal
medium (e g.. sanitary landfill) does not
need to be controlled or monitored for
radiation protection purposes

Discussion The evaluation of
expecied exposures should provide the
basis for meeting this critenion
However. this is an area where NRC
will have a continuing responsibility as
multiple petitions are processed
Reporting on actual disposals will help
NRC address this responsibility and
monitor the adequacy of the limits
included in the exempted disposals.

13. The methods and procedures used
to manage the wastes and to assese the
impacts are no different from those that
would be applied to the corresponding
uncontaminated materials

Discussion Since the receiving facility
will not be licensed for radioactive
materials, special handling or measures
should not be required at the processing
or disposal sites because of the
radiosctive content of the wastes. This
criterion also means that realistic
gssumptions about the disposal methods
have been made in estimating
exposures.

14. There are no regulatory or legal
obstacles to use of the proposed
treatment or disposal methods

Discussion To have practical use, the
disposal o?non must be available For
example. if all hazardous waste
facilities that accept offsite wastes are
closed or are not reasonably distributed.
the practicality of an exemption 10 aiiow
disposal at such sites is queetionable.
Since the receiving facility will not be
licensed for redioactive materials,
shipments to landfills or hazardous
waste facilities should not require
identification as radioactive materials

IV. Administrative Handling

Agency procedures for expeditious
handling of petitiors for rulemaking
were initially published in 1882 in
NUREG/BR-0033, “Regulations
Handbook."' The procedures are
contained in Part 11 of the Handbook
and were most recently revised in
September 1685 Because of resource
limitations and other factors, these
procedures have not been fully
implemented Petitions for rulemaking
submitted in accordence with the
Commission's policy statement and this
staff implementation plan will be
processed in full compliance with these
procedures These procedures coupled
with agency policy to complete all
rulemaking within 2 years will provide
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expeditious action on the petitions In
addition, the Handbook notes general
scheduling advice that proposed rules (o
grant petitions should be published in 6-
12 months after acceptance and
publication for comment. Proposed rules
will be forwarded to the Commission on
a 6-month schedule to the extent
permitted by resource limits, the nature
and extent of public comments, and
internal Control of Rulemakings
procedures Rulemakings involving
power reactors must be reviewed by the
Committee on Review of Genenc
Requirements priot to publication
Proposed rules involving reactors will
therefore be forwarded 10 the
Commission on & 7-month schedule to
the extent permitted by resources,
comments, and approval procedures In
both cases, every effort will be made to
publish proposed rules no later than 12
months after noticing for public
comment. d

Although the procedures in Part 11 of
NUREG/BR-0083 include fas! track
processing. the nature of the anticipated
petitions do not fully comply with the
decision criteria to follow this
alternative.

Some of the key features of the
handling procedures include the
following steps for complete and fully
supported petitions.

1. Petitioners mey confer on
procedural matters with the stalf before
filing @ petition for rulemaking Requests
1o confer on procedural matters should
be addmmf to: The Director, Division
of Rules and Records, Office of
Administration, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission, Washington, DC 20555,
Attention: Chiet. Rules and Procedures
Branch

2 Petitions should be sddressed to:
The Secretary, US. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission, Washington, DC 20855,
Attentica: Docketing and Service
Branch. In keeping with 10 CFR 2 802(f).
petitioners will be promptly informed if
the petition meets the threshold
requirements for a petition for
rulemaking in 10 CFR 2.802(c) and can
he processed in accordance with this
implementation plan. Ordinarily this
determination will be made within 30
days after receipt of the petition

3. Following this deten: ination. the
petition will be noticed in the Federal
Register for a public comment period of
at leas! 60 days.

4 The petitioner will be provided
copies of all comments received.
scheduling information, and penodic
stalus reports.

The procedures in NUREG/BR-0053
also include the process for denial and
withdrawal of petitions
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' Copies of NUREG/BR-0053. NUREG /BR-
0058 snd NUREG/CR-3568 may be purchused
M«,.i the US Government Printing Office

ca

by cailing (202) 275-2080 ot by writing to the
US Governmeni Printing Office. P O Box
17082, Washinglon. DC 200137082 Copies
may slso be d from the National
Technical Information Service. U §
Depertment of Commerce. 5185 Port Royal
Road. Springlield. VA 22161 Copies are
available lor inspection and/or copying lor &
fee in the NRC Public Document Roun,. 1717
H Street. NW. Washs DC 20858

VICRP Publication 48, “Radistion,
Protection Principles for (he Disposal of Solid
Rediosctive Waste. adopted July 1088

*ICR? Publication 26 "Recommendstions
of the Internstionsl Commission on
Redio | Protection  sdopted January 17,
Ww?? P Publicstion 30, “Limits for Intake
cz'l:dmu!nln by Workers. " adopied July
1

*Copies of the United Kingdum's document
are available for inspection ss enclosures to
SECY-85-147A (relating 1o 10 CFR Puct 20)
dated July 25, 1988 in the Commission's
Public Document Room, 1717 H Sireet NW.
Washinglon. DC 20855 The United Kingdom
documents are available for sale from
Majesty's Stationery Office. P.O. Box 568,
London SE1 ONH, United Kingdom. as Advice
dmm:ul":ﬂ-’ and » nznm:’mml o
:umton 10 Members of the Public.” NRPB-

178

¢ of the Canadian document are
svailable for inspection as an enclosure to
SECY-85-147A (relating 10 10 CFR Part 20)
dated July 25 1965 in the Commission's
Public Document Room. 1717 H Street NW.
Washington, DC 20855 The Canadian
document was issued s Consultative
Document C-85, “The Basis for Exempting the
Disposal of Certain Radioactive Meterials
from Licensing” by the Atomic Energy
Control P.O. Box 1046, Ottawa.
Ontario. Canada. KIP 580

SICRP/85/G~03. “Statement from the 1988
Paris Meeting of the Internations!
Commission on Radiclogical Protect.” 1085
04-26

{FR Doc. 86-10550 Filed 6-20-80. 545 am)
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That inrormation submitted i & rule
making proceeding which subseguently
forms the basis for the final rule will not
e withheld from public disclosure by the
Com avon and will not be returned to
%, apph. “nt after denial of any applice-
Sl 10 e N SUDMItLES 10 COnnec-
tion wit ) that information. If & request
for with' olding pursuant to paragraph (b)
of this section is granted, the Commission
will notify the applicant of its determina-
tion to withhold the information from
[ _Puvac disclosure.
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F (d) The following informatios shall be
deemed 1o be eommercial or financial
information within the mesniog of
§ 817(0)(4) of this chapie. and shal) be
subiject to disclosure only in vecordence
with the provisions of § ¥19 of this
chupiwt

(1) Correspondentce end reporis 1o o
from the NRC which contein informetion
or records concerning & hoensee s or
applicant s physical protection or
meierial contro) and sccounting progrem
for special nuciear material not
otherwise designated os Selegunrds
Information or classified as Netiona)
Security Information or Restricied Deta.

(2) Information submitted in
confidence to the Commission by &
foeign source.

LER B

CFR &2

(¢) The presiding officer, if any, or

the Commission may, with reference to

€ the NRC records and documents made

& Ovailable pursuant to this section, ssue

= orders consistent with the provisions of
Lthu section and § 2.740(¢)

{l 2.800 Scope of rule making.

= This subpart governs the issuance,

& amendment and repeal of regulations in

B which participation by interssted persons
s prescribed under section 553 of title §
of the United States Code.

Subpart H-Rule Making

r’ 2.801 Initistion of rule making.

Rule making may be initiated by the
Commission at its own instance, on the
recommendation of another agency of
the United States, or on the petition of &
any other interested person.

4% F oy

§ 2.802 Petition for rule making.

(a) Any interested person may peti
tion the Commission to issue, amend or
rescind any regulation. The petition
should be addressed to the Secretary,
U.8. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washington, D.C. 205855 Attention
Chiei, Docketing and Service Branch

e FR 1370y

b) A prospective petitioner is
encouraged (o confer with the staff prior
10 the filing of & petition for rulemaking
Questions regurding applicable NRC
reguletions sought to be amended. the
procedures for filing & petition for
tulemaking. or requests for @ meeting
with the appropriate NRC staff 1o
discuss & petition should be addressed
10 the Director. Diviaion of Rules and
Records. Office of Administration and
Resources Management. US Nuclear
Regulatory Commission Washingion.
DC 20855, Attention Chiel. Rules and
Procedures Branch A prospective
Khhomr may aleo telephone the

v'sion ¢! Rules and Records on 901~

__002-7(' or Toll Free on 800-366-5642

r (¢c) Each petition filed under this is¢-

tion shall

(1) Set forth a general solution 10 the
problem or the substance or text of any
proposed regulation or amendment, or
specify tne regulation which s to be
revoked or amended

(2) State clearly and concisely the
petitioner’'s grounds for and interest in
the action requested

(3) Include a statement in support of
the petition which shall set forth the
specific issues involved, the petitioner's
views or arguments with respect to those
issues, relevant technical, scientific or
other dats involved which s reasonably
available 10 the petitioner, and such other
pertinent information as the petitioner
deems necessary to support the action
sought. In support of its petition, pety
tioner should note any specific cases of
which petitioner is aware where the ¢ -
rent rule s unrduly burdensome, defi
cient, or needs to be strengthened.

(d) The petitioner may request the
Commussion to suspend all or any part of
any licensing proceeding to which the
petitioner is a party penling disposition
of the petition for rule makiag,

r‘.g)mmdoumhumlhmtu

by 3 e ergraiages g
parsgraph (¢ section
complete. the Director, Division of Rules
and Records, or designee. will assign o
docket number to the petition. will cause
the petition 10 be formally dockeied. and
will deposit 8 copy of the docketed
mnm in the Commission's Public
ument Room. Public commen: may
be requested by publication of a notice
of the docketing of the petition in the
Foderal R . of, in appropriate
cases. may be invited for the firs! time
publication in the Federal Register

* of a proposed rule developed in

to the petition. Publication will
be limited by the requirements of

243

PART 2 @ RULES OF PRACTICE FOR DOMESTIC LICENSING PROCEEDINGS - " "'

section 191 of the Atomic Energy Act of
1954 a8 amended and mey be |
Commission.

by order of the

(1) I it s determuned by the Execy
tive Director for Operations that the
petition does not include the information
required by paragraph (¢) of this section
and is incomplete, the petitioner will he
notified of that determination and the
respects in which the petition is deficient
and will be sccorded an opportunity to
submit additional data Ordinarily thes
determination will be made within 30
days from the date of receipt of the
petition by the Office of the Secretary of
the Commussinn, If the petitioner does
not submit additional dats 10 correct the
deficiency within 90 days from the date
of notification to the petitioner that the
petition s incomplete, the petition may
be returned to the petitioner without
prejudice to the right of the petitioner to
_ﬂk 8 new petition,

—A FRE1320

F (&) The Director. Division of Rules and
Records, Office of Administration and
Resourcer Management. will prepare un
@ guarterly basis & summary of petitions
g for rulemaking before the Commission.
including the status of each petition A
cogy of the report will be available for
@R public inspection aud co ying for a fee
Lm the Commission s Pubru: Document

[l)ocom,ZIZOL Street. NW. Washington

§ 2803 Determination of petition.

No hearing will be held on the petition
unless the Commission deems it advisable
If the Commission determines that suff

& clent reason exists, it will publish a notice

“of proposed rule making. In any other

*case, it will deny the petition and will
notify the petitioner with a simple state-
ment of the grounds of denial

L§ 2.804 Notice of proposed rule making.

(@) Except #s provided by paragraph
| () of this section. when the Commission
| proposes to adopt. amend ot repeal a
£ regulation ot wi'l cense 1n be published
« i the Tedera) Register a notice of
proposed rulemaking unless all persons
subiect 1o the notice are named and
A 1 'her are persenslly served or
| otherwise have ac'val notice in
Wt ‘»Pdvlnu‘ voih law

3

.~
r (b) The notice will include
(1) Either the terms or substance of
5 the proposed rule, or a specification of
x the subjects and issues involved
~ (2) The manner and time within
| which interested members of the public
' may comment, ard a stitement that
copies of comments may be examined ‘n
the Public Document Room

November 30, 1888



