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Mr, Warren F, Flint, Chafrmen
Lincoln Board of St‘octmon
P.0. Box 353

Lincoln Center, MA 01773

Dear Mr., Flint:

Your letter of April 23, 1990, to President Bush, enclosing your town's Warrant
Article No, 34, was transmitted to us for our review and consideration., The
warrant article specifically recommends rescindment of Section 10 of the
Low-Level Radiation Waste Policy Amendments Act of 1985,

1 would first note that the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) has not
published any proposed regulations which would allow disposal of low-level
waste (LLW) under the BRC provisions of the Low-Level Radioactive Waste Folicy
Anendments Act of 1985 (Pub, L, 99-240), However, in response to the Act, the
NRC developed and published 1n 1986, a Statement of Policy and Procedures which
outlines the criteria for considering rulemaking petitions for such disposals,
}Eha:Q onc\o;ed a copy of the statement which you may find informative

nclosure 1).

Besides this 1986 policy, the Commission continues to be active in pursuing

the development of a broad policy that would 1dentify the principles and
criteria that govern Commission decisfons which could exempt radioactive
material from some or all regulatory controls. This broad policy, the subject
of the enclosed advance notice (Enclosure 2), would apply not only to BRC waste
disposals but also to other decisions which would allow licensed radioactive
material to be released to the environment or to the general public. Thus,

the policy would provide the basis for dacouuﬂssioning decisions involving

the release of lands, structures, or recycled materials for unrestricted use as
well as decisfons regarding consumer product exemptions. We believe that this
policy, which we expect to be issued within the next few months, will serve the
nation's best interests by establishing a consistent risk framework within
which exemption decisions can be made with assurance that human health and the
environment are protected. Such a policy would also contribute to the focusing
of our radiation protection resources on those risks of greatest concern,

In specifically commenting on the warrant and your transmitta)l letter, I have
addressed the specific statements contained therein with the hope that such an
epproach will best enhance the dialogue on the Below Regulatory Concern (BRC)
issue. My first comment, 11 this regard, addresses the statement in the
warrant that the ", . . Congressional B111 ., . . would permit unregulated
dumping throughout the United States of one-third of the nation's low-level
radioactive waste . . . .," Although this statement contains elements of fact,
when taken 2s @ whole, 1 believe 1t mischaracterizes in two critical ways the
true issues involving potential disposals of BRC waste, First, the warrant
appears to convey the erroneous impression that a class of hazardous material
s being considered nonhazardous by declaration - a process certain public
interest groups have deridingly referred to as "linguistic detnxification.” 1
believe that a full reading of Section 10 of the Low-Level Rac .active Waste
Policy Amendments Act of 1985 (Pub. L. 99-240) substantiates a different view.
Vo
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Mr. Warren F, Flint 2

The Act directs the Commission to only consider exemption of waste streams from
regulation ", . . due to the presence of radionuclices in such waste streams in
sufficiently low concentrations or quantities to be below regulatory concern,”
and where “, . , regulation . . . 1s not necessary to protect the public health
and sefety . . . . Second, the wording of the warrant does not convey the
fact that any implementing NRC regulations (e.g., one 21lowing BRC waste
disposals from NRC-1icenseo facilities) would include record keeping, and the
possibility of other appropriate controls or constraints against which
inspections, compliance determinations, and enforcement actions could be taken,

| would also note that the reference to one-third of the nation's low-leve)
radioactive waste being dumped in an unregulated fashicn is not included in the
Act. PRather this reference may originate from views expressed by the nuclear
power industry and the Environmental Frotection Agency. Both have indicated
that about 30 percent of the low-leve) radfoactive waste generated by volume
(at nuclear power facilities) may be considered for BRC waste c1ass1¥!ca!!oiu
The nuclear power industry has estimated that this volume of materis) would
contain approximately 0,01 percent of the radicactivity contained in all their
Tow~level radioactive waste,

Finally, I can assure you that the Commission 1s aware of M_.sachusetts and
other State and local laws ¢rd resolutic  which bear on the BFC waste disposal
issue., In this regerd, the Commission must carefully weigh the importance, on
the one hand, of maintaining uniformity in matters affecting basic radiation

rotection standards and, on the other hand, ¢ oroviding the Tlex
necessary to accommodate significant concerns of States ana localittes.

I hope these views and the enclosed material will prove useful in responsibly
expanding the dialogue on this controversial and technically complex issue.

In conclusion, I want to assure you that we take our mandate to protect the
health and sefety of the public very serfously, As a result, we will continue

to do our best in carefully and clearly responding to issues and quzstions
raised by concerned citizens and their elected representatives.

Sincerely,

Originst Signed By
Themis P, Spels

Ztric 5, Beckjord, Director
. Office of Nuclear Regulatory Research
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1. Final Policy (51 :R 30839) :
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EPRI PROJECT MANAGER SLAMS NRC STAFF FOR DELAYS IN ALWR REVIEWS

Concemn that 8 majonty of the commission will demand an unreasonable-—and unreasonably expen-
sive—level of design detail before certifying advanced reacior designs is overblown, acecrding 0 8
critique of the commission’s Most recent puuhic comments on the 1ssue.

Prepared by Gary Vine, project manager of the Electnc Power Research Institute's (EPRI) advanced
LWR program, the analysis of the commission's April 27 meeting on advanced reacior centification
takes a posiuon far different than that which was generally accepted in the days afier the mueting.

At that meeting, NRC Chairman Kenneth Carr and Commissioners James Curtiss and “enneth
Rogers crucized the NRC stall for proposing W amend the requirements for cerufying & 1s of lurger,
evolutionary and smaller, passive advanced light water ractors (ALWR) and 10 avoid requinng the “es-
sentially complete design’ called for in the certification rule (10 CFR Part 52) adopled last year. The
commissioners were concerned thal the concept of design standardizauon would be compromised if the
advanced reactor designs are not detailed enough.

The commissioners’ pronouncements raised concerns among some in the industry that vendors might
be forced 1o invest upwards of $1-billion in order 0 draw up the detailed designs the commissioners
seem 10 be advocating

But in his review—which was sent 1o Nuclear Management & Resources Council President Byron
Lee and others on May &--Vine porirayed the commissioners as generally supporiive of the industry's
position on what level of detail 1s needed in order 1o cerufy a design. Vine also argued that the NRC

(comtnued on page 10)

COMMISSIONERS APPROVE ERC POLICY DESPITE WARNINGS OF POLITICAL TROUBLE

The NRC commissioners have finally voted their approval of the cont oversial policy stalement on
exemptions from regulatory control, ending months of in-house hassling over its 2ffecis. But in the real
world, the controversy may be only beginning.

As confirmed by knowledgeable officials, the voie "'by nolation’'~—each commissiones Signs a
memorandum at his desk--was described as ‘‘four and a ha'l 0 2 half.” indicating that at least one of
the five commissioners still had some doubts. Agency sources said the staff is still revising the fital
policy statement based on the commissioners instructions and that it will likely be several months before
it is published in the Federal Register.

Before the commissioners voled, iwo recent reports on Chairman Kenneth Carr's campaign 1o
deregulate some very low-leve! radioactive waste by declaring it either below regulatory concern (BRC)
or exempt from regulaory control (ERC) had brought him gloomy or argumentative news on ERC,
which he has called one of his "'top pnorities.”

Last ynonth, an in-house situation report 10 the commissioners from Carlion Kammerer, NRC's direc-
tor of state programs, reeled off a formidable list of state and local legislauon designed specificaily to
thwant the purpose of BRC and ERC. The gencral purpose is 10 allow the disposai of low-level adioac-
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Lve wasie in municipel landhils, sewers, and solid wasic incineralors by declanng it ouwside of NRC

conuvo

Under this policy, disposers of low-level radioacuve wasie can theoretically petition a plainly, if not

cagerly, recepuve NRC to dump in landfills as routine trash such mildly irradiated materisi as. say plani
workers' coveralls But NRC has received no BRC peutions 1o dump Leery of the public relations tack
lash, no gencralor of low-level waste has applhied

Dunng months of back-and-forth hassle with the stafl —compounded by frg wing over Environmental
Protecuon Agency (EPA) radioactivity standards—the commissioners have been considering as 8 nex
step the formal policy stalement on exemptions from regulatory ¢oliL '——now approved

This is the cormmission’s second strategy in complying with W Lo, Level REBu. "~clive Waste
Policy Amendments Act of 1945, and it would expand BRC by also-eleasing from Nk * regulutitn land
and buildings contaminated a! low-levels of radiaton That may prove w bhe as unpopr & as the BR(
initlative

As evidence, Kemmerer's memo Lo the commissioners reponed that Maine alresJy had passed a law
eifecuvely negaung any BRC dumping peuuons the commissioners might approve there. Kammerer did
not returt telephone queries wbout any sybsequent state acuons, but other NRC reports now list Min
nesota and lowa as newly equipped by statute o hay BRT wiite from any storage, treatment, recycling
or disposal facility not specifically hicensed for low-level wasie, In Vermont, Gov. Madeleine Kunin is
expecied 10 sign a sumilar bill cleared by the legislalure. The NRC press office said Virginia has passed a
yornt resolution against _RC dumping, and similar le gislauon is in commitiee 1a Pennsyivania and Mas
sachusetws

In his memo, Kammerer warned (he commissioners that Conrecticut, Delswvare, »1assachusetts
Minnesowa, New Hampshire, Pennsylvania, Vermont, and West Virginia were considering . alewide
prohibitons of unlicensed BRC disposal, and that towns, cities, and counties had already dons <0 in
California, Ohio, New York, Massachusetts, and Michigan

"The commission should expect 1o see more of this state and local legislative activity, panticularly
once i adopts a final policy on exempuons [ on: regulatory conwrol," Kammerer advised

That wasn't all. Last week, Public Ciuzen's Critical Mass Energy Project, a Ralpi. Nader adjunct
joined the fray. In its report, Critical Mass stirred the pot by asserting that BRC and ERC would

release radioacuvity into the s wa'er, and food chain (that) could significantly increase the
number of fawal cancers in the U.S. each year

In & heavily foot-noted six-page paper called “Deregulating Radioacdve Waste Disposal: A Status
Repor,” Criucal Mass said NRC's proposed policies ““would permit higher amounts of radioactivity in
consumer products’ by opening 'some contaminated land and buildings" for unrestncied use, including
tnanufactuning

Quouing from a 1988 version of NRC's policy statement on exemptions {rom regulatory control, the
Cnucal Mass study said the commissioners concluded that one additional cancer death per 100,000 per-
sons-=which Criucal Mass extrapolated to 2,500 deaths per wotal U.S. population—is “of litle concern
10 most members of society.’

Critical Mass said the cancer risk, in fact, is five deaths per 100,000 exposed persons, and that a
recent report by the Nauonal Research Council of the National Academy of Sciences (in Critical Mass'
words) - suggests thal the cancer risk from such a level of exposure may be almost 60% higher than
NRC's esumatc.’

"The NRC's impending BRC and ERC policies are not a raticnal effort 1o allocate regulatory
resources more efficienty as NRC claims,” the Critcal Mass paper concluded. ' Rather, the policies are
evidence that this country's auempts (¢ address the growing amounts of ‘low-level' radioaclive waste

re failing. The exisung commercial 'low-level’ wasie siles are closed, closing, or about 1o restnict
severely whose wastes will be accepied. Tle federal government's desperate effort 1o hand the problem
(0 the stales 1s in troudle. "'—8en A Franklin, Washingion

‘BIGM VERSUS LITTLE m": UTILITIES, NRC STAFF DIFFER OVER MAINTENANCE

Uuliues and NRC staff differ significanUy on the connection between maintenance and component
failures—a differing perspective that came w be referred 10 during & maintenance indicator demonstra
uon project as "'Big M versus Little m.”

In a drafl report released last month on the demonstrauon project, NRC's Office for the Analysis &
Evaluauon of Operauonal Dawa (AEOD) noted that NRC staff in its review of records from Nuclear
Plant Reliability Data System (NPRDS) determined that 84% of about 4,000 component failures were
related 10 mainienance-~the Big M perspecuive, Utiliies, on the other hand, during the demonstration
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project catcgonzed only 14% of such failures as due w0 maintenance-—4w Litlle m perspective. The dif-
ference. AEOD said, is thal many of the failures the stafl assigned w mainienance the utiliues assigned
Lo wearout (35%), design (25%), random (7% ), or unknown (17%) causes

With such resulis, il 1s not surpnsing that the uulity industry has serious reservations about NRC's
development and use of a maimenance performance indicator and why it has resisied the imposition of
any new, mainienance -specific rules

The AEOD repon (AEOD/S804C) noted that utilsties list design dsBiciencies as causing componen!
failures aboul eight umes more than NRC staff does. “Such a difference is understandable " AEOD
$aid, "0 that the regulatory perspective of maintenance includes the fee dbuck of experience gained
through enginsering and design modifications used (o eliminate component performance problems. "

But uklives don't necessarily share this regulatory perspective. For instance, Northeast Utilivies, one
of the parucipants in the demonsurauon project, determined that at Milistone- it was more cost-effec-

uve 1o simply periodically repair a marginally designed main feedwaier pump seal rather than 1o pursue
& desigr mprovement

NRC STAFF SAYS UTILITIES SHOULDN'T HAVE TO BACKFIT SAFETY-GRADE PORVs

NRC staff is recommending 10 the ¢ mmission that utilities with operating plants or construction
permits should not be required 1o replace commercial-grade PORVs (pressurizer power-operated relief
volve) with safety-grade components even if their applicaiions are essential 10 plant safety

In & Secy paper (o the cammission, NRC “*aff said that in evaluatng the genenic issue of PORV
reliability, it determined that “'the role of the MORVs nas changed such that PORVs are now relied on by
many Wesunghouse, Babcock & Wilcox, and Combustion Engineering designed plants with PORVs o
perform one, or more, of the following design basis safety-related funcuons — ' Mitigation of a steam
generator tube rupture accident—"'Low lemperature overpressure protecuion of the reactor vesse!
duning swartup &.d shutdown, or,--"'Plant cooldown in compliance with Branch Technical Posi-
won...'Residual Heat xemoval System ™

Notietheless, the siafl conclud d it is noi cost-effecuve w replace (' ackfit) existing non-safety -
grade PORVs and block valves (and associaled control sysiems) with PCRVs and block valves that are
salety grade even when they have been delermined w perform any of the saisty related functions.”

The stall emphasized thal since 1983, it has required all plants with PORV intended for any oi the
specified safely functions 1o have safuty-grade components. That, however, represents Jess than one-
quarter of the naton's 114 licensed plants

For PWRs in the (uture, the NRC safT said that when PORVs and the associated block valves are
used for any of the specified safety functions, “ihese components shou'd be classified as safety related "

The siaff has also drafied for commission review @ genenc leter that would resolve the broader is-
sue of PORV reliability which, historically, has been poor. To support a resolution of the generic issue
(G1-70), NRC conwacied with Oak Ridge National Laboratory (ORNL) w concluct a study of PORV and
biock valve operating e:perience and with Brookhaven Nationa! Laboratory (BNL) to perform a study
on the esumated nsk reduction from improved PORY and block valve reliability

ORNL, according 10 the agency, concluded that upgrading PORVs and block valves on existng
plants would impsove reliability, but BNL's study “showed only & small powntial decrease in core mel
probability due Lo increased PORY and block valve reliability.”

NRC acknowledged, however, that “'this was in pant because, by staff direction, the (BNL) study did
not include consideration of evenis beyond the design basis, such as feed and bleed capability.” 1t is in
the lauer situation, where PORVs might have 10 be opened 8nd closed repeatedly at high pressures,
where reliability is the (ssue, NRC critics charge. In fact, that was the issue raised by many NRC critics
follewing the Three Mile island-2 accident in 1979

NRC siafll, however, insists that “subsequent 1o the TMI-2 accident, a number of improvements
were required of PORVs and block valves, such as requirements 1o be powered from Class 1E buses and
10 have valve posiuon indication in the control room."” Therefore, the agency argues, “‘any additional
improvements in reliability thal would result from upgrading PORVs w full safety-grade status are con
sidered 1o be of marginal benefit

“The swaff has concluded that for operating plants and plants under active construction, the most
cost-effecuve improvements in reliability can be decived (rom adding these vaives (o the operational
quality assurance lisi, implementing @ mainienance prog-am based on manufacturer's recommendations
including the PORVs and block valves in the Amencan Society of Mechanical Engineers (ASME) in

Prvice lesung program, and maintaining power (o the block valves.'
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HRC STAFF CITES THREE OPTIONS FOR DEALING WITH BWR POWER OSCILLATIONS

v

t Operaiors have three opuons for sddressing the pessibility of power oscillauons 8t BWRS, &
CorGang W0 & safl paper 0 the NRC commisson, byl only one— nvolving new, utreviewed software and
MELhOdoIogy —~may be sausiaciory for !l BWR designs

AL issue in the Secy pape is th" JRC sl 's review of the genenc implications of power oscillations
that accurred al Commonwealth Edison Co 's LaSalle-2 in March 1988, The incidert involved loss ol
BOW recrculauon pumps leading o neutron flux oscillauons peaking ot least as high as 118% power
INRC, 4 July "85, |

e three opuons were recommended by the BWR Owners Group (BWKOG), which, foliowing the
LaSalle power oscillavions, established 8 Wsk group W invesugaie how best W resolve the core in
slability 1ssue for BWRs

For reaciors of the BWR. 3 or BWR.S designs, the most sample anA pracucal response for ualiues
the possibility of power oscillauons 15 an analysis that would lead 1© b MIOMALIC 5C00m preventing
O rabon within & pred2bned ares of the power and Bow wheie instabilities are considered likely NR(
Sd il expecis W complewe the final analyses needed for Licensing ¢ osure no earlier than Sepiember

For s BWR.2, sccording 0 the Secy paper, NRC holieves ‘ne avorage power range monitor (APRM
Signals can provide sulBioient protecUon against both in-pnase and ol -phase wstability modes
BWROG had found trough snalysis that ARM signals do “not provide prowecuon against the local high
neutron flux that can occur during out-of -phase modes of instability. " The Secy paper added, ' Turther
the calculauons showed that the critical power reao salety Limits could be exceaded in violauon of the
genera design criteria 10 and 12

For uulites that pursue this opuon, NRC siafl said 1t anucipates that licensees will prey. v¢ plant
speciiic documenialion

The third opuon 15 not limiled 10 particular BWE design types but does involve " advanced wech
nOIOEY consisung of new soltware and methods employed in 8 microprocessor-based Class 1E (safety
re.xiad) hardware sysiem. SWfl review will be required w address concerns with the design impiementa
Lor

WRC stall describes i as “a concepiually simple solubon that should provide the reacior with ample
safety marging in the event of an in=whility Again, the siafi aaid it does not expect 1 complete its
analyses before Seplember

NRC said the earliest date 1 eric resolubon of the issue is the end of 1990, with review and

Close - out of the proposed long., sOluuons expecied within three months of the uuihiues individua
SULMILLAIS

STAFF SAYS THAT IT HAS FOUND NO IMPROVEMENTS FOR CONTAINMENTS other thar
Mark s thal would warrant genenc * ~plementation for all containments of a given type. But staff als
s8ays that it has idenufied a number « enual improvements thal licensees should consider as pan of
thewr individual plant examinauons (1P

A genenc communicauon conmining siall s imsights of polenual improvement has teen approved
by the commission and will be forwarded 1w hicensees shortly. The commission slightly amended the
slall s proposed genenc communicauon, instructing the staff 1o well licensees that duning an [PE, &
search shovid be made "for possible ‘outliers’ tha: might be missed absent & sysiem search in areas of
both mitgauon and prevenuon.'

For the nine BWRe at six sites with Mark 11 conwinments, the swll recommends thal venung by
evaluaied using plari-specific hardware and proceduses W determine how best 10 maximize the benefil
from venung and minimize potential downsides. SWfl says it also recognizes that " other potential
means of improving the reliability of suppression pool coolirg systems exist and may be investigated on
& plant-specific basis as an allermative W venung '

For the four BWRs with Mark 111 containments, the stafl say; *hat licensees should also consider
improvements o venung. In addiuon, stalf notes that a piantial vulnerability for Mark T11 planis invol
ves station blackout Juring which hydrogen igniters we 2°J be inoperable. “Under these conditions,’
stafl s, “a deworable mixture of hydrogen could develop which could be ignited upon resioration ol
power. " Th s potential vulnerability should be examined in the IPE process, siaff says

FOor the O reaciors with ice condenser containments (one under construction and one deferred), cor
winment failure resulting from uncontrolled hydrogen burns or detonations is "'s poientially important
failure mode,” siaff says. This failure, which should be investigaled as pant of the [PE process, could
occur, siafl says, in a station blackout if power 10 the hydrogen igniter sysiem s lost, high con
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centraiions of hydrogen are produced s o resull of core degradauion, and power is then resiored ot &
aier Limg

For the 63 PWR planis with lawge dry conlinments hydrogen combustion “on 8 globa) basis is not
behieved 10 be s significant threal,” siall says And 11 notes thal hydrogen control sirategies for dry con

winments ore being investigelod as pio’ f the accident management research program However safl
Sy Taby B¢ possible for nable rxtures of hydrogen (0 bund up in lecslized coamparunanis of
ary Ceminments and damage eguipment. Owners of dry containments, « wff s ¢2, sheuld, a8 pant of the

(PE rocess, “examine locations of possible hydrogen evoluuon and evaluate the poteniial from damage
W porant equipmeni due (0 localized detonations. ' ST also sud that it plans W determine vhether
cons derauon of hydrogen convol uncer the [PE and accident management research program will
resolve geveric issue 121 (Mydrogen Contro! for Large Dry PWR Containments) and will make »

recommendanon on resolubion of this 1ssue 1n the near Tuture

NRC OFFERS LICENSEES ‘TIPS ON HOW TO SPOT COUNTERFEIT VENDOR PRODUCTS

SUll worried aboul “'the growin ' aumber " of illegally misrepresenied counterfeit replacement pars
finding their wiry into salety-relaied reacior applications, NRC's Office of Nuclear Reacior Regulations
NRR) has issued Supplement 1 10 18 October 1989 bullewn (Information Nouce 89-70) o provide the
. I stry with some ups for dei. “ung n isrepresenied vendor products
The helpfu! “ups” format re 'ecis NRR's view that detecuion of counterfeits is dificult because
hcensee quality assurance profZcams  generally have assumed vendor integrity and are not focused on
wenbfymg intent 10 deceive
Drawing on NRR . expenence, the up sheel lists characierisucs of “components, producis, and ser
vices that have been previously identified as having been misrepresented " The list includes
‘" Al inexpensive components with & high tumover rate, which cannot be uniguely marked; which are
. used in both crivcal and noncritical applicauons, which are obsolewe and hard 10 find, and whose use
may nos give them o used appearance
Anather List includes speciic parws or services that NRR knows have been micrepresentad, including
valves, circuil breahers, fuses, fasteners, filungs and Ranges, and eddy current westling
Pars lisied as " vuinerable 10 misrepresentauon’ include O-nings and seals, lubricants, adhesives
elecincal connectors, motor controls and relays, DC and AC power supplies, bus transfers, generators
&NJ MOLOT generalor sews, pnnie= “wrcuill boards, splices, vacuum breakers, panel lights and switches
ISOLBUON devices, welGing mai piping and pipe supporis, spent fuel pool cooling pumps, and diese!
generalor speed governors, injecuon pumps and fucl vansfer pumps —8en A Franklin. Washingion

SUTIVE BRANCH SUPPORTS NRC RULES ON WASTE EXPORTSIMPORTS

The US Sute Department and other executive branch agencies say they support an NRC initiative
o develop specihic hicensing requirements for the export and import of radioactive waste, particularly
% low devel wasie (LLW) The Nuclear Management & Resources Council, however, 0nposes any new =Y
reguiauions in this area, saying that they are not ne2 Jed and that they could lead 10 effors W impose new
requirements on domestic transpon of LLW
NKC published an advanced nouce of proposed rulemaking February 7 asking for comments on var
s opuons for convrolling any radicactve wasie imporns or exports. The agency noted that there have
been & number of inquinies regarding the impon of foreign waste into the U.S. for disposal and that the
U.S does not currently have a natonal policy with respect 1 transfers of radioacuve wasies. Among the
opuons proposed was one that called for amending current 10 CFR Part 110 regulauons 1w require that a
specific hicense be obline” for Lxpor/impon of any radioactive wasie
in comments, the Stale Deparument, on behall of DOE, and the deparuments of Delense and
Transporiauon, called the above opuon “reasonable. ' 1t added that suck regul tons “should be struc-
tured fAexibiy 1w ensure, through sdvance nouce of proposed imports and exports, the opportunity
controi such imporis and exports based on the consent of the ulumate recipient imponing siate. "
Numarc, however, in its comments disagreed that new regulalions are necessary, given that NRC did
not idenuly any specific instances where current rules were found inadequate 10 protect public health
and safery. Numarc also said that changing the agency's rules “could have a significant impact on the
regulation of domesuc transporiation of radioactive materials, For example, the commission does not
require prenotification of most shipments of LLW, nor does it require a specific license 1o make such
shipments. ... Yet, if the commission were 10 impose such requirements on imports and exponts of
radioacuve wasie, question could be raised as 1o wheiher similar regulations should be impossd on
domesuc shipments. '
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‘ LIKE THE BIG GUYS, BYPRODUCT LICENSEES NOW NEED DECOMMISSIONING PLANS, TOO

An NRC deadline requining suppliers and users of radioacuve byproducts in industrial, medical,
pharmaceuuical and research labs and clinics io Lave decomissioning plans, with funding commiuments
10 finance them . is closing i on up 0 1,000 operators of radioisoiope faciliues licensed by the NRC
Theoreucally, they are subject o suff fines if they do not comply, but sccording W NRC enforcers the
heat will not be wurned on for & while

By July 27, an estimaied 750 1o 1,000 users, processors, and laboraiory mixers of the hundreds of
radioisotopes now commonly employed in industnal and scienufic instrumentabon, diagnosuic and
therapeutic medicine, agriculiure, und space research musi Ble with the NRC roughly the same kind of
dec ammissioning plans and financia) assurances required of licensees of nuciear power reaclors since
1988

The last business-owned U.S byproduct producuon reactor shut down in April, so none of the instal-
lations affecied include an operating reacior. The decontaminsuon work covered by the new decomm s
sioning guaraniees will largely involve such things as ““hot sinks,” venulauon ducts, laboraiory equip:
ment, and laboraiory and clinic foors and walls.

For electnic power reactors, NRC's 1988 decommissioning requirements calied for dedicared sel-
asides of $105-million 0 §130-million per reactor o guaraniee final cloanup--future money, available
for no other purpose than deconiaminating reured power plants. Although these NRC financia! as-
surance figures are regarded by some as 100 low, that debe'e may have become somewhal moot. If there
is & surge of wulity applicauons for reactor lifeume exiensions under the 20-year license renewals now
being promoied by NRC. decommissioning issues &t those plants would be moved 10 # back burner.

In computing the new decommissioning obligauons 1 be imposed on U byproduct industry,
licensees are Lo be cued aboul their obligations by a complex NRC formula based on the hall-life and
volume of the radioacuve maienals handled Isotope faciliues which [all within the parameters of the
new decomissioning rule must show proof of dedicated decommissioning funding ranging from §75,000
0 $750,000,

What this actually means is that, of the 8,000 or so byproduct facilities licensed diracy by NRC,
most will escape the decomm isSIoning guaraniee requirements because they use radioisolopes with shon
half-lives (under 120 days) and in small quanuues. Moreover, for the Uime being at least, other hundreds
or thousands of byproduct faciliies (NRC officials say they are not sure of the number) escape the im-
pending deadline by lucking oul geographically-—by being locaied in one of the 29 so-called NRC
agreement slales

NRC has delegated 10 state agencies the authority 10 license and inspect radioisolope facilives in
Alabama, Arizona, Arkansas, California, Colorado, Flonda, Georgia, Idaho, lllinois, lowa, Kansas, Ken:
weky, Louisiana, Maryland, Mississippi, Nebraska, Nevada, New Harcpshire, New Merico, New York,
North Carolina, North Dakow, Oregon, Rhode Island, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, Utah, and
Washingion

Vandy Miller of the NRC's state programs office said the July 27 deadline “will have no immediale
impact” in the agreement states. The states will have three years 10 make (thewr decomissioning ruies
compatible with NRC's, Miller said. In other ways, 100, the July 27 deadline comes with whai ieems
something less than dramauc force.

According to John Glern, chief of the medical, scademic, and commercial safety branch of
NRC's Office of Nuclear Maienial Safety & Safeguards, *'we are going 1o be very demanding of cerain
information” by the July 27 deadline, “"but we probably won'( be immediately fining anyone " Insiead,
Glenn said, “we will try 10 be a little helpful if some submissions are incompleie. We haven't fully
worked out yer what kind of time schedule we will give them 1o come inlo complete compliance.”

If that seems confusing, nuclear power industry consulting firms which have lost business in the
slic power reactor industry can rejoice a little at a poientially new market for their how-lo-comply
counseling. The lack of new construction in nuclear power that has brought such ennui Lo the utility
reactor industry has no paralie! in byproduct use.

According 10 the Oak Ridge National Laboralory (ORNL), which was a pioneer U.S. supplicr a1 the
threshold of radioisotope technology in the 19505, byproducis have grown o a $250-million-a-yeas in-
dustry, used in as many as 40,000 medical procedures a day in American hospitals and clinics pracucing
nuclear medicine. According W ORNL's quarterly “Review,” radioisolopes are involved in the diagnosis
and/or treatment of about hall of all patients admited 10 hospitals in this country. Yei, the ORNL journal
notes, “'the terms ‘nuclear’ and ‘healing' are seldom linked in the public's consciousness.” Or, in fact,
linked with Oak Ridge
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Bocause ORNL 15 8 government faciliy, operaied for DOE by Marun Marieia Energy Syswems Ing
it 18 fortudden (o compeie with commercial suppliers of radiosotopes. The last U § commercial
byproduct reacior supplying isotopes, closed last month, wis operaied by Cinuchem of Tusedo, N.Y &
division of Medi-Physics, which is & subsidiary of Hoffman-LaRache, Inc., the inlermauonal phi-
maccuucal company

Even though that reactor is closed and will be decommissioned. ofbioials (amiliar with he
radioisolope industry said its absence 1s unlikely 1 revive ORNL reaciors as isolop producers. When
they are running—Oak RiAge reactors are jus. coming back (rom several years of shudown for DOE
safety reviews—ORNL 15 chiefly commitied 1o research The primary LS suppliers of radioisolopes
now are in Canada, and market forces ae likely 0 keep it that way, industry officials said

wdien A Franklin, Washingion

NRC I8 EXPECTED TO PROPOSE CHANGES TO ITS FITNESS-FOR-DUTY RULE that will
enpower agency staff 1o determine whether 8 ulility 's Program is ke restriclive. By 8 three 1o-two vole,
the NRC commission decided 10 proceed with & proposed rulemaking, 10 be published soon in the
Federal Regisier.

The aclion came in response Lo quesions raised by the Tennessee Valiey Authority (TVA) over
whether 8 nuclear plant worker who tesis positive for iliega) drug use on initial wsting should be wken
off his job before the results are confirmed by a second round of tests (INRC, 23 April, 5).

The commission s voie ot the end of April followed an Apni 13 Secy paper from Execut ve Director
for Operations James Tavlor 1n which he said that NRC staff had waken issoe with TVA's fitness-for-duty
program but did not think it had authority under the agency 's rule 1 compe! TVA 0 make its program
less restricuve.

TVA's fitness for-duty program requires removal of an employee who iests positive for drug use on
the first round of esting, whereas the NRC rule prohibiu barmng the employee from his duties until
srcond round of wesung confirms drug use.

NRC stalf has argued that the agency s fitness-for-duty rule secks 1 balance utility management’s
salely concerns against the employee's right 10 privacy—thal is, an employee shouldn't be barred from
his job based on an initiai est which may prove 1 be wrong on subsequent Rnalysis.

In the Secy paper. NRC staff recommended that the commission agree 1o rewrite & sacuon of the rule
W explicitly prohibit the lemporary suspension of an employee on the basis of an initial test resull. But
staff also said thal the commission should consider the wisdom, from a safety standpoint, of allowing
immediale suspensions,

NRC's Office of Geners! Counsel basically agreed with TVA's posiuon, emphasizing that because
safety is the agency's mission, it's difficult 1o defend a rule that seeks Lo balance any '“‘erests other than
purely safety-relaied ones.

TVA, according (o spokesman Tom Price, *“is trying 10 remain firm in its position that we'll wake
them of( the boards unti! the tests are completed ™

NIAGARA MOHAWK OPERATORS BLOW FEEDWATER PUMP TEST AS OFFICIALS WATCH

It look only six seconds but it left egg on the faces of operators at Niagara Mohawk Power Corp.'s
Nine Mile Point-1, NRC officials, including Commissioner Kenne'ls Rogers, were visiting the unit May
21 when operators, unaware of a closed suction valve, staried up & 10ior driven feedwater pump and ran
i dry.

The entire incident lasted only six seconds, but it Laok mainienance personnel more than 24 hours 10
decouple the pump and iear it down. They delermined that the pump was undamaged. Feedwater pumps
and their bearings wre water-cooled and, according 1 industry officia’s, it they run without water, they
will destroy themselves in well under a minute.

William Young, deputy director of Region I's operations branch, and Larry Burkhardi, Niagara
Mohawk executive vice presigent for nuclear power, were joined by cthor NRC resident and utility per-
sonnel 1o witness the il)-fated starwp of the feedwater pump. (Rogers was on site but not there at the
ume.)

The sis-second performance, according 10 an NRC official, involved at least one, maybe two,
violations of procedures. Apparently, the night shift had changed the suction valve posiuon 8 few days
before the feedwater pump Lest and did not advise the operalors whe were conducting the test. Those
operators also failed 10 nolice that the valve was closed.

Niagara Mohawk has a history of problems with the Nine Mile Point-] feedwaler sysiem, and 8 spe-
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cial NRC weam inspection in 198K specifically quesiioned the adequacy of ulility wesuing for the
feedwaier and high pressure injecuon sysiem The unit has been shut down since December 1987, and
Niagara Mohawk had been aiming al resiant by the end of May. The pump swarup was pan of » special
1est 10 vahidaie system performance Thal 1est 15 8 resiart requirement

NRC officials said the incident probably won't set the utility back any further in the path 10 restarn
“What really took ume," said one NRC official, “was doing 8 rool cause analysis of the incident, silung
down with the operators, going over the lessons learned, sweing who did what or who didn't do what,
and seeing what can be done (o bolsier operator baining in that area. "

SALP REPORTS ...
SALP HISTORY REPORT
REGION 1l
PLANT NAME. Surry
RPT  ASSMT PERIOD  OPS  RCON  MNTSURY  EP  SEC  BS  SA
o e 3 ) 3 3 \ '
%0 " I 2 2 3 x l 1 3

Note NRC's SALP program was revised June § 1988 (revision 10 NRC Manual Ohapier 0516) and severs) new carsgones were
cremied. while others were dropped For insiance, the mainienance and surveillance cavegonies were combuned. and the safety
ssenimenuguality verfication sres now incomonicr what were previously the separaie areas of Loensing and quality

program:
FOOTNOTES:
RPT - daie repon 1s1ued EP - emergency preparedness
ASSMT PERIOD - snsessment period SEC - secunty
OPS  plant operaiion ES - engineenngAechnical suppon
RCON - mdiwlogical conirols SA safety ansessmenvqualiny venfication
MNTASURY - manienance, surveillance N not rated

Category | - Licensee managemen atiention and involvement are readily evident and place emphasis on supenor performance of
nuclear safely o safeguands acuvitier with the resuluing pedommance subsiantially excesding regulaiory requirements Licensee
rescurces are ampie and eflecuvely used so that » high level of plant and parsonnel performance s being schieved Reduced NRC
Sllenlion may he approphaie

Category 2 Licensee management aneniion o and involvemen! n the performance of nuclesr safety or safeguards acuvities are
goad The Licenses hat stunined & level of performance above hat needed 10 mael regulaiory requirements Licensae resources are
sdequaie and reasonably allocated so thet good plant and persannel performe: ce 10 being schieved NRC atiention may be
maintained o normal levels

Category 3 - Licensee management atieniion o and involvement in the performance of nuclear safety or safeguards acuivities are
now sufficient The boensee s performancs Jous not significanty eaceed that needed 1o meet minamal regulatory requirements. Licen
see resources appear ' be surmired or no. effectively used NRC snention should be increased above normal levels

NRC FINDS SIGNIFICANT IMPROVEMENTS AT VIRGINIA POWER'S SURRY

Virginia Power eamned improved raungs in four of seven functiona! areas for its performance at
Surry during NRC's latest sysiematc assessment of licensee performance (SALP). Only one area—ma-
intenance/surveillance —was raled a low Category 3. But even here the agency said it detected an im-
proving trend.

Region 11 Administrator Siewan Ebneter said that there were “a few common threads’” that ware
“major contributors 1o the overall improved performance . He ciled *‘the improvement in safety al-
utude," “increased management involvemen! in all acuviues,” and *the progress made in selfl-assess-
ment "

Ebneter added, though, that while “'significant improvements have been made, there are some areas
that are more resistant Lo change—the most notable being mainienance. Improvements have been made
in this area, bul they are slower 10 take hold, and this requires increased management attention Lo over-
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come deep seared 1ssues such as backlogs, scheduling, and work convol

In the ared of oparations, the report noled that both units “'exhibiled im;woved sustained perfor:
mance during the middle and latier pan of the assessment Period with nO AUOMALIC FEACION LIPS accur
ring during the laner half of the penod ™

According (o Nuclconics Week Surry -1 and -2 both K24 MW Westinghouse PWRs, had gross
capacity (actors in 1989 of 46 0% and 13 OR%  respecuvely. Through March 199C, the unils’ capacity
factors were 99 07% and 97 016  respecuvely

In the wea of radiological conwrols, the report said the uulity 's performance *'continued 10 improve ™
It said that with management now stongly supporing the radiation proleciion program, “most
radiological control indicators such as collective dose, conaminaicd floor space, and personnel con-:
Wminalion evenis decreased during the assessment period ™

CARR REJECTS WPPSS COMPLAINT THAT PRESS RELEASES ON NRC FINES ARE UNFAIR

NRC conunues 10 believe that publicizing the fines it imposes on ulilities is a good idea, and the
AgEncy 15 NOL receplive 10 changing that policy.

Carl Halvorson, chairman of the executive board of the Washingion Public Power Supply Sysiem
(WPPSS) wrote Chairman Kenncth Carr complaining that the agency's press releases announcing such
civil penalues are ofien “exploited by the media and special interest groups 1o diston the largely ex-
emplary performance of the indusiry.” Halvorson wroie 1o Carr carlier this year afier WPPSS received
(wo proposed ¢ivil penaluies from NRC. But Halvorson said (hat his letier was not prompied by those
nouices. 1 have had these thoughts in mind for some Lime," he wrote Carr.

Carr rephied that 1t 1s NRC “enforcement policy " that fines receive “‘substanual atieniion by the
public " as an enhancement of enforcement actions and that publicity is “an imporuant incentive 10
licensees 1o adhere 10 & rigorous sundard of compliance ™

Without specifying an aliemauve, Halvorson's leuer suggesied *'some betier options’ than public
anr ouncements of NKC fines. He saud press releases reporung cash penalues make the NRC “an unwit.
ung accomplice in this misleading of public perception’ by conveying *‘the impression of significant
safety indiscreuons by the opcrators ' The publicity, he said, is more costly than the monelary fines.

Halvorson conceded that “$50,000 may not be much of & hit w0 & mylu-billion dollar utility.” But he
wrote that “in the mind's eye of millions of individuals reading the report in & newspaper or lisiening 1o
iwon TV or radio, it 1s a large amount of moncy, %o the infracuons must be egregious and are equaled
with safety infractions or shoddy operations in the mind of the recipient.”

Of the $50,000 penalty, Halvorson suggesied that “these smaller fines are counterproducuve 1o the
industry and the NRC in that they conjure up images of malelacuons far in excess of reality and are
used by special interest groups (o paini the most negative picture possible ™

Carr replied, in effect, that that was exactly the point. He said: 11 has always been the agency's
policy W publicly anrounce proposed civil penalues o ensure that the public is not only aware of the
NRC's concerns but also thal steps are being taken 10 address them, | agree with this policy. ™

wBen A Franklin, Wasmngion

THE LONG ISLAND POWER AUTHORITY (LIPA) TOLD NRC officials recenty that decon now
appeared 10 e the best roule 10 ke in decommissioning Shoreham and that a decommissioning plan
would be submitied to NRC sometime next year

Though the power authonty plans 10 apply for 8 license transfer this month 1o wke over Shoreham
from the Long Island Lighting Co. (LILCO), the actual transfer will be held up until NRC issues 8
defueled license for the plant. A defucled license would bar any operauion of Shorcham,

The decon approach now under consideration would involve the removal or decontamination of ir-
rad aled equipment or structures Lo release the site for unrestricied use and w terminate the WRC license.
Though the assel transfer provides that LILCO will pay all costs related 10 the license transfer,
mainienance, and decommissioning of Shorcham, NRC officials expressed concern during the May 24
meeling about the cost of the decommissioning plan

Thomas Murley, direcior of NRC's Office of Nuclear Reacwor Regulauon, said he was concerned
aboul the plant incurring unforeseen costs that could not be paid for and cautioned that NRC would have
o look at . inancial aspecis very carefully. Another meeung might be scheduled this fall on that issue.

Meanwn. o, LIPA 1s working on esiablishing a framework for such things as quality assurance and
rraining, securing additonal support personne! from the New York Power Authority wad LILCO, and
reviewing a study on the merits of converung Shorcham 10 8 pas-fired plant.
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NRC CONSIDERS ISSUING INFORMATION NOTICE ON GE CIRCUIT BREAKERS

NRCT is considening issuing an informauon nouse on problems with some General Electnic (GE)
molded ¢ ase circuni breakers. The agency 15 concemed that GE did not adequaiely test its breakers
before selling them 10 utilives

The issue involves undervoliage devices in “E” frame-sized breakers that were designed and as-
sembled in different places, said William Russell, NRC's associate direcior of nuclear reactor regulation
The assembly resulied in interferences in the trip funcuon, he said.

Manulactured in Puerio Rico and Mexico, assembled in Knoxville, Tenn. and “'dedicated " and tes-
wd in San Jose, Calil., the commercial-grade breakers were inoperable because of binding of the over-
current trip device, caused by the improper installauon of undervoliage devices, according w NRC.

NRC's vendor branch has inspecied GE 's Knonvilie facility where undervoliage devices are insial-
led. The agency is Jooking into the rool cause of the problem and its scope. Bill Brach, chiel of NRC's
vendor inspecuon branch said that if the problem involves more than & couple of plants, the agency will
1ssue an informavon nouce, but preliminary informauon indicaies that the problem is nol widespread
“There might just be one plant,” Brach said.

In early May, five of seven GE molded case circuil breakers failed during pre-installation westing at
GPU Nuclear Corp 's Oyster Creek. The breakers, which wer  all in one ba'zh, did not pass the uuility's
current trip test and were sent back 10 GE, sad GPU spokesman Karl Neadenien,

What concerns NRC is that the problem was nol caught before GE shipped the breakers. “GE's
Quality program should have found oul about the problem...instead of Oysier Creek," said NRC's Rus-
sell. "GE should look into this. "

GE 15 now reviewing is dedication program under NRC's 10 CFR Part 21 rules, which require iden:
Ufying and evaluating @ deficiency 1o see if it represents & salety Yazard. The review staned in early
May and should be completed someume in lune, said George Swranback, GE's safety evaluation
programs manager. A rool cause for the failure identified at Oysier Creek has not yet been delermined,
but GE will inform its customers of s findings once it completes ils invesugation,

NRC expects further action on this issue with additional inspecuons planned. and the Institute of
Nuclear Power Operations has seni oul @ notice on the issue —Jeanifer Nelson, New York

ALWR DESIGN CERTIFICATION (conued from page /)
sWafl 15 guilty of either not recognizing or ignonng information already provided 1o Lae agency that
would allow the stall 10 determine whether an advanced design meets NRC requirements.

“Ithink yowr first challenge 15 10 convince the (NRC) siafl 10 siop making excuses for why they
cannol resolve issues now,” Vine wrote in his letier 10 Lee.

Though he acknowledged that, in the days night alier the NRC meeung, members of Numarc's work-
ing group on standardizauon had & “'general feeling” that the commissioners’ expevtations regarding the
degree of standardizauon and the level of design dewail 'were unreasonable and unworkable,” Vine ar-
gued that, on balance “'the commissioners are entirely reasonable in their expectations for standardiza-
uon and level of design detail. " He maintained, however, that what the commissioners actually said at
the meeting and what has been atiributed 10 them are quite diiferent.

In the lewer, Vine takes issue with several stalements made by Thomas Murley, direcior of the Office
of Nuclear Reacior Regulation (NRR). For example, Vine characienized as “misleading " Murley's con-
enuion that $1-billion in engineering efTort might be required W make safety judgments about advanced
reac.or designs. Murley based that ballpark figure on the industry's expenence at Northeast Uulities'
Millstone- 3.

Vine argued that the number is “'clearly misleading because most of that level of engineering goes
way beyond the leve! needed 10 make safety judgmenis—if the judgments are made carly as required by
(Part 52), not strung out over the entire project as has been the staff's past practice.”

“By implying he needs all that engineering work done to resolve issues and make safety
judgments, Murley leaves the commissioners no choice but 1o expect more engineering work done than
would be necessary if the stafl managed their reviews as intended by (Pant 52),"" Vine added. “'Clearly
staif 1s not comfonable with making decisions that they cannot change and change again during con-
strucuion. Commission comments calling for adequate engineering detail . are frustrated atiempts 1o get
Murley 1o agree 10 ask for sufficient information 10 make safety judgmenis—no more, no less.”

Vine also noted the three commissioners' repeated concerns that the NRC stalT will rely oo heevily
on the so-called ITAAC document in determining whether a plant meets NRC requirements. At the April
27 meetirig, Murley said the stafl was thinking that “where it's noi possible 10 provide the kind of
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dowils that the swafl normally has on & Final Safety Analysis Report for 8 completed plant, we could put
that into the ITAAC document, which 18 the inspections (est analysis and acceplance crileria

Though the commissioners expressed discom(on with the idea of “compensating (or the lack of
design information” or “wking swif oul of design™ and putung it in ITAAC, Vine mainis'ned (tha! the
commissioners' concerns “are nol adverse (o the concers of or need for ITAAC" and that they do not
challenge Numarc's “two-uered approach’ 1o design approval

“What they do challenge is Murley's 1des of postponing design decisions that should be made at the
design certificauon stage "' Vine wrgued, adding thal Uie commission “has two very valid reasons for
Quesuoning (the) stall approach. First, engineering delail needed 1o make » safety judgment cannol be
left out of design cerufication and postponed 10 ITAAC, because the ITAAC is required 10 be developed
and submited along with the design ceruficauon

“Second, the commissioners undersiand that ITAAC must work,” Vine said. "' The commission does
not want 1o see significant quesuons or problems wm up during ITAAC, probably bocause they recog -
nize the poential this has for inviung 8 proracied pre-operationa) hearing. In contrasi. the siaff seeins
content with redesigning safety equipment after the plant is buill

Vine srgued that the industry groups—Numarc and EPRI—wust convince Murbey (hat, con-
trary (0 his earlier slatements, & plant can be cerufied without $1-billion in engineering work and
without the need for & prowotype. Vine added that “the level of dewail required w make safety judgments
has already boen provided in most review areas ' through EPRI's ALWR Requirements Document and
General Electric and Combusuon Engineering siandardized design documents, which have been submit-
ted since the carly 19805

Murley wld Inside N R.C. May 30 that the stafl 15 “'working on opuions 1o get the commission the
level of design detail they wani' but in & way that is workable for the industry "1 don 't sense that the
commissioners are reconsidening their views on the level of siandardizauon they want,” Murley said ]
think they ‘'re refining their views on what is possible W gel and at what cost.”

He acknowledged thai the commission “does have concemns about trading ofT the level of detail at
the heginning of the process W some sort of ceruficauon process al the end "' Bul, he added, there is
“clearly going 10 have 1o be something lefi unul the plasi 18 buill. There is going 10 have 10 be some
kind of ITAAC, regardiess. The quesuon 15, how dewiled is ITAAC? Is ITTAAC just an inch-thick docu-
ment of required tests, or 15 it something more” The less standardizabon you have (up front), the kieater
level of dewail you need in ITAAC ™

Numarc's Lee said Vine's interpretation of the commission meeung was just one of several he had
read He added that "Pant 52, which includes ITAAC, will provide NRC with the necessary informaton
10 reach safety decisions and provide swandardizauon”

Vine and the NRC commissioners were unavailable for comment.

In a related development, the commissioners were scheduled 10 hear Wday (June 4) from Edwin
Kitiner, executive vice president of GPU Nuclear Corp. and chairraan of EPR1's ALWR Swering Com-
mitiee, on Kintner's claim that & recent briefing with NRC sialf did not fully represent the ALWR situa-
uon

According 10 & draft presentation outline. Kintner was 10 address delays he believes were caused by
the NRC swaff in writing the Draft Safety Analysis Report (DSAR) for the ALWR. He was o warn the
commissioners that meeuing their requirement for “essenually compleie " designs for certificauons could
cosi more than they believe because of the ume (he NRC staff is wking for review.

Kintner was also slated 10 protest the sialf proposal in Secy-90-016, which would adopt the ALWER
standards as requirements. Those involved in the ALWR requirements process have complained that the
EPRI document sets higher standards than needed for & future plant, with @ margin within which any-
thing would be acceplable ~~Dave Airozo and Margaret L Ryan Washingion

BRIEFLY ...

«  Michigan chaienges LLW policy sct. Michigan has joined New York and a citizens group in
Nebraska in filing suit 10 challenge the 1985 Low Level Wasie Policy Act Amendments. The suit, filed in
U.S. District Court for the Western District of Michigan, alleges that the act violaies the U.S. Consutution
and Michigan's staie sovercignty. Michigan is also seeking in ils suit 10 compe! NRC and DOE w supple-
ment the environmenial impact sialement prepared in conjuncuon with implementation of NRC's rules in
10 CFR part 61. The staie also wants 8 new EIS 10 consider the interrelauonship of all potenual LLW dis.
posal faciliues and the impact on the disposal of LLW of the reducuons in volume of such waste,
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No radionechide provision in House chen i bill The US House of Represeniatives May 213
CIET I version of hew Cloan ar legislavon, bul & ‘ed against including any provision dealing with
repuiabons on redionu hide emissions. The bill now g 0 8 House - Senate conference commitiee. The
Senae s version of the bl contming 8 provision that wos " give the Environmenial Protecuon Agency
EPA) the discreuon not Lo issue radionuc lide regulauons  « NRC licensees if it found that the ex st ng
WRC regulaiony scheme provided ample protecuon of the public (INRC, 9 April, §

NRC exempus SMUD from simulator requirements. NRC has exempied e Sacrameni
Municipe! | fy Wit from agency requirements that & simulaor and simulator raining be i place al
D8 closed Rancho Seco plant. The exempuion, sccording w NRC's Office of Nuclear Reacto * ogula
an, will nol sel § precedent for other shuldown commercial reaciors

SMUD requesied the exemplion in 8 February letier 1o NRC on the grounds thal Sacramento volers of
WO 10 Tlose the plant last June and that it was defucled in Decembes “There are no plant-referenced
Simuiaor or simulalor devices that reflect the current defueled condition of Rancho Seco. ' SMUD said

= NRC names Minnick to resctor safeguards advisory panel NRC last week ppoiniad
wawrence Mintuck, former president of the Yankee Atomic Electric Co., 0 its Advisory Commitiee on
Reacwor Safeguards (ACRS) Minnick, who has 8 bachelor 's degree in mechanical er gineering from Wor
cesier Polytechnic Insuiuie, poined Yankee Atomic in 1957 as an engineer and held various posibons pelore
eaving the wulity w join the Electric Power Research Insuituie in 1974, where he was direcior of nuclear

engincenng and operabon He rejoined Yankee Atomic in 1978 as president and board member and has
een working & § nuclear consuliant since 1 9R(

== Canada, France sign safety ggreement. Canadian and French nuclear regulalors have signed o
comprehensive agreement 1o exchange salety-relaied informauon and 1 cooperate on inlervenition
Mehsures in event of an emergency President of Canada's Alomic Energy Control Board (AECB) Rene )
A Levesque and the head of France's Service Central de Surele des Insiallations Nucleaires (SCSIN
Miche! Lavenc, signed the agreement May 10 whilk visiing Olawa

= Licensing appeal board remands ‘hidden vehicle' contention on Seabrook, NRC 's Alomig
Safety & Licensing Appeal Board on May 31 affirmed all but one of the 1i ensing board's earlier decisions
On emergency response at the Seabrook nuclear power plani. The appeal board said in s 101 -page decisior
il 1L was reversing and remanding & sorion of the li ensing board's 4eciSion on e vacuaLIon LUme estimal
(ETES) 80 that further calculations could be done on how the so-called “'hidden vehicies would affect an
EVIK UalIor

Intervenors in the case had testified that there were more than 2,20k parking spaces in the emergency
planning rone beach area thal were not detected by aenal photographs and, therefore, nol sccounted for ir
the New Hampshire diological emergency responee plan

Meanwhile, Seabrook gencraied its first electncity for commercial use May 29 &s pan of i power as
Cension program and was at 20% powor the following day
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The Ninth Annual Nuclear Publications Confrience

STANDARDIZATION: CAN IT SAVE THE NUCLEAR INDUSTRY?

Septensher 1314, 199G ¢ Washington, D.C.

siandardization of nuclear plant designs 18 widely viewed as a solution 1o the ecoromic and regulatory un

rrechicta

hility that has plagued the LS nuciear power industry and threatens it as a viable future encrgy aption Bul

e whilize the same dosign But are not constructed in a standard way, nol (\pcmod in & standard way, not
maintained 10 a standard way, and net regulated ina standard way, many experts say the benefits of standardization
will be Tost

It standardization 18 o achieve s promuse, vendors, utilitios, and regulators must be willing 10 explore new ap-
nroaches 1o their roles The editors of Nicloonics Week, NuclvarFuel, ard Inside NR.C. ate devonng their Ninth
snnual Comteronce 1o this chalienge

Among the speahkers:

LR I R B B B I O

James P. McDaonald, Eaccutive Vice President, AlabamaGeorgia Power Co, Conference Charman
Cordell Reed, Vice President, Commonwealth Edison Co

Andrew C. Kadak, President & Thief Executive Officer, Yankee Atomic Electric Co

James Curtiss, Commissioner. L' 6. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Paul Parshley, Semor Vice Mresident, Shearson Lehman Hutton, Inc.

Jack Devine, Vice Presidont, General Public Utilities

Shelby Brewer, Mresident, Nuclear Power Businesses, ABB Combustion Engineering

J. €. Judd, Vice President, Bechtel Power Corp

Howard Bruschi, Director, Advanced Reactor Group. Westinghouse

Chaim Braun, Manager, Advanced Enpincering, United Enginecrs & Constructors

Amaong the guestions to be addressed:

-

*
*

What would charactonze ultimate standardization among plants within a famuly of operating nuclear planty®
What would charactenze optimum standardization?

What processes would be invalved in obtaining 8 family of operating, standardized nuclear plants?

What discipline would need to be applied in cach of the follewing processes in ordor (0 achieve stands 3128
tion within families of nuclear plants?

- Usc ot standargized design plans, procedures, and specifi.ations

«  Selection of standardizod equipment and components

—  Use ot standardized construction plans and procedures.

~  Use of standardized startup and operating organizations, plans, and procedures.

What are tnhe ot tial technical an ! institutional impediments to achisving ultimate family standardization?

What cooperative arrangements would need to be made among potential owners of each plant within a
standardizeg family in order 1o achieve the maximum bonetils of standardization?

If vou believe the nuclear option must be kept open in the L8, vou can’t attord 10 miss this corference Plan now

1w atiend

W - NS s G 4 WEe g § e v UNE 0 GEE S GNP v GRS Y MR ¢ @B ¢ HER S MR T SR S R F R B R L R R ER -

McGraw-Hill's Ninth Annual Nuclear Publications Conference 1 ’
“Standardization: Can It Save the Nuclear Industry?” ﬁ.

Uty MeGraw-Hill Nuelear Publications, 1221 Ave. o the Americas, 3ath floor, New York, NY 10020
o astration fee: 8795 J Pavment enclosed ‘pavable to Energy & Business Nowsletters).

J Miease bill me (Pavment due prior i) conference )
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News Advisory

U.8. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
PREPARING TO LEREGULATE DISPOSAT 27%" v L EVEL" RADIOACTIVE WASTE

PUBLIC CITIZT ¥ ISSUES BTATE B\ 4. ATE ANALYEIS OF POSSIBLE IMPACT

For Helezse: May 26, 1090 Contact: Jonathan Becker 302.546-4806
Tuseday « 600 pm Een Bossonyg o

WASHINGTON, D.C. « The U.8. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) is sxpected to act shortly
to deregulate as much s one-third (by volume) of the so-called “low-level” radioactive waste gonersted by
the nation's suclear power plants. It may also permit the recycling of some redioactive matarials into
consumer products. The consequent relesse of radioactivity iuto the soll, air, water, and food chain could
significantly increase the number of fata) cancers in the United States sach your.

Thess are among the fndings presented io & new paper, Deregulating Pedicective Waste Dixposal
AStatus Repos, released today by Public Citisen. The paper is based on documents obtained from the NRC
a8 well as other government and private agencies.

At issue are two plans now under active considerstios by the NRC. The first, would dramatically
erpand an exising policy, "Below Regulatory Copcern” (BRC), which allows the unregulated snd
unmonitared disposal of nuclear waste whose radioactivity levels the NRC deems 1o be "below regulstory

concern.’ Radioactive waste deregulated under BRC could be burned in incinerstors of dumped into
musnicipal landfills and sewens.

The sscond is & proposed palicy, termed "Exempt From Repulatory Control" (ERC), that would
increase public axposure to radioactivity by permitting radioactive matariale to Le recycled into consumer
products and %y relessing contaminated land and buildings st ouclesr powsr plant sites for unrestricted
public use.

NRC sction co the ERC proposs! is expected as sarly as June or July, and will Likely be followed by
consideration of an anticpated nuclesr industry request to substantially broaden application of the BRC
policy. The nuclear industry bas argued that approval of & BRC petition could reduce it rediosctive waste
disposal costs by $82 rolllion annually.

B!
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Umuduu'y’u:pomdpddouhwwod. disposa) of 80% 1o 60% of the current and proje.ted
volume of so-called “low-lev:'" radicactive waste from the nation's puclear powsr plants could be deregulated.
Nationwids, based on current (1688) ratss of waste production, the volume of deregulsted radionctive waste
could tora) approximately 244,000 cublc feet each yoar Pennsylvasis, Tllinods, New York, North Carolina,
Alabe ma, Bouth Caroliza, and Californis presently generste the largest amounts of low-level’ radioactive
waste whoos disposa) could be deregulnted.

At the hawt of the BRC and ERC policies is the NRC's sssumption that the annual risk of one
additional cancer death per 100,000 persons would be "of little concern to most members of society” That
risk, projected across the populstion of the entire United Btates, equals 2,600 additiona) cancer deaths sach
yoer.

The NRC's own analysis, however, suggests that if people recetved the maximum allowable dose
(100 milliram/ysar) envisioned by BRC/ERC, the cancer death rate could be m wuck a8 five times higher
than the level it considers "of Litte cancern.” Purther, recent studies by the Nations) Ressarch Council

suggest that the impact may be sgnificantly greatsr than the NRC's sstimeates; children may be ot particular
risk

‘mmwwmtmcnumnhbnldndnwmm and that the health impacts
of even BRC levels of radiation exposure are greater than previoualy recognised,’ charged Jonathan Becksr,
& puclear waste policy analyst with Public Citizen's Critical Mass Energy Project and primary suthor of the
paper. "Efforu to deregulate the disposal of nuc.enr waste illustrata the NRC's and the nuclear industry’s
inability 1o dispose of thair radioactive gerbage i » safe, sensible manuer”

P..bucoxmuwnyummmumun.comummum&pmdm
radionctive matarials and is (7. g upon individual states and looalities to prohibit the unregulated dixposal
of puclear waste withis their borders. Already, three states, Maine, Mintesots, and Vermont, have enacted
legislation banning the practice, as have dogens of cities and towna across the country.

Public Citizen is & non-profit research and advocacy orgasisation founded i 187" by Ralpb
Nader to address & of consume. and environmental issues, The Critica) Mass Energy Project is the
energy policy arm of ¢ Citizen.

Amdwwwmmmmehmdudulhbh
listing the potential BRC waste on & state-by-state basis, i enclosed. Copiet of the six-page paper are
aval'abls for $5.00/c0py from Public Citizen; copies are available to membars of the media without charge.
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Deregulating Radioactive Waste Disposal
A Status Report

by Jonathan Becker
Ml’ 29, 1990

Introduction

Faciog large amounts of radioactive waste and &
lack of safe disposal sites, the U.B. Nuclear
Regulatory Commission (NRC) may soon deregulate
& large share of the pation's sc-called “low-level"
radionctive waste. A propossd expansion of an
axisting NRC policy that now permits redioactive
materials o be dumped in ordinary municipel
landfille would also parmit higher amounts of
radioactivity in consumer products. It would also
allow some contamineted land and bulldings at
nuclear power plant sites to be uased without
restriction by the public. The NRC's proposals could
thus subject the genaral public o higher levels of
radiation exposure, thereby posing & significant
bealth risk

Background

Radioactive waste generated fram nuclear power
lant opsretions is classified as either "Righ-level” or
welovel.” High-level radioactive waste essentially
refers to spent fuel rods; everything else is called
“low.level” wasts. It name notwithstanding, ognu
“low-level” wasta is actually highly ve.'! It
{s not & "Jow-level" risk to public bealth

History of Radiosctive Waste
tion

The notion of deregulating radioactive muﬂn‘
for certain uses and disposal methods {s not new,
Far sxample, in 1854 and ihrough the following two
decades, the use, possession, and disposal of some
small mognu of radionctive material was
deregulated.® In 1881, the NRC allowed it licensees
(primarily, in this case, institutional redioactive
waste generators like hospitals and research
facilitien) to dispose of wastes with Jess than 0.05
microcuries per gram of triium or carbon-14

"without regard to their mdioudﬂty" - that {s, by
dumping them down the drain or placing them in
municipal lar*""'a.

In 1085, .wever, the Low-Level Radiouctive
Waste Policy Amendments Act authorized the NRC
to broadaz its approach to permit the unregulated
disposal of entire categories of radioactive
materisls.® Bpecifically, the 1985 Amendments
stipulated that, whare the NRC detarmines that
"regulation of a radioactive waste stream {s not
DecessAry 10 protect the public bealth and safety, the
[NRC) sball taks such steps as may be Decossary ...
to exempt the disposal of such rq}lomm waste from
regulation by the Commission.”

In August 1986, the NRC issued its final polic;
statement for deregulating catogories of radioactive
matarisls. The policy is known » "Below Regulatory
Concern,” or, stmply, "BRC.™ Readicactive waste
deregulated under BRC may be burned in
ineinerators or dumped into wunicipal landflls and
sewers, which could allow radioactivity to escape into
::o soll, groundwater, air, and, Wtimately, the food

ain.

Future Plans

The NRC is now considering an ¢
ctBRC‘hm as "Exempt from Regulatory Control”
(ERC)" While BRC provides for the of
redioactive wastes into ordinary landfilly pewers
or by incineration, ERC would allow radioactive
material 1o be recycled into & pumber of materials
used by the public. Purther, it would parmit higher
levels of radioactivity-in consumer E':dueu. the
relesse of contaminated 3&6 and buildings for
uprestricted public use,'’ and the disposal of
redioactis matarial into the water.

anded version



Under the BRC policy the NRC must approve a
petition before the unregulatad dispoeal of
radioactive waste can commence.'® The greatest
producer of 'low-lawo‘.' radioactive wasie, the ouclear
power industry,’
sdverse public reaction Az industry memo
obtained by the Nuclear laformation and Resource
Bervice in April 1080 shows the industry is warried
about public awaresess of BRC and is secking an
opportune time  submit a petition. **

Such a time, in the industry’s opipion, may be after
the NRC submits its ERC palicy.'® The ERC policy
{s now guing through a process of revision within the
NRC, as the policy moves back and forth between the
NRC Commissioners and their staZf. Az ERC policy
was origioally to be published in May At the
moment, however, it seems unlikely that will
bappep, and it may possibly be issued as late as
July *" 1t s also not clear whether the policy will be
issued ws & flual policy or a proposed cy, or
whethar public comments will be iovited '® At Jeast
before the delays in the ERC proposal, the nuclear
power industry %d been considering flling a BRC
petition in June.

How Much Radioactive Waste Would Be
Deregulated?

The nuclear power industry estimates that, of the
“low-level' radicactive waste produced in puclear
power plants, approximately $0% (by volume) nﬁ
0.01% (by redioactivity) could be deregulated.
When decommissioning wastg is included, the
portion could be as high ss 60% * (This figure does
pot include military waste.) The following table gives
s rough indication of about how much racicactive
waste from nuclear power reactors could be
deregulated x&uch sti 2, and the approximate rank
of each state ™ The numbers listed undsr "Potential
BRC Waste" are 30% of the "low.leval" radicactive
;n;;; genonud in nuclear power plants i that state

Why Derogulate Radioactive Waste?

The NRC's stated justification for the BRC and
ERC policies is that the resources used to regulate
"low-level" radioactive waste disposal pract
wou'd be mare effactive if allocated elsewhere.
Theoretically the prooess should benefit the general
publie, but the U.8. Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA), among others, has expressed doubt
that anyone 2‘rp&ﬂ from the industry and the NRC
will benefiy,

bas oot “t flled a petition, fearing |

The actual justification for BRC may be the
savingy it will bring w0 the nuclear power industry,
particularly is the cowse of the decontamination and
decommissioning of retired nuclear reactors. In fact,
the U 8 Department of Energy (DOE) considers the
implementation of BRC an essential prerequisite 0
& serious reactor decommissioning program 7 The
life span of & nuclenr power plast 20-30 years % The
average age of reactors io the Uﬁ'ud States as of
Decsmber 1988 was 11.1 years®' and numerous
commercial reactors are scheduled to face
decommissioning in the next decade. The DOE is
also waiting for BRC standards to use in cleaning up
DOE military facilities. As one DOE official
remerked in Congressional testimony, "One of the
biggest wildeards in determining the cost of cleanup
at DOE facilities is hho NRC and EPA promulgation
of BRC standards

BRC and ERC: the Ongolng Problem of
"Low-Level' Radioactive Waste

Another reason for BRC and ERC may be that the
government's efforts to bring the "low:level
radioactive waste prodblem under control are
deteriorat ; By 1878, three of the nation's six
origioal “low-level’ radioactive waste dumps had
closed ‘uo w epviroamental problems and capadty
Umits * By 1‘82. two of the remaining three placts
will be closed,”™ and t*? last will not accept wasie
from outaide its region ** Even now, there is no legal
way 0 dispose of mixed wﬁu (waste whet is botk
radioactive ud.‘uudm), Even storage of such
waste is illegal,

1o & affort to deal with the “low.leve!" radicactive
waste problex, the federal governmast in 1880
passed legislation giving each state responsibility for
the "low-level" waste generated within it borders.
Since far fewer than 50 waste cisposal sites are
needed, states were allowed to join together it
regional groupings, known as ‘compacts.”  These
compac.s, formed by the member states and
approved by Congress, allow states W assume
collective respansibility by naming & disposal site or
dm(\ouudﬁmv.\umpset'nmmhouum)for
the whole compest.®* Initially a deadiine of 19668 was
set, but in 1885 a new final deadline of January
1,1006, was sot, at which time states will be *gblo for
the waste generated within their borders.™ Even
now, the program is in‘trouble. The wtates
themselves have some objections to being helc
responsible for weste over whose generation thes
have no control, ® and they have bad a difficult time



piting duapu in the face of strong citizen
opposition

Concerns about BRC and ERC

The Deregulasion of Radioactive Waste log

At the heart of the BRC and ERC policies is the
NRC's implication that as annual cancer risk of one
additional cancer deeth per 100,000 persons
(projected across the entire Um‘f Btates, that
equals 2,600 persons) is scoeptable = Lo the NRC'
judgement, this level of {ncreased '“k is "of little
concert o most members of society.”

Working backward, the NRC used that number w0
justify an annual increase in radiation exposure per
pmnprywdupwlooﬁnmm(m)hm
all BRC and ERC “practioss,”” an amount equal to
approxunataly b chest x-rays ¢ (Millirems messure
the biologicel effect of an absorbed dose of radistion.’
Because the NRC believes "most mambers of society
will not expend resources’ to avoid as ansual risk of
one in 100,000, the agency considers it po
appropriate framewark for regulatory decisions ¢

Sinoe 1688, w .en the NRC first proposed its ERC
policy, it has increased its assessment of fatal cancer
risk from d—-dm.ion exposure by & factor of two and
cae-hall ¥ Nevartheless, the NRC has not changed
the annual dose limit (100 mrem of radistion
exposure per person from all BRC and ERC practice
to reflect its increasing estimates of radiation risk.

Even according to the latest data pressnted by the
NRC, the cancer risk from & 100 mrem radiation dose,
the limit offered in the currant BRC/ERC policy, 18 "5
fact five deaths per 100,000 exposed persons.
Recent data from the National Research Councll of
the National Academy of Sciences suggest that the
cancer risk from such a leve! of exposure mey be
elmost 80% higher than the NRC's sstimats.

1f every persos in the United States receives the
maximum dose proposed by the NRC (100 mrem), the
radiation risk data used by the NRC would predict
e additional }?.500 cancer deaths per year in the
United Statas.*’ The NRC does noy balieve this level
t! exposure will be reached.

The NRC acknowledges that the process of
satimating health offects ie characterized by
"significant uscert..aty Lass sttantion is given
to the other effects of radiation and their consequent
cost: genetic and fetal effects, including mental

.3.

,1,

| petardation, and non-fatal cancers. The rationale, {n

the NRC's view, is that desth is & "more severe
outeome’ snd "the strongest basis exists for
quuntifmu the risk of cancer mortality in
bumans. 1o essence, the NRC i stating that
non-fate) effocts will not be addressed in ita policy

pos, because, relative 1o fatal efects, they are
ess understood and not as extreme

Chﬂdxrp are at higher heasth risk frum radiation
exposure *° In the latest ERC policy proposal
avallable to the public from the NRC, however, the
extent of the NRC's explicit consideration for
children is the sdmission that "the intentional
introduction of radioactive materie! into toys' is an
example of practices 'x‘hich potantially have little or
no benefit to society.™' 1o the NRC's August 1986
BRC polia statamant there is no explicit mention of
children.

BRC and ERC Do Not Comply with Faderal
Law.

BRC and ERC far axceed the regulatory discretion
provided by the 1685 Low-Lavel Radioactive Waste
Policy Amendments, in which the prerequisite far
deregulation is that “regulation of & waste stream is
nc&‘uuum to protect the public health and safety
L% Existing regulations requiring that waste be
safely and systematically disposed in licensed
radicactive waste facilities do not 8¢ this eriterion.
The NRC itself »redicts that some deaths will result
from redioacuve waste deregulation, evidence that
the regulations are needed to "protact public health
and safety.”

The language of the 1085 law (stipulating that
radioactive waste regulations "not necessary W
protect the public health and safety" be discontinued)
{mplies that deregulation of these wastes should
result ie no harm to public health. This may be
impossible: there is no kuown radiation dose so small
that it can be eomidoad safe. Any radistion
exposure is & healtu risk.

The Content of Radioactive Waste Shippe(. fo
WM!EBCH Be Difficult or 1 TSTY
Chack

Bince BRC and ERC exemptions entail, b:
dafinition, » lessening or termination of regulstor:
control over exempted radioactive waste streamt
there is no guarantee that the exposure level
ectually experienced by the public will not excee



those dictated by the policy. Evea if the Limit of 100
mrem per person per year were considered

acospiable, the policies as proposed would provide no ll

assurance that the level will not be exoeeded -
sspecially for individuals who live or work neer &
dump where deregulated radioactive waste
accumulates Sinoe it seems the NRC has no plans
W monitor radiation levels at unregulated disposal
sites, there ma“bo po way of measuring actual
exposure :

Likewise, it will be difficult, if not Lmpossible, to
ensure compliance. Onos the NRC allows utilities
ship same radionctive waste as BRC, it will be hard
o sngure that waste that is more radioactive is not
mized in either deliberately or sccidentally.
Iodividua! lasdfills will not be equipped to check
incoming waste for radioactivity, and without any
fodaral or state regulation there would be mo other
way to monitor utility acsons.

Baid one state offcial: "The result of adoption of &
BRC otﬁdl. d will be cost shifting, not cost
savings ™" From society's perspective, even the
{llusory, up-front sevings are small The Electric
Power Research [nstitute (EPRI), a utility industry
resenrch organization, estimates that the BRC policy
would save nbﬂ;z $82 million per year ifit were fully
implemented " Critics charge that estimatos
greatly exaggerate the potential savings.

Evez {f EFRI's estimates are correct, the savings
will oqw loss than §750,000 per year per nuclear
reactor,”” or well lecs than one percent of & plant's
annual ccmb‘ignd costs for fuel, operation and
maintenance.”” BRC represents an annual uv&nﬂ
of perbaps 85 cents per persan in the United States.
These savings, however, would be offset by the coste
of cleanizng up municipal lanatlls contaminated with
rediation. In additi®n, the fnancial and personal
consequences of cancers, geneiic defects, and the
other health effects of BRC and ERC could be
significant.

BRC aud ERC Could Leaxe Bahind
Fac'ities

BRC and ERC might justify incomplete cleanups
of nuclear power and waspor s facilities. Cleanup at
a facility could be stoyped if it could be shown that
the resulting SXPOBLT S would be within the NRC's
deregulation limits.

Growing Opposition to the Deregulation
e or gd.losctlvo Waste.

BRC and ERC present a large and also largely
unknown threat to public health in the United
Btates The danger is not Jost on states, counties, and
citios, where strong opposition to radioactive waste
daregulation hnuiumfom state, aouaty.ud
local legipiation. Minnesota,” Meine,™ . d
Vermont® have already passed laws prohibiting the
reclassification of radioactive waste more
are considering such lor&ulmon.. There i»
oppositio= o BRC heaeeth the state level, as well, Lo
Massachusetts alone, 27 cities and towns have
passed resolutions or ardinances against BRC.*

Conclusion

The NRC's impending BRC and ERC policies are
not o rational effort to allocate regulatory resources
more efficiently, as the NRC claims. Rather, the
policies are evidance that this country’s attempts L0
saddress the problem of growing amounts of
"low-level” radionctive waste are failing. The
existing commercial “low-level” waste sites are
closed, closing, or about 10 restrict severely whose
wastes will be accepted. The federal government's
desparate effort to hand the problem to the states is
io troubls.

Worse, BRC and ERC, the NRC's non-salution t0
the “low.evel” radioactive waste problem, pose &
large threat to public health and safety {n the United
Btates. The effects may never be knowrn.
Maeanwhile, the outlook for a solution is . the
amount of "low-level” radioactive waste balloon
in the near future es power plants are
decommissionsd and the DOE clesns up wenpons
facilitios.

BRC and ERC carry o simple messsge from the
NRC' the government doss not know what to do witk
"low-level" radioactive waste.

Recommendations

The NRC should halt ell efforts to classlfly
generically certain radicactive waste streams A8
"below regulstory concern.’ Congress should repeal
the provisions of the Low-Level Radioactive Waste
Policy Amendments Act that direct the NRC &
implemeant this palicy.
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Anpusl Amount of "Low.Level" Radioactive Waste

Genersted by US. Nuclear Power Planis That Could Be Deregulated Under BRC
(Amenn! e wn 1 BO% of 1he Mo w-lovel rudiosstive wuste getersiod by sommersial suckoar pewer plaats in 1088

s ie Potontia) BRC Wase ot Poential BRC Wams
(Cubie Foet) (Cuble Pont)

Penneylvanie 79080, 09 Onhie 4802. 80
1ilineis Medl. 40 Nesdpohusette 42,72
Kev York 16445, 22 Kebrawke 8.0
Kersh Caroline 14385, 8 Visoonein e 7
Alabene 138432, 2% Rinnessts 216%. 03
South Carniing 13089, 29 Arkanses 2009, 47
Califernie P2t 46 Yermont 205,82
Oeorgin 9524 83 tove 1000
Fleries 8626 .21 Raine 1871, 94
Arivons 8203, ¢. Kenens 1336, 12
Hov Jereey #142. %2 Oregen 1240, 90
Conneotiovs 7670 00 Rigosurs 18014, 90
Righigen 7ie1.02 Naryisne L L IRYY
Virginie 8718. 7 Colorede 4. 29
Tenneaner 70, 7) Nev MHowpehire .00
Lovisiane 2371.68 Texas 0.9 oo
']..‘..".‘ 8366 0% SRR R AR AR R R AR R R R R R sEsamERsnny
Yeshingien A%84. 00

Tetel L, 3e3883, 14

* “Low-leval" radioactive waste will be generated in New Hampahire by the Beabrock:1 nuclesr power plant which
began comumereial operation in 1990,

& "Low leval® radioactive warte will be generated in Texas by the Bouth Tuzas-1 & 2 reactors as well s by the Comanche
Poak.} plant, all of which were Lieensed subsequent to the compilation of data presented in the above tabla
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