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LLRWPA) and its amendments, Simileriy, the Commission has already implemented
a realistic regulatory framework for LLW that is consistent with applicable law
and the NRC's mission of protecting the public health and safety, The
Commissicn believes its policy on LLW storage reflects the intent of Congress
in the LLRWPA, as amended, which encourages States to take appropriate actions
te ensure that disposal capacity i available by January 1, 1996, This
position, along with the technical and policy basis for 1t, was cet forth in my
previous letter to you of July 20, 1990,

Nevertheless, we recognize that there are issues in conrnection with LLW
storage that remain to be resolved. In that regard, the Commission is
currently examining the storage issue in the context of the LLW title

transfer and possession provisions of the Low-Level Radioactive Faste Policy
Amendments Act of 1985, The NRC staff has already provided recommerdations to
the Commission on how best to discharge the NRC's resporsibilities in these
areas (see Enclosure 1). The Commission has also solicited public comments

on the staff's recommendations and a seriec of specific questions through a
notice of availability in the Federa] Register (see Enclosure 2).

¥e appreciate the comments you have provided to date on LLW storage and would
welcome any additional views you may care to offer in response to the Federa)
Register notice, | want to assure you that the Commission will consider your
comments in evaluating the title transfer and possession provisions and the
topic of long-term storage of LLW in general.

Sincerely,

%wm.@aw

Kenneth M, Carr

Enclosures:
1. SECY-90-318
2. Federal Register notice

cc: Eugene J. Gleason
New York State Liaison Officer
New York State Energy Office
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LOW-LEVEL RADIOACTIVE WASTE POLICY AMENDMENTS ACT TITLE
TRANSFER ANC POSSESSION PROVISIONS

This paper responds to the Commission Staff Requirements
Memorandum (M900117) to provide the Commission with
information on the issues concerning the waste title
transfer and possession provisions set forth in the
Low-Leve] Radioactive waste Policy Amendments Act (LLRWPAA)
of 1985 and provide options for Commission action,

This paper covers policy 1ssues requiring Commission
consideration and approval,

The staff has evaluated issues raised by the waste title
transfer and possession provisions of the LLRWPAA, Major
1ssues raised relate to States taking possession of
Tow-level waste (LLW) after 1993 or 1996, and licensing of
such possession (storage) by the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (NRC) and Agreement States. Before a State can
take possession of the waste, a specific license from either
NRC or an Agreement State will be required. Existing
regulations in 10 CFR Parts 30, 40, 50, and 70 and
comparable regulations in Agreement States are adequate for
1icensing short-term interim storage. Guidance on storage
in Generic Letters 81-38 and 85-14 and Information Notices
89-13 and 90-09 has been transmitted to WRC licensees and
Agreement States and 1s also adequate for lTicensing of
short-term interim storage., This guidance includes
consideration of keeping storage to limited periods of time
(1.e., five years or less) and places emphasis on shipment of
LLW for final disposal. After analyzing the issues for
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B and the advantages and disadvantages of

ur approaches, staff recommencs that, as a first step, a
etter be sent t overnors that reviews the 1993 and 199%¢
rovisions the RWPAR and transmits existing NRC quidance

torage of LLb tatt would authorize storage only for a

$1ng e yeé-year peri sing existing guidance, whether at

generator's facility or state facility. Authorizatior
for storage for additional periods would require an evaluatio
0T the c:(..a:v O ex1sting guidance and an assessment of
possible generic impacts, Staff will also continue to monitor
the States' progress in est shing new disposal capacity

sues as they arise, including
r

ce or rulemakings as they are

on January 17, 198C, the staff briefed the Commission on the

tatus ot the Governors' certifications submitted to NRC as
required by the 1950 milestone of the LLRWPAA. As a result
r b |

of discussions during this briefing, the Commission issued a
statt requirements memorandum dated February 14, 1990, which
requested the staff: 1) to evaluate the issues raised by
the waste title transfer provisions of the LLRWPAA; (2) to
éva uate the advantages and disadventages of various
conceptual approaches available to NRC for fulfilling any
responsibilities it may have in implementing these provisions
0t the LLRWPAA; and (3) to develop a schedule for proceeding
with the development of necessary regulations or regulatory
guidance so that the framework for implementing these
provisions would be in place by January 1, 19683,
section 5(d)(2)(C) of the LLRWPAA sets forth the 1993
199¢ deadlines which contain the requirements for tit)
ransfer to, and possession of, LLW by States. This section
f the LLRWPAA provides that {f a State or compact cannot
provide for the disposal of its LLN after January 1, 1993,
ny generator in that State (compact) may request that the
State in which the generator is located take title to and
possession of the waste generzted or assume liability for
the failure to do so., This 1993 deadline, in comparison to
the 1996 deadline, allows the State to elect not to take
legal responsibility, In this case, however, the LLRWPAA
imposes & financial penalty on the States, in that surcharge
rebates will go to generators, not to the States., Nearly all
the Governors' Certifications submitted to meet the 1990
milestone indicated the State planned on interim storage by
waste generatiors during the 1993 through 1996 period.
However, after the final deadline of January 1, 1996, the

A
Co+ne v
~.L\QE‘ (o
3

per notice by the generator or owner, shall

and
e

o

¢
YA
pro

»
take title to and be obligated to take possession. The
State 1s liable

fer all damages directly or indirect)y




The Commissioners

Discussion:

LS

fncurred by the generator or owner if it fails to take
possession as soon after January 1, 1996, as the generator
or owner notifies the State that the waste is available for
shipment, With title and possession, the State is
responsible for safely managing the radicactive waste it
possesses,

The failure of some States to meet milestones of the LLRWPAA
\€.g., Vermont), the lack of progress of other States to

s1te 8 new LLW disposal facility (e.g., Michigan) and the
plans of most non-sited States to store LLW after 1992 unti)
new sites are established, will lead to significant increases
in NEC and Agreement State licensee reliance on storage of
LLW. Such storage is being considered not only at individual
licensee facilities but also at new central facilities

(e.g., New York), Some licensees having excess storage

space may also be asked by States or other licensees not
having sufficient storage space tn store waste for multiple
licensees. The expected duration of such storage in some
States will approach the five year time frame set out in
existing NRC guidance and 1s 1ikely to exceed the 1996
deadline established in the LLRWPAA for the establishment

of new disposal capacity.

In response to the first SRM request, the staff considered
a range of far-reaching issues possibly resulting from the
title transfer provisions of the LLRWPAA. Many issues,
however, clearly are tied to the nationa! program
established by the LLRWPAA and lead to other issues tied to
alternatives not envisioned by the LLRWPAA, such as
long-term cr indefinite-term storage, Wwhile staff
recognizes that some States or Compacts may not have new
disposal facilities operational by 1993 or 1996, staff also
concludes that it is not appropriate at this time to
speculate that such facilities will not be established.
Thus, 1n response to the first SRM request, the staff
evaluated the following three issues raised by the title
and transfer provisions of the LLRWPAA:

1. Adequacy of the existing regulatory framework to enable
States to take title and possession of low=-level
waste,

2. The staff issuance of licenses for storage after 1996
and the question of whether such actions will remove
incentive for States to achieve the permanent disposal
objectives of the LLRWPAA,

3., The length of time for such storage approval,



The Commissioners

The first issue is whether the existing regulatory framework
is adequate, Office of the General Counse] staff analyzed
Section § of the LLRWPAA 1in order to determine NRC's
responsibilities associated with the 1993 and 1996 dead)ines
(see Enclosure 1), Since 10 CFR Parts 30, 40 and 70 each
contain a general license authorizing any person, including

a State, to be an owner of (“take title to") radicactive
materials, the legal formality of States taking title to LLW
for storage will focus on the laws of the various States
pertaining to transfer of ownership of personal property,
Consequently, there appear to be no significant legal
regulatory issues germane to NRC for the transfer of title
for LLW to States, Possession of LLW, however, will require
a specific license from either NRC or an Agreement State
before a State can take possession of the waste, Existing
regulaticons in 10 CFR Parts 30, 40, 50, and 70 and guidance
on storage in Generic Letters 81-38 and 85-14 and Information
Notices 89-13 and 90-09 are adequate for licensing. Generic
letter 81-38 and Information Notice 90-09 include consideration
of keeping storage to limited periods of time (i.e., five years
or less) and place emphasis on shipment of LLW for final
disposal. Thus, on the first issue, it is determined that
NRC has an existing regulatory framework for l1censing title
transfer and interim storage. The Agreement States also have
an adequate regulatory framework, They have received NRC
?uidance and have been encouraged to adopt similar guidance
or their licensees.

The second issue is whether the staff should iscue licenses
for storage after 1996 and whether such an action will remove
incentive for States to achieve the permanent disposal
objectives of the LLRNPAA. The third issue is the period

of time for such storage approval, Although the LLRWPAA

does not impose implementation responsibilities on NRC
regarding the 1996 deadline, it would be contrary to the
national pclicy expressed in the LLRWPAA to take actions
which could be seen as relieving States from the need to
accomplish the overall objective for permanent disposal of
low-level waste. The staff believes that the Commission's
statement in the February 14, 1990, Staff Requirements
Memorandum that it "will not look favorably on long-term
on-site storage after January 1, 1996," is consistent with
the natioral policy. Consistent with Commission guidance,
staff will authorize interim (short-term) storage beyond

1996 based on need while disposal capacity is being developed,
Storage approvals, needed in 1993, would be authorized for
only a single five-year period using existing guidance, whether
at & generator's facility or a state facility. This period
of time should be sufficient to allow for the establishment
of new sites by States or Compacts without access to a site
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on January 1, 19583, While no law or regulation prohibits
storage of wastes for periods of time in excess of five
years and beyond 1986, authorizing storage for 2 period
which extends beyond 1998 could be construed as being
inconsistent with current nationa) policy. Thus, for future
requests for authorization to store LLW for additional five-
year periods beyond 1598, staff should consider the adequacy
of the use of existing guidance, should evaluate the
appropriate and necessary license requirements to assure
safety, and should assess the possible generic impacts of
storage beyond & single five-year period.

The second item in the SRM requested the staff to examine
the advantages and disadvantages of various conceptual
approaches to address the title transfer and possession
provisions of the LLWPAA, The staff has examined & number
of approaches. They are:

1. Amend Parts 30, 40, and 70 to codify NRC's position and
requirements that would be applied in 1icensing
storage as they pertain to the LLRWPAA 1993 and 1996
deadlines,

2. lssue a letter to the Governors summarizing NRC's
position, regulations, and guidance for LLW storage as
they pertain to the LLRWPAA 1993 and 1996 deadlines.
Follow national progress on the development of new
disposal facilities, and if a need is identified,
develop NRC safety guidance for longer term storage
after consulting with the Commission.

3. Issue a policy statement containing information
similar to that contained in Alternative 2.

4. Take no action,

The advantages and disadvantages of each are discussed in
Enclosure 2,

The review reveals that existing guidance for interim
short-term storage by reactcr and non-reactor licensees is
adequate and the reed for additiona) guidance involving
storage for longer, more indefinite periods of time can be
addressed as needs ave identified. Thus, a rulemaking action
is not required at this time,

In reviewing the second and third approaches, the staff
recommends that NRC privide guidance to the Governors. The
guidance would address the various regulatory and technical
considerations associated with the titie transfer and



The Commissioners

Future Plans:

possession provisions of the LLRWPAA with particular
emphasis on storage issues. The option of fssuing a policy
statement appears less desirable to staff, The development
and issuance of & policy statement can be an intensive and
lengthy process. A policy statement may aiso demand a much
more immediate and detailed resolution of a broader renge of
1ssues involving storage at a time when such action could
post‘bly limit or constrain future options. Thus, a letter
to the Governors, signed by the Chairman, is the preferred
alternative,

The letter would emphasize interim short term storage fssues
and requirements for obtaining 2 license authorizing
possessfon of radicactive materials in the form of LLN. The
letter would also emphasize that design of a facility for
longer term storage would likely be considerably more
complex and may be subject to safety controls that go well
beyond the measures identified in NRC guidance for periods
up to five years. Enclosure 3, "Guidance for Governors,"
contains the proposed letter., Upon approval by the
Commission, the Staff will issue the subject letters.

The no acticn apprcach calls only for NRC to monitor
States' progress in establishing new disposal capacity and
react in response to develorments., For this last approach,
the advantages of NRC resource savings and allowing NRC the
maximum flexibility in addressing issues are outweighed by
the disadvantages of not reemphasizing NRC's policy and
guidance on LLW storage in the context of the LLRWPAA 1993
milestone,

The third SRM item called for schedules to develop
necessary regulations or guidance. Since no additiona)
regulations or guidance appear necessary for the LLRWPAA
1993 milestone, schedule development is not necessary.

The staff will continue to monitor progress of the States 1in

establishing new disposal capacity and address questions and
issues regarding storage as they arise. Such opportunities
are avaflable through the LLW “orum, the Technical
Coordinating Committee, the Agreement States, the State
Liaison Officers, and workshops. The staff will identify
and take action to address areas requiring further guid.nce
or rulemaking as they are identified. Juch action now could
possibly limit the range of future action. available to the
Commission. It might also preclude opportu.ity for input
from future State actions and other actions suc: as the
recent State challenges to the constitutionality of taking
title and possession of LLW pursuant to the LLRWPAA,
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ALTERNATIVES

Amendments to 10 CFR Parts 30, 40 ang ¢

NRC would initiate @ rulemaking to anend 10 CFR Parts 30, 40, ond 70, to
codify NRC's position and requirements that will be applied in 1icensing
storage or LLW as 1t pertains to the 1993 and 1996 milestones while
disposal cepability is cev ' od, This elternative provides ¢ number of
edvantages, including the ng:

8. An advanced rotice uf proposed rulemaking would allow for @ 60«day
comment periud, potentially reach & broader sudionce than the
Guidence for Governors or Policy Statement options, and a)low for
consideratior of public comments in the tevelopment of the proposed
rule. Such a process would also importently provide a forum for
airing ot the policy 1ssues associated with storage for periods of
time beyord five years and provide a definitive pasic for safety or
environments | requirements for longer term storage.

b, The proposed rulemaking process would provide opportunity for States
and compacts to provide input on the regulatory process to be used by
NRC 1n dealing with issues involving waste possession by States and
disposs] of stored waste,

Rulemaking at this time would 11kely not be able to cuver all
possibilities which may occur over the next severa) years, such gs the
resuits of recent State challenges to the Act or future State activities
1o address their responsibilities under the Act, A rulemeking could also
ihappropristely limit the options of NRC in dealing with future waste
Jtorage and disposal scenarios, Given the complexity and uncertainties in
the program, many scenarios are possible, It would also be difficult to
inftiate such rulemaking without eppesring tc impact upon the 1993 and
1996 deadlines of the LLRWPAA, Codifying requirements could be construed
as establishing new dead)ines beyond 1996, Such requirements would allow
States to continue to store LLW without having to establish fina) disposal
capacity. This rulemaking would 11kely have to address NRC's confidence
in the ability of licensees or States tu safely store waste for iong or
indefinite periods of time, which could be construed as undermining the
LLRWPAA, Such action could delay some States in making prograss in the
siting, construction, and operation of disposal facilities, Finally,
existing guidance for interim short-term storage by reactor and
non-reactor licensees is adequate and the need for additional guidance
involving storage for longer, more fndefinite periods of time cen be
d00ressed as needs are fdentified.

ENCLOSURE 2
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Guidance for Governors

NEC would 1ssue guidance to the Governors, as i1ssues and needs are
identified, The guidance wouled ¢ transmitted by letter, with
attachments, end signec by the ‘fce Director, EDO, or Chairmen as
getermined by the significane: ¢ megnitude of the issues being
sadressed. Initis) guidance )¢ be sent to the Governors 1n 2 leiter
signed by the Chairman, 1t woold aodress the various regulatory angd
technica) consideretions associated with the title transfer and possession
provisions of the LLANPAA with perticular emphasis on storage. It would
inciude copies o the current guidance documents and regulations NRC wou ¢
apply in the 11censing of storage. Such an opproach was followed by NRC
In the issuance of guidence for the Governors' certifications., The
letter, being signes by the Chatrman, would communicate a Commission leve!
positiof on how KRC intends to facilitate the gocl set by Congress in the
LLWRPAA,  This alternative would also enable NRC to continue to monitor
national progress in the deve lopment of new disposs) capacity and to
develop end 1ssue a0ditions) guidance as needs are fdentified. This
alternative would not, however, formally codify 1r & rule NRC's position
OF the requirements NRC would apply for 1ssuing & icense to & stote for
possession and storece of LLW beyond the 1996 dead)ine,

Poiicy Statement

NRC would publish & policy statement providing information similar to that
provided 1n ftem 2 above., It would note NRC recognizes that licenses
authorizing storage for limited periods of time (1.e., five years or less)
and for very limited periods of time beyond 1996 mey be necessary while
new disposal capacity is Seveloped, This statement would emphasize

NRC's concerns regarding the States' commitment to disposal and problems
with ‘onger term storc?e of LLW, A policy statement will communicate a
Commissfon level position on how NRC intends to facilitate the goal set
forth by Congress in the LLRWPAA. However, & policy statement would not
codify NRC's position or the requirements NRC would apply for fssuing a
license to a State for possession and storage of LLW beyond the 1966
deadline. A policy statement méy also be more time intensive and
difficult to develop than & letter to the Governors, It may also be &
more difficult mechanism in which to present posftions that require subtle
discussfon and treatment such as the timeframe over which NRC wil)
suthorize storage after 1996, A policy statement may also demand & more
detailed and fmmediate resolution of e broader range of issues involving
storage at & time when such action could possibly limit or constrain
futue options,



No Acsign

NRC wou id take no sction ot this time. but rather woule continve to
menitor States' progress in estabiishing new G15posal capecity and would
react to specific circumstances gemanding NRC action such 45 issvance of
1icenses to possess and store LLn. States fatling to cevelop disposs)
Capacity mey turn to the watte ?onorators t0 store their waste pending
development of & disposa) faci) ty. In such fnstances, NRC would apply
existing gu1doncc, B55ess the need for additiona) guidance ane todress
individua! 1icensee requests on o Cose-by-cose basis to satisfy public
health and sefety consicerations. |t 18 ¢ifficult to predict sccurately
¢11 possible scenarios of this neture. The main advantages of the no
tction approach are that no adeitiona) NRC resources are recuired at this
time and the stoff res flex‘bility to aduress each situation &s it
believes 1s appropriste, The major disecvantage to this course of aztion
15 that taking no sction does not mehe known or emphasize NRC's policy and
existing guidance ang mey place the agency in the position of reacting to
reguletory questions rather than pro-activeiy addressing them,
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k. UNITED STATES
p NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

T £ WASHINGTDN © ¢ 2068¢

The Honorable Rose Mofford
Governor of Arizons

State House

Phoenix, Arizona 85007

Dear Governor Moffore:

This letter is & follow on to Kobert M, Bernero's February 10, 1989, letter
thet provided you with guidence anc other relevant informetion to essist your
state in meeting the 1950 milestone requirements of the Low-Leve! Redioactive
waste Policy Amendments Act (LLRWPAA) of 1985,

The LLRWPAA sets forth milestones, incentives, ang penalties designed to ensure
that States or regions! compacts achieve the goa! of development of new
cisposal capacity for all LLW generated within their borders. If a region or
& non-member State of & compact cannot provide for the disposal of its waste
after January 1, 1983, any generator in that regicn or State may request that
the State in which the generator s located take title to and possession of
the waste or assume 11ability for the failure to do so. Alternatively,

@ State may elect not to take lege! responsibility with the consequence being
that generators 2re repaid a pert of the surcharges that were colleciey
eariter, At the final milestone, January 1, 1896, States are required to
provide disposal capacity or to assume title to and téke possession of LLw
generated within their borders, on proper notice by generators or owners,

The transfer to States of the title to LLW, and the possible assumption of
possession of that waste, raise certain regulatory issues. With respect to
title transfer, eppiicable NRC regulations (Title 10, Code of Federa)
Regulations, Parts 30, 40, end 70? contain & general license authorizing any
person, including a State, to be an owner of ?i.e.. take title to) radicactive
meterials, Thus, the Ie?a) formality of States teking title to LLW for storage
will focus on the laws of the various States pertaining to transfer of
ownership of persona) property. Consequently, there are no sfgn1f1cant health
and safety regulatory issues germane to NRC for the transfer of title for LLY
to the States. Possession of LLK, however, will require & specific license
from either NRC or an Agreement State before a State can take possession of the
waste,

I am therefore enclosing the regulations, 10 CFR Parts 30, 40, and 70, and

four NRC guidance documents on interim LLW storage for fuel cycle and materfals
licensees and for power reactors for your information and use. 1In addition, !
am erclosing an assessment prepared for NRC by the Brookhaven Nationa)
Laboratory of technica) problems attendant to the extended storage of LLW,

we would be pleased to answer any questions you may have on the management and
aisposal of LLW or, if you are an Agreement State, to assist in answering any

questions your Agreement State regulatory agency may have,
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FAVORED BY STAFF



ISSUE POLICY STATEMENT

0 TIMEFRAME LENGTHY

0 Resource INTENSIVE

0 PossiBLY PREMATURE



NC ACTION

CaLLs rFor MoniTOorR ROLE
ONnLY

Neep 1o EwmpHAsIZE NRC's
PosITION ON STORAGE




RECOMMENDATICNS

0 ComMmissIionN ApPrOVE ISSUANCE
OF LETTERS TO GOVERNORS

0 ComMissION ApProvE PLANS TO
AuTHORIZE StoRrRAGE Usincg ExIsTINnG
GUIDANCE

0 STAFF CoNTINUE TO MONITOR
PROGRESS AND IDENTIFY ISsSuEes



CORLR AN Troure sloeviag, the Lioenser
OUIE ROt Drovioe an estimate of the
"l poogpetions dose far the sleeving
tivies. However the licensee did
Tovige iniormatan by letler dated
Sovemper 21 1080 thit the esutnated
S WOLW be seproximEtely @6 mrem
BEEREVE While this is sombwhat
dnet than the estimated dose for
POUMRINE tubes the alitemntive repai
method currently approved for use it
ne ety thus compatas lavorably
wWith industry exparience for sunilus
epairs. o aadiuon. o is expected thel
the dose for the proposed sleeving
athion woud el withun the expected
range for anviual ocoupational exposure
xpenenced st nugiesar power ants. On
s s he stalf betieves that the
proposed action will not invelve 8
simiieant inerease in ineivielonl or
UMOIRLIVE TAdIaNON exposyre
Notormply the Commumon roneludes
b this proposed action would result in
CRRRLGAn! tetiolofea |
snvironmental impact
With regard 1o potenitial non
fidilogical impeos. the proposed
Chanee 1o the TS involves systoms
OCRted withn the rearric el wren s
defined i 10 CFR part 20 1t does not
atect noneathoiogrent plant e#ients
and has no other emvironmental mpact
[Mevetore. the Commmmemion concludes
that there are no sigmfoant non.
radiclomenl emaronmental tmpacts
assoriated with the proposed
imendment
The Notice of Considerntion of
Ssuanee of Amendment and
Qupertunity tor Haaring i connection
WILH Lis #c10n was published in the
Foderal Rewisar on Ocober 19, 10600 3]
FR 425200 ™o request for hearng or
petition for vave 1o intervene was liled
fullowing th.4 notice

tiernative 1w the Proposed Action

Slace the Comossion comeluded that
ere are no sEnificant emvironmenna)
etiecis that would result from the
proposed action, any alternatives with
Uqual or grenler environmentel imypmery
aeed not be evaluated.

The princioel altemative would be to
duny the requested amendment. This
would not reduce environmental

npacts of plam operation and would
result in reduced operntional flexibility

Adlernative (se of resoarces

fhis acton does not involve the use of

Uny resources nat previously considered
nthe Final Environmental Statements
fur the Donaid C. Caok Nuclaar Plant

P e R Ay e o 1

IR L il & Geled Acgust 1070
Twencioe ang Porsons Consuited

The NRC stefl reviewed the tcensee s
eQues!t gng il 1 onsud other
ARENCICH OF perRans

No g Dean lnpast

The Commmeion ha determimed not

| PIRTIITE AN emvieermenta ! fmipeet
stulement for the ponosed lieense
hmengdment

Flmmcl noom the (ompgemmg
ENFIRRONMeNia pesesament we conviude
that the proposed sction will net have o
significant eftect an the guality of the
hutman envirowuent.

Foe further details with r=apee! (o this
auton see the aoptetion for
amenament dotex! hume 27, 1090 snd a
fupplement daten October 8§, 1080,
Which wre wvatinte ior public

TApetion #t the Commission & Pubhie
Document Room. 2120 | Street, NW
Wastuoton. UC amg ut the Maude
Preston Palonske Memorial Lilwary, 500
Murket Stroet. 8¢ Joaeph, Michigan
4u085

Dited ot Rocaviiie. Muryiand. tns 2210 day
ol November 1.

For the Nucwsr Reguweiary Comemssion.
Kobort (. Prersen.

Director Prowet Dawetorote (-1, Division of
Reavwr Promops=iil IV, V and Spweial
Pravects. Offive of Nugivar Resciar
Reguiolen

[FR Doc. 00-263%0 Flled 12-5-80, b "
BILLING CODE 75000 |4

,..“‘,‘.

wd 1 Tuesday, December & 1000 | Notwss

Recommendations on the Tiie
Trurster Provmions of the Low-Level
Radionctive Wasie Poloy
Amendmaents At of 1986

AGENCY: Nuclear Regulatory
Commismon,

ACTion: SECY &0-314 for commaeni.

SUMMARY: The Noebear Reguiatory
Commisaron INRC) is semeuncing the
evailability of SECY 90-318 "Low-Level
Radioactive Waste Policy Amendments
Act Title Truoster ang Possesyion
Provisions ' (dated September 12, 1990
for public comment. SECY 90-18 is
avaliabie i the NRC Pubilie Document
Room. 2120 L Sireet. Washangion, DC,
telephone (200} 634-a2'3.

OATER The comment period expires
January 31, 199

ADDRESBES: Sentd wrrtien » ormenty tn
lames Kennedy. Offier of Noeiear
Materals Safety and Saleguards, U 8
Nuclear Regumtory Commissem,
Washington, DC 20585, or hand deliver
fomiments W LSS Rockviile Pike,

Rookvilie MD between 730 aan. and
aibpm
FOR FUPTHER e DEMATION CONTACT!
lames Kennedy Uffice of Necleas
Muteriais Solety and Seleguasas. U .8
Nutleat Regulatory Commission
Washington. DC 20885 teiephone (901)
482- 34
DISCUBBION: The Nucivnr Keguiatory
Commeamon INRCY staff has prepared
an analysis of the igeues nesociated witb
the wamte tile teangfer and possession
provisions ol the Lowdaevel Rediosotive
Waste Pohey Anwisinoenis Aot
LARWPAA ) of 18848 The stell s anaiyen
IO 1N LLEE ODTONS ot Geeh mIRI 1R
the Commseon » reaponsit liies under
the Atomic boergy Act snd WLRWPAA,
Mutor ssues reinted 10 ase Provisions
INEIuGe S aies Luking possession of
commercial low-evel tadioactive wasie
(LLW) alter 1080 or 1008 10 secordance
with the LLEWPAA and Iwenwng of
SUCH pORSESEION | oKling men m
storoge of the LLW until ¢ spomet
(acuites are svauaine) by NEC and
Agroement States [hwese svoes koo
wafl's recommencations were
sammarized (0 SECY 00918 and
disounsed in & putnic meetmg of the
Commisson on Octoter 20, 1068

Lhunng the meemg, the Commmseim
decided 1o st the views of the public
on e pial! recommend ations providsd
in SECY 90-0185 The Commessan will
consicer these views (n deciding om ap
appropriste course of sction. in addition
[0 the public § genersl views an the title
transier and possession provigrons of
the LLRWPAA . the Commissian is
particuiarly inievestand (1 conunents in
response (o the lollowmg g eestans:

1. What {acters shouid the
Commission consiier 11 demding
whether (0 authorge oy sue slarage of
LEW (odlrer than storage for o lew
monihs (o seeonunodate operet onel
needs snch a8 consolidatmg el panents
or holding tor penodic trestmentor
deawy) bevout tanuary 1, 10082

2 Whaut are the pownual heaith gnd
safety and enverormenial inrpeces of
noreased retEnce on an-sile steruge of
LLW?

3 Would LLW starage fur athver than
operetionul needs beyand limsery 1,
1088, kave an acverse impact on the
Ingentive for timely development of
permanent disposal cumrenty?

4 What speciiie adminis wetive,
tochmical, ar legal msues sre rewed by
the requirements for traosier of title?

5 What are the soveniges and
disadvaatoges of transior of tithe sod
POSHOKSION K8 MDATGLE s leps?

6 Could any Stule or loaal laws
nterfere weth ar preciude transtey of




FOR FURTHMER INFORMATION COMTACLY




