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Mr. Warren F. Flint Chairman
LincolnBoardofSelectmen
P.O. 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.

.

I would first note that the Nuclear Regulatory Comission (NRC) has not

waste (LLW) y proposed regulations which would allow disposal of low-level.
published an

under the BRC provisions of the Low-Level Radioactive Waste Policy
Amendments Act of 1985 (Pub. L. 99-240). However, in response to the Act, the
NRC develo)ed and published in 1986, a Statement of Policy and Procedures which
outlines tie criteria for considering rulemaking petitions for such disposals.
I have enclosed a copy of the statement which you may find informative
(Enclosure 1).

Besides-this 1986 policy, the Commission continues to be active in pursuing-
/ the development of a broad-policy that would identify the principles and

criteria that govern Commission decisions which could exempt. radioactive h+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 R(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 decommissioning decisions involving
the release of lands, structures, or recycled. materials for unrestricted use as -

| well as decisions 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 transmittal. letter, I have-
addressed the specific statements contained therein-with the hope that such an .

approach will best enhance the dialogue on the Below Regulatory Concern (BRC)
issue. My first comment, in this regard, addresses the statement.in the-
warrant that the ". . . Congressional Bill .. . . 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 as a whole, I believe it mischaracterizes in two critical ways the
true issues involving potential disposals.cf BRC waste. First, the warrant
appears to convey the erroneous impression that a class of hazardous material
is being considered nonhazardous by declaration - a process certain public!

| interest groups have deridingly referred to as " linguistic detnxification." I,

believe that a full reading of Section 10 of the Low-Level Rat.Sactive Waste
Policy Amendments Act of 1985 (Pub. L. 99-240) substantiates a different view.

t
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The Act directs the Comission 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 . . . is not necessary to protect the public health
and safety . . . ." Second, the wording of the warrant does not convey the

l fact that any implementing NRC regulations (e.g., one allowing BRC waste
disposals from NRC-licensed 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.I

I would also note that the reference to one-third of the nation's low-level
radioactive waste being dumped in an unregulated fashion is not included in the
Act. Rather this reference may originate from views expressed by the nuclear
power industry and the Environmental Protection Agency. Both have indicated,

that about 30 percent of the low-level radioactive waste generated by volume
(at nuclear power facilities) m,a1 be considered for BRC waste classification.
The nuclear power industry has estimated that this volume of material would
contain approximately 0.01 percent of the radioactivity contained in all their'

low-level radioactive waste.

Finally, I can assure you that the Commission is aware of %sachusetts and
other State and local laws end resolutic": which bear on the BP.C waste disposal
issue. In this regard, the Commission must carefully weigh the importance, on
the one hand, of maintaining uniformity in matters affecting basic radiation

( protection standards and, on the other hand, cf providing the flexibility
ntcessary to accommodate significant concerns of States and localities.-

,
,

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 safety of the public very seriously. As a result, we will continue
to do our best in carefully and clearly responding to issues and qucstions
raised by concerned citizens and their elected representatives.

Sincerely,
'

Uriginst Signed By
nemis P. Spels-

o ic S. Beckjord, Director
$ Office of Nuclear Regulatory Research*

i

Enclosures: -

1. Final Policy (51 FR 30839)
2.FederalRegister(53FR49886)
bec: With Package Incoming Material

Sally Kelley
Agency Liaison, Room 91
The White House
Washington, DC 20500 -
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EPRI PROJECT MANAGER SLAMS NRC STAFF FOR DELAYS IN ALWR REVIEWS
.

Concern that a majority of the commission will demand an unreasonable-end unreasonably espen-
sive-level of design detail before certifying advanced reactor designs is overblown.according to a
critique of the commission's most recent polic comments on the issue.

Prepared by Gary Vine, project manager of the Electric Power Research Institute's (EPRI) advanec4

| LWR program, the analysis of the commission's April 27 meeting on advanced reactor certification
i takes a position far different than that which was generally accepted in the days after the meeting.

At that meeting, NRC Chairman Kenneth Carr and Commiasioners James Curtiss and Kenneth
Rogers criucized the NRC staff for proposing to amend the requirements for certifying de ns of larger.i

evolutionary and smaller passive advanced light water raactors (ALWR) and to avoid requinng th: "es-
'

|
sentially complete design" called for in the certi6 cation rule (10 CFR Part $2) adopted last year. The
commissioners were concerned that the concept of design standardization would be cornpromised if the
advanced reactor designs are not detziled enough.

The commissioners' pronouncements raised concerns among some in the industry that vendors might
be forced to inves: upwards of St billion in order to draw up the detailed designs the commissioners -
seem to be advo:ating.

But in his review-which was sent to Nuclear Management & Resources Council President Byron
Lee and others on May 4-Vine portrayed the commissioners as generally supportive of the industry's
position on what level of detail is needed in order to certify a design. Vine also argued that the NRC

kontinued on pase 10)

COMMISSIONERS APPROVE ERC POLICY DESPITE WARNINGS OF POLmCAL TROUBLE
The NRC commissioners have 6nally voted their approval of the cont'oversial policy statement on

exemptions from regulatory control, ending months of in house hassling over its effects. But in the real
world, the controversy may be only beginning.

As con 6rmed by knowledgeable of6cials, the vote "by notation"-cach commissioner signs a
i

I memorandum at his desk-was described as "four and a ha'f to a half." indicating that at leest one of
'

| the 6ve commissioners still had some doubts. Agency sources said the staff is still revising the 6nal
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 voted, two recent reports on Chairman Kenneth Carr's campaign to
deregulate some very low level radioactive waste by declaring it either below regulatory concern (BRC)'

or exempt from regulatory control (ERC) had brought him gloomy or argumentative news on ERC, ;

which he has called one of his " top priorities."
Last month, an in house situation report to the commissioners from Carlton Kammerer. NRC's direc,

tor of state programs, reeled off a formidable list of state and local legislation designed specifically to
thwart the purpose of BRC and ERC.The general purpose is to allow the disposal of low level radioac. .

!

-'
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g dve wmte in municipal landfills, secers, and solid waste incmerators by declaring it outside of NRC
control. ,

; Under this policy, disposers of low level radioactive waste can theoretically petidon a plainly,if not
i cagerib receptive NRC to dump in landfills as routine trash such mildly irradiated material as, say, plant

'
| workers' coveralls. But NRC has received no BRC pedtions to dump Leery of the public relations back.
j lash, no generator of low level waste has applied.

Dunng months of back.and.forth hassic with the staff-compounded by fretung over Environmen',al'

) Protection Agency (EPA) radioactivity standards-the commissioners have been considering as a next
step the fonnal policy statement on exemptions from regulatory contM-now approved. .

This is the cor mission's sc<ond strategy in complying y<ith & Lo, t.evemadnctive Waste
Policy Amendments Act of 1935, and it would txpand BRC by also cJeasing from Nk ' regulhden land

'

and buildings contaminated at low levels of radiauon, That may prove w te as unpope er as the BRC
initiative.

As evidence, Ktmmerer's memo to the commissioners reponed that Maine altwy had passed a law '

effecdvely negating any BRC dumpng peddons the commissioners might approve there. Kammerer did
not return telephone queries about any subsequent state actions, but other NRC reports now list Min-
nesota and lowa as new ly equipped by statute to tra BRC wtute from any storage, treatment, recycling f
or disposal facility not specifically licensed for low. level waste in Vermont, Gov, Madeleine Kunin is
expected to sign a similar bill cleared by the legislature. The NRC press of6ce said Virginia has passed a
joint resolution against RC dumping, and similar legisladon is in committee in Pennsylvania and Mas-
sachusetts,

t

In his memo, Kammerer warned the commissioners that Connecticut, Delaware, Massachusetts,
Minnescta, New Hampshire, Pennsylvania, Vermont, and West Virginia were considering aatewide
prohibitions of unlicensed BRC disposal, and that tourts, cities, and coundes had already donc to in
Califomia, Ohio, New York, Massachusetts,and Michigan.

"The commission should expect to see more of this state and local legislative activity, particularly
once it adopts a final policy on exempdons f orv regulatory control " Kammerer advised.

Rat wasn't all. Last week, Public Cidten's Critical Mass Energy Project, a Ralpl. Nader adjunct,
joined the fray. In its report, Critical Mass stirred the pot by asserung that BRC and ERC wouki
" release radioactivity into the sc? h, wa'er, and food chain (that) could significantly increase the

j

number of fatal cancers in the U.S. cach year."
In a heavily foot noted six page paper called " Deregulating RadioaGive Waste Disposal: A Status

Report," Crideal Mass sairl NRC's proposed policies "*vould permit higher amounts of radioactivity in
consumer products" by opening "some contaminated land and buildings" for unrestricted use, including I
manufacturing.

Quodng from a 1988 version of NRC's policy statement on exempdons from regulatory control, the
Critical Mass study said the commissioners concluded that one additional cancer death per 100,000 per-
sons-which Critical Mass extrapolated to 2,500 deaths per total U.S. population-is "of little concem
to most members of society."

Critical Ma s said the cancer risk, in fact, is nye deaths per 100,000 exposed persons, and that a
recent report by the Nanonal Research Council of the Nadonal Academy of Sciences (in Critical Mass'
words) " suggests that the cancer risk from such a level of exposure may be almost 60% higher than
NRC's esumate."

"ne NRC's impending BRC and ERC policies are not a rational effort to allocate regulatory
resources more ef 6ciently. as NRC claims," the Crincal Mass paper concluded. "Rather, the policies are
evidence that this country's attempts to address the growing amounts of ' low level' radioactive waste
are failing. The existing commercial ' low level' waste sites are closed, closing, or about to restrict3

severely whose wastes will be accepted.T!.e federal government's desperate effort to hand the problem
to the states is in trouble."-Ben A. Frankhn. Washington

'' BIG M VERSUS LITTLE m': UTILITIES, NRC STAFF DIFFER OVER MAINTENANCE

Utilides and NRC staff differ significandy on the connecdon between maintenance and cornponent
failures-a differing perspective that came to be referred to during a maintenance indicator demonstra-
don project as " Big M versus Little m." J

In a draft report released last month on the demonstration project, NRC's Office for the Analysis & W
Evaluadon of Operational Data (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 to maintenance-the Big M perspeedve. Utilities, on the other hand, during the demonstration

2 INSLDE NR.C. -June 4.1990
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project categonted only 14% of such failures as due to maintenance-dw Little m grspective.The dif.'
ference, AEOD said,is that many of the failures the staff assigned to maintenance the utilities assigned
to wearout (35%), design (25%), random (7%), or unknown (17%) causes.

With such results,it is not surprising that the utility industry has serious reservadons about NRC's
development and use of a main enance performance indicator and why it has resisted the imposition of

''

any new, maintenance speci6c rules.
The AEOD repon (AEOD/S804C) noted that uti!! Lies list design ds6ciencies as causing component

failures about eight times more than NRC staff does. "Such a difference is understandable," AEOD
said, "in that the regulatory perspeedve of maintenance includes the feedbvk of experience gained
through engiruscring and design modi 6cadons used to climinate component performance problems."

But utilides don't necessarily share this regulatory perspective. For instance, Nertheast Utilities, one
. of the participants in the demonstration project, determined that at Millstone 3 it was more cost effec.

3

Live to simply periodically repair a marginally designed main feedwater pump seal rather than to pursue
a design knprovement. '

NRC STAFF SAYS UTIUTIES SHOULDN'T HAVF. TO B ACKFIT SAFETY-GRADE PORVs

NRC staff is recommending to the c:mmission that utilitie with operaung plants or construction
permits should not be f equird to replace commercial grade PORVs (pre tsurizer power operated relief
volve) with safety-pade components even if their applications are essential to plant safety,

in a Secy paper to the commissbn, NRC -'aff said that in evalundng the generic issue of PORY
rehability,it determined that "the role of the K)RVs has changed such that PORVs are now relied on by
man y Westinghouse, Babcock & Wilcox, and Combustion Engineering designed plants with PORVs to
perform one, or more, of the following design basis safety related functions: " Mitigation of a ste.vn
generator tube rupture accident: " Low temperature overpressure protection of he reactor vesselt
during startup r.nd shutdown, or; " Plant cooldown in compliance with Branch Technical Posi-
tion...' Residual Heat Removal System."'

Nonetheless, the staff conclud'd "it is not cost effective to replace (t ackfit) exisung non safcty.
grade PORVs and block valves (and associated control systems) with PORVs and block valves that are,

safety grade even when they have been determined to perform any of the safety related functions,"*
The staff emphasized thaJ since 1983,it has required all plants with PORVs intended for any ci the

specified safety functions to have safety grade components,'That, however, represents less than one-
quarter of the nation's 114 licensed plants.

For PWRs in the future, the NRC staff said that when PORVs and the associated block valves are
used for any of the specified safety functions,"these components should be classified as safety related."

The staff has also drafted for commission review a generic letter that would resolve the broader is-
,

sue of PORY reliability which, historically, has been poor. To support a resolution of the generic issue '

(Gl 70), NRC contracted with Oak Ridge National Laboratory (ORNL) to conduct a study of PORY and
block valve operating ei.perience and with Brookhsven National Laboratory (BNL) to perform a study
on the estimated risk reduction from improved PORY and block valve reliability.

ORNL, according to the agency, concluded that upgrading PORVs and block valves on existing
plants would impove reliability, but BNL's study "showed only a small potamtial decrease in core melt
probability due to increased PORY end block valve reliability."

NRC acknowledged, however, that "this was in part because, by staff direction, the (BNL) study did
not include consideration of events beyond the design basis, such as feed and bleed capability."It is in
the latter situation, where PORVs might have to be opened a.nd closed repeatedly at high pressures,
where reliability is the issue, NRC critics charge in fact, that was the issue raised by many NRC critics
follcwing the Three Mile Island 2 accident in 1979,

NRC staff, however, insists that " subsequent to the TMI 2 accident, a number of improvements
were required of PORVs and block valves, such as requirements to be powered from Class IE buses and
to have valve position indication in the control room." Therefore, the agency argues, "any addidonal
improvements in reliability that would result from upgrading PORVs to full safety gtade status are con-
sidered to be of marginal benefit.

"The staff has concluded that for operating plants and plants under active construction, the most
cost effective improvements in reliability can be derived from adding these valves to the operational

% quality assurance list, implementing a mainterance prog am based on manufacturer's recommendadons,
including the PORVs and block vah es in the American Society of Mechanical Engineers (ASME)in-
service testing program,and maintaining power to the block valves,"

l
!
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NRC STAFF CITES THREE OPTIONS FOR DEALING WITH BWR POWER OSCILLATIONS
Wt operators have three opdons for addressing the pmsibility of power oscilladons at BWRs, ac.

cormng to a suff paper to the NRC commission, but only one4tolving new,unreviewed toftwwe and,

methodology-may be satisfactory for all BWR designs.
At issue in the Secy paper is tha JRC sufl's review of the generic implicadons of power oscillations

that occurred at Commonwealth Edison Co 's LaSalle 2 in Much 1988.ne in:ident involved loss of -

both recirculation pumps leading te neutron flux oscilladons peaking at least as high as 116% power
(INRC,4 July '88,1).

The thrw opdons were recommended by the BWR Ownera Group (BWROO), which, following the
LaSalle power oscillations, established a task group to invesdgate how best to resolve the core in-
stability issue for BWRs.

For reactors of the BWR.3 or BWR.5 designs, the most simple arvi pracucal response for tdlities to
,

the possibility of power oscilladons is an analysis that would lead to an tulomade accom prevenung
orerauon within a pie 4:6ted area of the power and Bow where instabilides we considered likely. NRC
said it cspecu to complete the 6nal analyses needed for licensing closure no earlier than September.

For a BWR 2, according to the Secy paper, NFC hetieves the avenge power range monitor (APRM)
sigrals can provide sufficient protection against both in pnase and out</ phase instability modes.
BWROO had found through aralysis that ARM signals do "not provide protecdon against the local high
neutron flux that can occur during out of phue modes of instability."The Secy paper added, "further,
the calculations showed that the crideal power rnio safety limits could be exceeded in violation of the
generat design criteria 10 and 12."

For utilities that pursue this opuon, NRC suff said it andclpates that licensees will prepse plant-
specific documentadon.

The third opdon is not limited to particular BWR design types but does involve " advanced tech.
nology consisting of new toftwwe and methods employed in a microprocessor based Class IE (safety.
rela'.ed) hardware system. Staff teview will be requifed to address concerns with the design implementa.
tion."

NRC staff describes it as "a conceptually simple soludon that should provide the reactor with ample
safety margins in the event of an in+tability. Again, the suff said it does not expect to complete its
armlyses before September.

NRC said the earliest date it t a cric resolution of the issue is the end of 1990, with review and
close.out of the proposed long.R , soludons expected within three months of the utilldes individual
sut mitals.

NRC STAFF SAYS THAT IT HAS FOUND NO IMPROVEMENTS FOR CONTAINMENTS other than
Mark is that would warrant generic 6plementation for all containments of a given type. But staff also
says that it has identi6cd a number u ptential improvements that licensees hhould consider as part of
their individual plant e5aminations (IPE).

A generic communication cor.taining staff's insights of potential improvement has been approved
by the commission and will be forwarded to licensees shortly. The commission slighdy amended the
staff's proposed generic communication, instructing the staff to tell licensees that during an IPE, a
search should be made "for possible ' outliers' ths; rtight be missed absent a system search in areas of
both mitiganon and prevention."

For the nine BWRe at sit sites with Mark !! containments, the staff recommends that venting 14
evaluated using plart specific hardware and procedures to determine how best to maximite the bene 6L
from venung and minimize potential downsides. Staff says it also recognizes that "other potential
means of improving the reliability of suppression pool coolirg systems exist and may be invesugated on
a plant speci6c basis as an allemative to venting."

For the four BWRs with Mark 111 containments, the suff says that licensees should also consider
improvements to v.ndng. In addition, staff notec that a pntr.ntial vulnerability for Mark Ill plants invol.
ves station blackout ituring which hydrogen igniters wd3 te knoperable. "Under these conditions,"
staff' is, "a detorable mixture of hydrogen could develop which could be ignited upon restoration of
power."Tbh potential vulnerability should be examined in the IPE process, staff says.

For the R reactors with ice condenser containments (one under construedon snd one deferred), con.
| uinment failure resulting from uncontrolled hydrogen burns or detonations is "a potentially important g

failure mode," staff says.nis failure, which should be investigated as part of the IPE process, could
occur, staff says,in a station blackout if power to the hydrogen igniter system is lost, high con.

4 INsDI' N.R.C. - Joe 4. IMO
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centrations of hydrof en are produced as a result of ece degradation, and pocer is then restored at a
5 later time.

For the 63 PWR plants oith large dry containments, bydrogen combustion "on a global basis is not
believed to be a significant threat," staff says. And il notes that hydrogen control strategies for dry con.
tainments .re being investigated as puwf the accident managernent research program, tiowever. staff,

says,it '.4y be possible for <?nable mittures of hydrogen to buted up in lecalize4 companmenu of
.ir> ce stainments and damage equipment. Owners of dry containments, oaff ssf:, shculd, as part of the
IPE ',rocess,"ctamine lxations of possible hydrogen evoludan and evaluate the potential frorn damage
to it, ponant equipment due to localized detonations /' Staff also said that it plans to determine whether
cons $ era 6on'of hydropa control under the IPE and accident management research program will
resolve generic issue 121 (Hydrogen Contro' for Large Dry PWR Containments) and will make a
recommenda00n on resoludon of this issue in the near future.

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

Still worried about "the growin $ number" of illegally mistcpresented counterfeit replacement paru
6ndmg their way into safety related reactor applicadons, NRC's Of6ce of Nuclew Reactor Reguladons
(NRR) has issued Supplement I to iu October 1989 bulleCn (Infonnadon Nodce 89 70)"to provide the
i' tustry with some tips for detcung misrepresented vendor products."

'the helpful "Ups" formu re 'ccts NRR's view that detection of counterfeits is difScult because
.

licensee quality assurance propams " generally have assumed vendor integrity and we not focused on
identifying intent to dc4eive."

Drawing on NRK'. experience, the up sheet lists characterisucs of "componenu, products, and aer.
vices that have been previously identified as having been misrepresented."The list includes:

All inexpensive components with a high tumover rate; which cannot be uniquely marked; which are
used in both critical and noneritical applications; w hich are obsolete and hud to 6hd, and whow une
may not give them a used appearance.

Another list includes speci6c puu or services that NRR knows have been misrepresemed, including
valves, circuit breakers, fuses, fasteners,6ttings and flanges, and eddy current tesung.

Pans listed as " vulnerable to misrepresemauon" include O. rings and seals, lubricants, adhesives.
electrical connectors, motor controls and relays, DC and AC power supplies, but transfers, generators

*

and motor generator seu, pnnnhircuit boards, splices, vacuum breakers, panel lighu and switches,
isoladon devices, welding mateW , piping and pipe supporu, spent fuel pool cooling pumps, and diesel
generator speed govemors. injecuon pumps and fuel transfer pumps.--Ben A. FranUin. Washington

*:UTIVE BRANCH SUPPORTS NRC RULES ON WASTE EXPORTS / IMPORTS I#

The U.S. State Department and other executive branch agencies any they support an NRC inidative
to develop specine licensing requirements for the export and impon of radioacdve waste, particularly

j
low level waste (LLW). 'Ihe Nuclear Management & Resources Council, however, opposes any new
regulations in this area, saying that they are not neded and that they could lead to efforts to impose new
requirements on domesde transpon of LLW.

NkC published an advanced nodce of proposed rulemaking February 7 asking for comments on var. !
ious opdons for controlling any radioactive waste imports or exports. The agency noted that there have ]
been a number of inquiries regarding the impon of foreign waste into the U.S. for disposal and that the i

U.S. does not cunently have a nadonal policy with respect to transfers of radioactive wastes. Among the
options proposed was one that called for amending cunent 10 CFR Part 110 regulations to requlte that a
speci6c license be obtained for export /impon of any radioactive waste,

in comments, the State Depanment, on behalf of DOE, and the depanmenu of Defense and ,

Transportation, called the above opdon " reasonable."It added that such regulalons "should be strue. I

tured 6ctibly...to ensure, through advance nodce of proposed imports and exporu, the opportunity to
control such imports and exports baud on the consent of the ultimate recipient importing state."

Numarc, however, in iu comments disagreed that new reguladons are necessary, given that NRC did |

not idenOfy any specific instances where current rules were found inadequate to protect public health
and safety. Numarc also said that changing the agency's rules "could have a significant impact on the

,

reguladon of domestic transportadon of radioactive materials. For example, the commission does not '

'

require prenotification of most shipments of LLW, nor does it require a specific license to make such
shipments....Yet,if the commission were to impose such requirements on imports and espo ts of
radioacdve waste, question could be raised as to whether similar regulations should be impor.d on
domestic shipments."

INSIDE N.R.C.- June 4,1990 $
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LIKE THE BIG GUYS, BYPRODUCT LICENSEES NOW NEED DECOMMISSIONING PLANS, TOO
,

An NRC deadline requiring suppliers and insers of radioacdve byproducts in industrial, medical,
pharmxcudcal and resetrch labs and clinics to have decomissioning plans, with funding commitments,

to 6 nance them, is closing in on up to 1,000 operators of radioisotope facilades licensed by the NRC,
neoredcally, they are subject to suff 6nes if they do not comply, but according to NRC enforcers the
heat will not be turned on for a w hile.

By July 27, an estimated 750 to 1,000 users, processors, and laboratory mixers of the hundreds of
radioisotopes now co'mmonly employed in industrial and sciendfic instrumentadon, diagnostic and-

therapeude medicine, agriculture, ad space research must 6te with the NRC roughly the same kind of
decornmissioning plans and 6nancial assurances required of licensees of nuclear power reactors since
1988.

I

ne last business owned U.S. byproduct producdon reactor shut down in April, so none of the instal- ,I

lations affected include an operating reactor.ne decontaminadon work covered by the new decommis- |
sioning guarantees w ill largely involve such things as " hot sinks," ventilation ducts, Laboratory equip- !

ment, and laboratory and cimic 6oors and walls.
For electric power reactors, NRC's 1988 decommissioning requirements called for dedica'e4 set-

asides of $105 million to $130 million per reactor to guarantee 6nal cleanup-future money, available
for no other purpose than decontaminating retired power plants. Although these NRC 6nancial as- |

surance 6gures are regarded by some as too low, that debrle may have becoine somewhat moot, if there !
!

is a surge of udlity applications for reactor lifcume extensions under the 20 year license renewals now
being promoted by NRC, decommissioning issues at those plants would be moved to a back burner,

in computing the new decommissioning obligadons to be imposed on the byproduct industry,
licensees are to be cued about their obligadons by a comptes NRC formula based on the half life and
volume of the radioacdve materials handled. liotope facilities which fall within the parameters of the
new decomissioning rule must show proof of dedicated decommissioning funding ranging from $75,000
to $750.000.

What this actually means is that, of the 8,000 or so byproduct facilides licensed direed/ y NRC,b

most will escapc the decommissioning guarantee requirements because they use radioisotopes with short
half lives (under 120 days) and in small quandties. Moreover, for the time being at least, other hundreds A
or thousands of byproduct facilities (NRC of 6cials say they are not sure of the number) escape the im.
pending deadline by lucking out geographically-by being located in one of the 29 so-called NRC
agreer9ent states.

NRC has delegated to state agencies the authority to license and inspect radioisotope facilities in
Alabama, Arizona, Arkansas, California, Colorado, Florida, Georgia, Idaho, Illinois, Iowa, Kansas, Ken-
tucky, Louisiana, Maryland, Mississippi, Nebraska, Nevada, New Hartpshire, New Mesico, New York,
North Carolina, North Dakota, Orcgon, Rhode Island, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, Utah, and

Washington.
Vandy Miller of the NRC's state programs office said the July 27 deadline "will have no immediate

impact" in the agreement states.The states will have three years to make their decomissioning rules
compatible with NRC's, Miller said. In other ways, too, the July 27 deadline comes with what 1eems
something less than dramatic force.

According to John Glenn, chief of the medical, academic, and commercial safety branch of
NRC's Of6ce of Nuclear Material Safety & Safeguards,"we are going to be very demanding of certain
information" by the July 27 deadline, "but we probably won't be immediately 6ning anyone."Instead,
Glenn said, "we will try to be a litde helpful if some submissions are incomple:c, We haven't fully
worked out yet what kind of time schedule we will give them to come into complete compliance."

If that seems confusing, nuclear power industry consulting firms which have lost business in the
stade power reactor industry can rejoice a little at a potentially new market for their how to comply
counseling. The lack of new construction in nuclear power that has brought such ennul to the utility
reactor industry has no parallel in byproduct use.

According to the Oak Ridge National Laboratory (ORNL), which was a pioneer U.S. supplier st the
threshold of radioisotope technology in the 1950s, byproducts have grown to a $250 million a year in.
dustry, used in as many as 40.000 medical procedures a day in American hospitals and clinics practicing
nuclear medicine. According to ORNL's quarterly " Review," radioisotopes are involved in the diagnosis
and/or treatment of about half of all padents admitted to hospitals in this country. Yet, the ORNLjournal $
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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Because ORNL is a government facility, operated for DOE by Martin Muietta Energy Systems Inc.,
.

it is forbidden to compete with commercial suppliers of radioisotopes. The last U.$. commercial
byproduct reactor supplying isotopes, closed last month, was operated by Cinuchem of 'f ute40, N.Y., a
division of Medi. Physics, which is a subsidiary of Hoffman LaRoche,Inc., the interrtadoral phar.

,

maccudcal company.
Even though that reactor is closed and will be decommissioned, of6clajs familiar with the

radioisotope industry said its absence is unlikely to revive ORNL reactors as isotope producers. When ,

they are running -Oak Ridge reactr'es are jusi coming back from several years of shutdown for DOE
safety reviews- ORNL is chiefly committed to research.The primary U.S. suppliers of radioisotops

'

now are in Canada, and market forces are likely to keep it that way, industry of6clals said.
~ Ben A. harUin, WasMngton

NRC IS EXPECTED TO PROPOSE CHANGES TO ITS FITNESS FDR DUTY RULE that will
'

e npower agency staff to determine whether a udlity's program is too restrictive. By a threNo two vote,
the NRC commission decided to proceed with a proposed rulemaking, to le published soon in the
Federal Register.

The action came in response to quesdons raised by the Tenneuee Valley Authority (TVA) over
whether a nuclear plant worker who tests pos!dve for illegal drug use on initial testing should be taken
off his job before the results are con 6rmed by a second round of tests (INRC,23 April, $).

The commission's Sole at the end of April followed an April 13 Secy paper from Execut;ve Director
for Operadon: James Taylor in which he said that NRC staff had taken issue with TVA's 6tness for. duty
program but did not think it had authority under the agency's rule to compel TVA to make its program
less restriCdve.

TVA's 6tness for. duty program requires removal of an employee who tesu positive for drug use on
the 6rst round of tesdng, whereas the NRC rule prohibits barring the employee from his duties undi a
second round of testing con 6tms drug use.

NRC staff has argued that the agency's 6tness.for duty rule seeks to balarge udlity management's
safety concems against the employee's right to privacy-that is, an employee shouldn't be barred from
his job based on an initial test which may prove to be wrong on subacquent analysis.

In the Secy paper, NRC staff recommended that the commlasion agree to rewrite a secdon of the rule
to explicidy prohibit the temporary suspension of an employee on the bas!s of an initial test result. But
staff also said that the commission should consider the wisdom, from a safety standpoint, of allowing

immediate suspensions.
NRC's Of6ce of Genert.1 Counsel basically agreed with TVA's posidon, emphasizing that becau e

safety is the agency's mission, it's dif6 cult to defend a rule that seeks to balance any Werests other than
purely safety.related ones.

TVA, according to spokesman Tom Price,"is trying to remain Arm in its position that we'll take
them off the boards until the tests are completed."

| NIAGARA MOHAWK OPERATORS BLOW FEEDWATER PUMP TEST AS OFFICIALS WATCH
lt took only six seconds but it left egg on the faces of operators at Niagara Mohawk Power Corp.'s

Nine Mile Point.l. NRC of6cials, including Commissioner Kennett. Rogers, were visidng the unit May
23 when operators, unaware of a closed suction valve, started up a .iotor driven feedwater pump and ran
it dry.

The endre incident lasted only six seconds, but it took maintenance personnel more than 24 hours to
decouple the pump and tear it down.They determined that the pump was undamaged. Feedwater pumps
and their bearings are water-cooled and, according to industry of6 cia's,it they run without water, they
will destroy themselves in well under a minute.

William Young, deputy director of Region l's operadons branch, and Larry Burkhardt, Niagara
Mohawk executive vice presi6cnt for nuclear power, were joined by uher NRC resident and utility per.
sonnel to witness the ill. fated startup of the Icedwater pump. (Rogers was on site but not there at the

|

Ome.)
The six second performance, according to an NRC of6cial, involved at least one, maybe two,

9 violations of procedures. Apparendy, the night shift had changed the suedon valve position a few days
before the feedwater pump test and did not advise the operators who were conducting the test. Those
operators also failed to nodce that the valve was closed.

Niagara Mohawk has a history of problems with the Nine Mile Point.1 feedwater system, and a spe-
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I cial NRC team inspection in 1968 specifically questioned the adequacy cf utility testing for the
feed * ster and high pressure injection system. The unit has tech shut down since December 1987, and'

Niagua Mohawk had been siniing at restart by the end of May.The pump startup was part of a special .q ~
.

test to validate system performance. That test is a restart requirement.
NRC officials said the incident probably won't set the utility ba:k any further in the path to restart.

"What really took dme," said one NRC official,"was doing a rmt cause analysis of the incident, sitting.

'

down with the operators, going over the lessons learned Acing who did what or who didn't do what,
and seeing what can be done to bolster operator training in that area."

S ALP REPORTS . . .
.

SALP HIST 9RY REPORT

REClON: 11
PLANT NAME: Sere;

RPT AsShrr. PERIOD OPS RCON M NT/51'RY EP SEC D SA
9/s9 5/ls . 6/s0 3 3 3 3 1 2 3

5/90 7/19 3/90 2 2 3 1 1 2 2

Note: NRC's 5 ALP pmgrim was remed Jvne 8,19st (revisuvi to NRC Manual Chapter 0$16)and uveral new smegones were
trested. ohile others wen dron=4 For instance,the maimenance and surveiDence sniegorwe were cantened, and the ufety
assessment /quably venAc4 tion eres now incorporties what were previously the separtie aroes of ticensing and quahty
Pmgremt

FOOTNOTLs:

RPT date .epon issued EP . emergency preperedne se g
ASSMT. PERIOD sssessmens penod SEC . secunty
OPS plant operation ES . enguwennecchnical suppon
RCON radiological controis S A . safely aswismet/qualny venAcation
MN'T/St'RV maimenance. surveillance N . not raie4

Category I . Ucenue managemen: onention and involvement are readily evident and place emphasis on superior performance of
nuclear safely or safeguards scuvities, with the usultmg pa dormance substanually etceeding regulatory requinments. bcenses
rescurce: are ampie and tflecuvely used so that a high level of plant and parsonnel performance is being achieved Reduced NRC

; anenison may he apprornale.

Catsenry 2 Ucenses management onenuon to and involvement in the performance et nuclear safety or ufeguards activities are
gmd The bconsee has atta ned a level of performance shove that needed to mut regulatory requiremenu. Ucenue resources are
adequate and reasonably allocated so that good plant and perenel performaus is being schieved. NRC anemian may be
maintained si nortna] levels.

; Category 3. Ucensee management aneriuon to and b.volvement in the performance of nuclear safety or ufeguards activities are
noi sur6cient. The beense4's perfoonance he riot sigruncandy escoed that needed to meet minimal regulatory requiremems. Ucen-

'

see resources appear ? * be straar.ed or no. effectively used NRC attention should tv increased above normal levels.

-

NRC FINDS SIGNIFICANT IMPROVEMENTS AT YlRGINIA POWER'S SURRY
Virginia Power camed improved ratings in four of seven funcdonal areas for its performance at

Surry during NRC's latest systematic assessment of licensee performance (S ALP). Only one arta-ma.
intenance/ surveillance-was rated a low Category 3. But even here the agency said it detected an im.
proving trend.'

Region II Administrator Stewart Ebneter said that there were "a few common threads" that were
" major contributors to the overall improved performance." He cited "the improvement in safety at.
titude "" increased management involvement in all nedvides," and "the progress made in self assess- g
ment.

Ebneter added, though, that while "significant improvements have been made, there are some areas
that are more resistant to change-the most notable being maintenance. !mprovements have been made
in this area, but they are slower to take hold, and this requires increased management attention to over.
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corne deep.scated issues such as backlogs, scheduhng, and work control.".

in W arcs of operations, the report noted that both units " exhibited improved sustained perfor.o
mance during the middle and latter pan of the assessment period with no automatic reactor trips occur.
ring during the latter half of the period."

According to Nucleonics Weck, Surry.1 and .2, both 824.MW Westinghouse PWRs, had gross i
e '

capacity factors in 1989 of 4630% and 13.08%, respectively.ntough March 1990, the units' capacity
factors were 99.079 and 07.01%,respecuvely. <

in the area of radiological controls, the report said the udlity's performance " continue 4 to improve."
It said that with management now strongly supponing the radiation protection program,"most
radiological control indicators such as collectis e dose, contaminated floor space, and personnel con. !

tamination events decreased during k assessment period." ,

i

CARR REJECTS WPPSS COMPLAINT THAT PRESS RELEASES ON NRC FINES ARE UNFAIR
NRC condnues to believe that publicizing the nnes it imposes on udlities is a good idea, and the

-

agency is not recepuve to changing that policy. :
Carl Halvorson, chairman of the executive board of the Washington Public Power Supply System ,

(WPPSS) wrote Chairman Kenneth Cart complaining that the agency's press releases announcing such ,

civil penalties are often "caploited by the media and special interest groups to diston the largely ex.
,!

emplary performance of the industry." }laivorson wrote to Carr earlier this year after WPPSS received
two proposed civil penalties from NRC. But Halvorson said that his letter was not prompted by those

'

nouces, "I have had these thoughts in mind for some time," he wrote Carr. ;

Carr replied that it is NRC " enforcement policy" that 6nes receive "substandal attention by the! ;

public" as an enhancement of enforcement actions and that publicity is "an imponant incentive to !

licensees to sdhere to a rigorous standard of compliance." >

Without specifying an ahemative. Halvorson's letter suggested "some better opdons" than publie :
anrouncemenu of NRC 6nes. He said press releases reponing cash penalties make the NRC "an unwit. |
Ung accomplice in this misleading of public perception" by conveying "the impression of signi6 cant ,

safety indiscredons by the operators."The publicity, he said,is more cosdy than the monetary 6nes. ,

Halvorson conceded that "$50,000 may not be much of a hit to a muld billion dollar udlity,"Ilut he
-

.
wrote that "in the mind's eye of millions of individuals reading the report in a newspaper or listening to

'

it on TV or radio, it is a large amount of money, so the infractions must be egregious and are equated ;

with safety infractions or shoddy operations in the mind of the recipient."
Of the $50,000 penalty, Halvorson suggested that "these smaller nnes are counterproduedve to the

industry and the NRC in that they conjure up images of malefacdons far in excess of reality and are
used by special interest groups to paint the most negative picture possible."

Cart replied,in effect, that that was exacdy the point. He said: "It has always been the agency's ,

policy to publicly announce proposed civil penaltics to ensure that the public is not only aware of the
NRC's concerns but also that steps are being taken to address them. I agree with this policy,"

. -Ben A. FranUin, Washington ,

t

i

THE LONG ISLAND POWER AUTHORITY (LIPA) TOLD NRC of6cials recendy that decon now
appeared to be the best route to take in decommissioning Shoreham and that a decommissioning plan
would be submitted to NRC sometime next year.

Though the power authority plans to apply for a license transfer this month to take over Shoreh:,m !
from the Long Island Lighting Co. (LILCO), the actual transfer will be held up undl NRC issues a
defueled license for the plant. A defueled license would bar any operadon of Shoreham. |

%e decon approach now under consideration would involve the removal or decontamination of it.
radiated equipment or structures to release the site for unrestricted use and to terminate the NRC license. '

nough the asset transfer provides that LILCO will pay all costs related to the license transfer, '

maintenance, and decommissioning of Shoreham, NRC officials expressed concem during the May 24
meeting about the cost of the dccommissioning plan, -

Thomas Murley, director of NRC's Of6cc of Nuclear Reactor Reguladon, said he was concerned '

'

about the plant incurring unforeseen costs that could not be paid for pad caudoned that NRC would have
to look at u inancial aspects very carefully. Another mecung might be scheduled this fall on that issue.

,

** Meanwh. e LIPA is working on establishing a framcwork for such things as quality assurance and
training, securing additional support personnel from the New York Power Authority 1.nd LILCO, and
reviewing a study on the merits of convening Shorcham to a gas 6 red plant. ,
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NRC CONSIDERS CSUING INFERMATION NOTICE ON CE CIRCUlf BREAKERS
0-

NRC is considering issuing an information notice on problems with some General Electric (GE)
molded cae circuit breakers. The agency is concemed that GE did not adequately test its breakers
before selling them to utilities.,

The issue involves undervoltage devices in "E" frame. sited breakers that were designed and as-
sembled in different places, said William Russell, NRC's associate director of nuclear reactor regulation.
The assembly resulted in interferences in the trip funcdon, he said.

Manufactured in Puerto Rico and Mexico, assembled in Knoxville, Tenn. and " dedicated" and tes.
ted in San Jose, Calif., the commercial grade breakers were inoperable because of binding of the over.
current trip device, caused by the improper installation of undervoltage devices, according to NRC,

NRC's vendor branch has inspected GE's Knoxville facility where undervoltage devices are instal.
Ied. The agency is looking into the root cause of the problem and its scope. Bill Brach, chief of NRC's
vendor inspection branch said that if the problem involves more than a couple of plants, the agency will '

issue an informadon notice, but preliminary informadon indicates that the problem is not widespread.
"There might just be one plant," Brach said.

In early May,6ve of seven GE molded case circuit breakers failed during pre installation testing at
GPU Nuclear Corp.'s Oyster Creek. The breakers, which we4 all in one bath, did not pass the udlity's
current trip test and were sent back to GE, said GPU spokesman Karl Neodenien.

What concems NRC is that the problem was not caught before GE shipped the breakers. "GE's
quality program should have found out about the problem....instead of Oyster Creek," said NRC's Rus-
sell. "GE should look into this."

GE is now reviewing its dedication pregram under NRC's 10 CFR Part 21 rules, which require iden-
tifying and evaluating a dc6ciency to see if it represents a safety h,tzard. The review started in early
May and should be completed sometime in June, said George Stranback, GE's safety evaluation
programs manager. A root cause for the failure identi6ed at Oyster Creek has not yet been determined,
but GE will inform its customers of its nndings once it completes its invesdgation.

NRC expects further action on this issue with additional inspecdons planned, and the Institute of
Nuclear Power Operations has sent out a notice on the issue.-Jennifer Nelson, New York

ALWR DESIGN CERTIFICATION femus,-d/mmpan /)
staff is guilty of either not recognizing or ignoring information already provided to the agency that
would allow the staff to determine whether an advanced design meets NRC requirements.

"I think your nrst challenge is to convince the (NRC) staff to stop making excuses for why they
cannot resolve issues now," Vine wrote in his letter to Lee.

Though he acknowledged that,in the days right after the NRC merung, members of Numarc's work.
ing group on standardization had a " general feeling" that the commissioners' expectations regarding the
degree of standardiration and the level of design detail "were unreasonable and unworkabic," Vine ar.
gued that, on balance "the commissioners are endrely reasonable in their expectations for standardita-I

; don and level of design detail." He maintained, however, that what the commissioners actually said at
the mecung and what has been attributed to them are quite dillerent.

In the letter, Vine takes issue with several statements made by Thomas Murley, director of the Office
of Nuclear Reactor Regulation (NRR). For example, Vine characterized as " misleading" Murley's con.l

| tention that SI billion in engineering effort might be required to make safety judgments about advanced
reac;or designs. Murley based that ballpark figure on the industry's experience at Nonheast Utilities'

,

| Millstone 3.
Vine argued that the number is " clearly misicading because most of that level of engineering goes

way beyond the level needed to make safety judgments-if the judgments are made early 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 to expect more engineering work done than
would be necessary if the staff managed their reviews as intended by (Part 52)," Vine added. " Clearly
staif is not comfortable with making decisions that they cannot change and change again during con-
struction. Commission comments calling for adequate engineering detail...are frustrated attempts to get
Murley to agree to ask for sufficient information to make safety judgments-no more, no less."

Vine also noted the three commissioners' repeated concerns that the NRC staff will rely too hervily W8
on the so-called ITAAC document in determining whether a plant meets NRC requirements. At the April
27 meetir,g, Murley said the staff was thinking that "where it's not possible to provide the kind of
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details that the staff normally has on a Final Safety Analysis Report for a completed plant, we c!uld put
that into the ITA AC document, which is the inspeedons test analysis and acceptance criteria."

Though the commissioners expressed discomfort with the idea of " compensating for the lack of
,

design information" or "taking stuff out of design" and putting it in IT A AC, Vine maintained that the
commissioners' concerns "are not adverse to the concep: of or need for ITAAC" and that they do not
challenge Numarc's "two dered approach" to design approval.

"What th' y do challenge is Murley's idea of postponing design decisions that should be made at thee

design certincadon stage " Vine argued, adding that the commission "has two very valid reasons for
questioning sthe) staff approach. First, engineering detail needed to make a safety judgment cannot be
left out of design cerdlication and postponed to ITAAC, because the ITA AC is required to be developed
and submitted along with the design cerd6 cation.

"Second, the commissioners understand that ITA AC must work," Vine said. "The commission does ,

not want to see signi6 cant quesdons or problems turn up during ITAAC, probably kcause they recog-
nire the potendal this has for inviting a protracted pre operadonal hearing, in contrast, the staff seems
content with redesigning safety equipment after the plant is built."

Vine argued that the industry groups-Numare and EPRI.-<aual congiace Murley that, con.
trary to his earlier statements, a plant can be certi6ed without $1 billion in engineering work and
without the need for a prototype. Yine added that "the level of detail required to make anfety judgments
has already been provided in most review areas" through EPRI's ALWR Requirements Document and
General Electric and Combusdon Engineering standardized design documents, which have been submit-
ted since the early 1980s.

Murley told Inside N.R.C. May 30 that the staff is " working on opdons to get the commission the
level of design detail they want" but in a way that is workable for the industry. "I don't sense that tk
commissioners are reconsidering their views on the level of standardizadon they want," Murley said. "I
think they're re6ning their views on what is possible to get and at what cost."

He acknowledged that the commission "does have concerns about trading off the level of detail at
the beginning of the process to some sort of certi6 cation process at the end." But, he added, there is
" clearly going to have to be something left undl the plard is built.There is going to have to be some
kind of ITA AC, regardless. The question is, how detailed is ITA AC7 Is ITAAC just an inch. thick docu.,-

ment of required tests, or is it something more? The less standardization you have (up front), the peater
level of detail you need in ITA AC ''

Numarc's Lee said Vine's interpretation of the commission mecung was just one of several he had
read. He added that "Part 52, which includes ITAAC, will provide NRC with the necessary information
to reach safety decisions and provide standardization."

Vme and the NRC commissioners were unavailable for comment,

in a related development, the commissioners were scheduled to hear today (June 4) from Edwin
Kit.iner, executive vice president of GPU Nuclear Corp. and chaironn of EPRl's ALWR Steering Com.
mittee, on Kintner's claim that a recent brienng with NRC staff did not fully represent the ALWR situs-
tion.

| According to a draft presentation outline, Kintner was to address delays he believes were caused by
I the NRC staff in writing the Draft Safety Analysis Report (DS AR) for the ALWR, He was to warn the

commissioners that meeting their requirement for " essentially complete" designs for certif culons could
cost more than they believe because of the time the NRC staff is taking for review,;

Kintner was also stated to protest the staff proposal in Secy 90 016, which would adopt the ALWR
standards as requirements, Those involved in the ALWR requirements process have complained that the
EPRI document sets higher standards than needed for a future plant, with a margin within which arey.

| thing would be acceptable.--Dave Airoso and Margaret L. Ryan. Wadington
!

BRIEFLY . . .
- Mkhlgan challenges LLW policy set. Michigan hn joined New York and a citirens group in

Nebraska in filing suit to challenge the 1985 Low Level Waste Policy Act Amendments. The suit. Gled in
U.S. District Court for the Western District of Michigan, alleges that the act violates the U.S. Constitution
and Michigan's state sovereignty Michigan is also seeking in its suit to compel NRC and DOE to supple-,-
ment the environmental impact statement prepared in conjunction with implementat on of NRC's rules ini

10 CFR part 61.The state also wants a new EIS to consider the interrelationship of all potential LLW dis.
posal facilides and the impact on the disposal of LLW of the reductions in volume of such waste.

INSIDE N.R.C.- June 4,1990 II-

__ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - , _- . _ ,



__ ,<

No radlonuelide prmisirm in llouse clean 31r billThe U.S. } louse of Representauves May 23-
,

cleared iu version of new clean air legislauon, but dc %d against including any provision de.aling with,

reptauora on redsonwhde etnissions. The bili now se to a llouse Senate conference committee.The
Senate's version of the tCl contains a provision that wm * give the Envirnnmental Protection Agency
(EPA) the dn credon tot to issue radionuclide reguladora , t NRC liceraecs if il found that the existing,

NRC regulatory scheme provid d ample protochon of the public (INRC,9 April,5).

NRC esempts SMUD from simulator requirements. NRC hu exempted tre Sacramento-

Municipal Vulity Distret from agetcy requirements that a simulator and simulatcr training be in place at
SMUD's ckised Rardo Seco plant The etempdon, according to NRC's Office of Nuclear Reactor !.cgula-
uon, will tot set a precedent for other shutdawn commen;ial reactors.

*

SMUD requested the caempuon in a February letter to NRC on the grounds that Sacramento voters op-
ted to close the plant last June and that it was defueled in Decernbu. "There are no plant-refererred

simulator or simulator desices that teflect the current defueled condition of Rancho Seco." SMUD said.
,

NRC names Minnick to reactor safeguards adinnory panel NRC last week appointed-

Lawrence Minnick, former president of the Yankee Atomic Electric Co., to iu Advisory Committee on
Reactor Safeguards ( ACRS). Minnic k, w ho has a tachelor's degree in mechanical ergineering from Wor.
cester Polytechnic Institute, joined Yankee Atomic in 1957 as an engireer and held various positions before
leaving the udlity to jain the Electric Power Research Institute in 1974, where he was director of nuclear
engineenng and operation. }{c re)ained Yankee Atomic in 1978 as president and board member and has
teen workirig as a nuclear consultant since 1980.

Canada, France sign safety agreement. Carub:lian and Frerch nuclear regulators have signed a
-

comprehensive agreement to exchange safety related information and to cooperate on intervention
measures in event of an emergency. President of Canadfs Atomic Energy Control Board (AECB) Rene J.
A. Levesque and the hrad of France's Service Central de Surele des Installadons Nucleaires (SCSIN),
Michellaverie, sigred the agreement May 10 while visiung Ottawa.

Licensing appeal board remands 'hldden $ ehicle' contention on Seabrook. NRC's Atomic-

Safety & Licensing Appeal Board on May 31 affirmed all but one of the licensing teard's earlier decisions
on emergency response at the Seabrook nuclear power plant. The appeal teard said in iu 101 page decision
that it was reversing and remanding a portion of the licerning teard's decision on evacuation time estimates te
(ETEs) so that further calculations could be dane on how the so called "hiilen vehicles" would affect an
evacuadon.

Intervenors in the case had testified that there were more than 2,200 parking spaces in the emergency
planning tone beach area that were not detected by aerial photographs and, therefore, not accounted for in
the New Hampshire radiological emergency responec plan.

Meanwhile, Seabrook generated its first electricity for commercial use May 29 as part of its power as-
cension program and was at 20% power the following day.
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l. The Ninth Annual Nuclear Publications ConfMence
,

' '

STANDARDlZATION: CAN IT SAVE THE NUCLEAR INDUSTRY?
September U 14,1990 + Washirtgtors,. D.C. |*

Standardicatmn et nuclear p' ant dees a widelv viewed as a solutmn to the economic and regulatory un- i

*edictabbty that has plagued the U.S nuJlcar power mdostry and threatens it as a viable future energy option But )'
,

rbnts utihre the same design t*ut are not constrmted m a standard way, not operated in a standard way, not>

mairtamed m a standard way, ar.d not regulatcd in a standard way, rnany esperts say the benefits of standardi:at:on
mil be lett

h standardi7ation is to achieve its promac, sendors, utihties,and regulators must be withng to explore new ap-
'rnaches to their rolet The editors 01 Lclconics Werk NuctrarEucl, ard Itaide N.R.C. are devohng their Ninth

,

| ; Annual Coriterence to tha challerme
, ,

Among the speakers:
James P. Mcdonald Execunvc Vice President, Alabama Ceorgia Power Co., Confimre Chaman+

J
Cordell Recd, Vice President, Commonwealth Edison Co.+
Andrew C Kadak, President & Chief Emutive Of ficer, Yankee Atomic Electric Co.+
James Curtiss, Commissmner, U S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission+
Paul Parshley, $croor Vice President. Shearson Lehman Hutton,Inc.i +
Jack Devine, Vice President, General Pubhc Utihties+

Shelby Brewer, President, Nuclear Power Businesses, ABB Combushen Engineering+
J. C Judd, Vice President, Bechtel Power Corp.+

+ Howard Bruschi, Director Advanced Reactor Group. Westinghouse

| Chaim Braun, Manager, Advanced Eng ncermg United Enpneers & Constructors+

Among the questions to be addressed:
What would charactente ultimate standardization among plants withm a family of operatmg nuclear plants?+
What would charactente optimum standardization?

What processes would be involved in obtainmg a family of operating, standardized nuclear plants?; +

What disciphne would need to be apphed m each of :he follcwing procetses in order to achieve standa cita-+
tion within f amihes of nuclear plants?

- Use et standardred design plans, procedores, and specifisations.
- Selechon of standardired equipment anci components.
- Use et standardized construchon plans and proccdured.
- Use of standa*dized startup and operatmg organizations, plans,and procedures.

What are tk note itial technical and mstituhonalimpediments to achi'".ing ulumate family standardiration?+

What cooperative arrangements would need to be made among potennal owners of each plant within a+
standardized family in order to achieve the maumum benefits of standardization?

If you beheve the nuclear option must be kept open in the U.S., you can't atiord to miss this corference. Plan now
m attend.

McGraw HilPs Ninth Annual Nuclear Publications Conference stJ
: " Standardization: Can it Save the Nuclear Industry?" hg,

McGraw Hill Nuclear Pubhcatmns,1221 Ave.ei the Americas,.hth floor.New York, NY 10020
|'W.;lto:

':. e,istratmn fee: $N J Payment enclevd f payable to Energy & Busines Newtletters).
.J Please bill me (Payment due pnor 19 eonference)
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PUBLICCITIZEN
'

'

'

Durwt t>p D Coripose Watch Q Ottical Maas D Hoahh flanearch Grwp QIJeipstiert Otoup

News Advisory
' ,

I

U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
-

' .

PREPARING TO DEREGULATE DISPOSAf or "L ".LEVEI? RADIOACTIVE WASTE
!

PUBLIC CITIZF.4 ISBUE8 BTATE BLd.4TE ANALYSIS OF POSSIBLE IMPACT
,

For Halose: May 29,1990 Contact: Jonathan Booker 3024464996
"

Tuesday .4:00 pm Een Bossong

WASHING' ION, D.C. N U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commbston (NRC)is orpected to act shortly

to dangulats u much as one. third (by volume) of b 60 called * low.lewl" radioactive wasta gonwated by
the nation's nuclonr power planta. It may aho pwmit the 33eycling of some radioactive materials into'

consume products. b oonsequent nieue of radioactivity Luto b soil, sir, water, and food chain could
significantly incr*ase the number of fatal cancers in the United States each year.

These are among the findings pnunted in a new paper, nmpt.Hg ah.cavf,,w.ata maya.1
* p(

| A RimNa R*Fd., reloued today by Public Citiun. % paper is band on documents obtained from the NRC
,

m well as obr government and private agencia.

Atissue an two plans now under active considsration by b NRC b fint, would dramatically

orpand an existing policy, "Below Regulatory Concern" (BRC), which allows the unregulated and
unmonitored disposal of nuclear waste wbou radioactivity leves b NRC deems to be "below ngulatory
concern.' Radioactive wate duegulated undar BRC could be burned in incinerators or dumped into

imunicipallandfills and newers,
*

b noond is a propoud policy, termed 'Exampt From Regulatory Control * (ERC), that would

inersue public exposun to radioactivity by permitting radioactive materials to be recycled into consumer;

producta and by nleasing contaminated land and buildings at nuclear power plant sites for unnstricted

public um. ;

NRC netion en the ERC proposal is expected as early u June or July, and will mly be followed by:

consideration of an anticipated nuclear industry request to substantially broaden application of the BRC
1

polley. The nucisar industry has argued that approval of a BRC petition could reduce its radionettve wasta ;
disposal costs by $82 million annually.

0'I$
'

31$ Pennsylvardo Ave. 5E O Washinston DC 20003 D (202) H6 090
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if the industry's aspected podtion is appmved, disposal of 8% to 6% of the current and prqa,te/

volume ofexalled ' low levd' radioactive waste from the nation's nuclear power plants could be deregulated."

Nadenwide, bemed on current (1988) ratse of waste production, the volume af darsgulated radioacdve wasta
could total approximately 244,000 cuble fut each year. Pennsylvania, Elinals, New York, North Carolina,

i
!

Alabona, South Carouna, and Cahlbrais preuntly generate the largest amounts af' low level' radioardve|

waste whose disposal oculd be deregulated.
|

At b haast of the BRC and ERC policlu is b NRC's assumption bt the annual risk of one
,

-

additional cancer death por 100,000 persons would be 'oflittle conoorn to most members of society ' That
,

!

risk, priected across the population of b entire United States, equals 2,500 additional cancer deab nach
year.

The NRC's own analysis, howevar, suggests that if people received the maximum allowable don
(100 millirem / year) envisioned by BRC/ERC, b cancer death rate could be as much as Ave times higher
than the level it considers 'of little concern.' Further, recent studies by the Nations) Rasaarch Council
suggut bt b impact may be signifloantly greater than b NRC's estimates; chudrun may be at particular
risk.

'the NRC acknowledges that bro is no safe level of radiation exposun and that b health impacts
of enn BRC levels of radiadon asposun are grutar than previously rooognised,' charged Jonathan Beckar,

f a nuclear waste policy analyst with Pubhc Cit!wn's Crldeal Mus Energy Pr(ect and primary author of the
papar. 'EEorts to dangulate b disposal of nuciaar waste illustrata the NRC's and b nuelaar industry's!

|8 in.htlity to dispose of their radioactive garbage in a safe, unalble mannar."

Public Cition is con %quantly urging b NRC 6e halt all o5orte to darogulate b disposal of any
radionedve matarlais and imJ .ig upon individual states and localida to prohibit b unregulated disposal
of nuclear waste within their bordan. Absady, three states, Maine, h==ata, and Vermont, haw anacted
legislation banning the practice, as have dosens of citiu and towns acrou b country.

' 000000000
Pubile Citian is a non profLt researth and advocacy organisation founded in 1971 by Ralph1

Nadar to address a range of consumu and envimamentaliasues. The Crideal Mass Energy Pryoct is b
energy policy arm ofPublic Cition.

A copy of DamrMaHnr hMameWe Wanta Dlawah A Rtatua Rannd which includes a table
listing the potential BRC waste on a state.by stata basis,is enclosed. Copies of b six page paper are
avai'able for 45.00'aopy from Public Citisen; copies an available to members of the media without charge.

. . .- -- . ... - - --... - - . -__.- .- _ . - - . - _ - - . - -
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| Deregulating Radioactive Waste Disposal
A Status Report

1 '

| by Jonathan Becker
| May 29,1990
|

'

| Introdttetion
Facing large amounts of radioactive waste and a ,'wibut agard to their tr.dioactivity"8 . bt h, by

lack of safs disposal sites, the U.S. Nuclear dumping them down the drain or placing them in,

Regulatory Commission (NRC) may soon daregulate ,gg,gp,} 3,p..g'i

a large shan of the nation's neaalled " low leval"'

radioactive wasta. A pmposed expansion of an In 1986, awever, the law.lavel Radioactive
exisdng NRC policy that now permite radioactive Waste Policy Amendments Act authorised the NRC
materials to be dumped in ordinary municips.1 to broaden its approach to permit the unregulated
landalls would also permit higher amounts of disposal of entire categories of radioactive

; radioactivity in consumer pmducts. It would also materials.8 Specifically, b 1988 Amendments
i allow some contaminated land and buildings at stipulated that, where the NRC determines that
| nuclear power plant sites to be used without- " regulation of a radioactin waste stream is not -
i restriction by b public. N NRC's proposals could naconary to pietect the public health and safety, the

thus suidect the general public to higher levels of (NRC) shall taka such steps as may be necessary ...I

| radiation ozposure, broby posing a signiScant
regulation by b Commission."ponctive waste thun
toesemptb disposalofsuchre

j health risk.

| Background In August 1986, the NRC issued its final polief
statement ihr dereguladng estegories of radioactive ;,Radioactin wasta generated than nuclear power

plant operations is classhd as obr "high len!" or materials. % policy is knowny "Below Regulatory
" low level." High level radioactive waste esuntially conoorn," or, simply, "BRC. Radioactive waste '
refers to spent fuel rods; everything else is called deregulated under BRO may be burned in
" low. level" waste. Its name notwithstanding, o incinerators or dumped into munialpellandalls and

is not a " low.lowl" risk to public health.ganctive. pit'1ow.len!" waste is actually highly rud sowon, which could allow radioactivity to escape into -
the so!!, groundwater, sir, and, ultimately, b food
chain.Histo of Radioactive Waste

gulation Futuns Plans-
% notion of darogulating radioactive materla m NRC is now considedng an expanded version

for certain uns and disposal methods is not new.jofBRC knownas"EsemptfromRegulatorycontrol" ,
For azample, in 1964 and thieugh b following two (ERC).6 While BRC provides ihr the disposal of
decados, b use, possusion, and disposal of some re.dioactin wastes into ordinary landalls and sewers -,

small amo nts of radioactive material was or by incineration, ERC would allow radioactive .
deregulated. In 1981, b NRC allowed its licensees material to be recycled into a number of matedals
(primarily, in this can, institutional radioactive und by b public. Further, it would permit higher -
waste generatore lh hospitals and research lenis of radioactivity .in sonsumer products, the
thcL11 ties) to' dispose of wastas withless than 0.05 release.of contaminated jand and butidings for

unrestricted public use,1radioactivamaterialintobwater.he disposal ofand tmicrocuries por gram of tritium or carbon.14 *

.t
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Under the BRC policy the NRC must approve a The actual justification for BRC may be the
t

! i petition before the unregulated disposal of savings it will bring to the nuclear power industry,
radioactive wcste can commence " The graatest particularly in the coune of the decontamination and

producer of" low;l, eval" radioactive wu te, the nuclear
decommissioning of ntired nuclear nacton. In faet,

powerindustry, hu not zet filed a petition, fondng
b U.S. Department of Enugy (DOE) consides the

adverse public reaction. 4 An industry memo implementation of BRC an asuntial parequgite to
obtained by the Nuclear Information and Resource a serious nactor decommissioning program. The

Service in April 1990 shows the industry is worried life, apan of a nuclear pown plant 20 30 years.g N

Dooamber 1989 wu 11.1 yean,gted States as of
avnep age of reactors in the U

opportune time to submit a petition.gis seeking an
about public awareness of BRC an ,

and numerous , ,
commercial reactors are scheduled to face

'

b NRC submits its ERC polley |.g.lon, may be after
kmmhaloning in the next decade. N DOE isSuch a time,in theindustry's op *

'

N ERC x11cy also waiting for BRC standards to up in cleaning up
is now going through a process of revinien withm the DOE milittry facilities. As one DOE ofneial
NRC, as the policy moves back and forth between the remarked in Congnosional testimony, 'One of the
NRC Commissioners and their staff. An ERC policy biggest wildcards in determining b cost of cleanup <

was originally to be published in May. At the at DOE facilities is i

moment, howevu, it seems unlikely that will of BRC standards.*ge NRC and EPA promulgation!
,

'

and it may possibly be issued as late as
happy 1 ,It is also not clear whethe the polley will beBRC and ERC: the Ongoing Problem ofJuly.

hw.I4 vel" Radioactive Waste
inued as a Snal policy or a proposed plicy, or
whethat public comments will be invited.1 Atleut Another nason for BRC and ERC may be that the i

before the delays in the ERC pnposal, the nuclou government's efforts to bring the * low. level" !

power industry gd been considaring Eling a BRC radioactive waste problem under control are |
petitionin Junt deteriorating. By 1978, thne of the nation's ala .

original " low level' radioactive waste dumps had |
How Much Radioactive Wasta Would Be

Deregulated?' nlosed gue to environmental problems and capacity

will be cloud,g2, two of b remaining thne plantslimits. ByI
N nuclear power industry estimates that, cf the

from outsideits region.g last will not accept wasteEven now, thereis nolegal '
and tt .

" low level" radioactive waste produced in nuclear

power plants, approximately 30% (by volume) aY way to dispose of miaed wgte (waste that is both !0.01% (by radioactivity) could be deragulated. radioactive and pudous). Even storage of such

When decommissioning wastgis included, the wuteisillegal.a .

iportion could be as high as 60% (This Arare does
not include military waste.) N following table gives in an affort to deal with the " low. level" radioactive
a rough indication of about how much radioactin waste problem, the fedwal governmant in 1980
waste from nuclear power reactors could be paand legislation giving each state roepensibility for '

deregulated igeach stu.4, and b apparimate rank 6 ' low. level" waste generated within its boniers. *
of asch state. N numbenlistad undar' Potential Since far fewe than 50 waste disposal sites are
BRC Waste * are 30% of the ' low. level" radioactive needed, states won allowed to join together in '

regional gr upings, known as * compacts.* Thue
compac;s, formed by the member states and -|waste genumtedin nuclear power plants in that atate

| in 1988.
approved by Congress, allow states to assume

Why Demgulate Radioactive Waste? collective responsibility by naming a disposal site or
eompaet's memberstates)forThe NRC's stated justification for b BRC and

sites (locatedwig::t.Initiallyadeadlineofl966wu 'ERC policies is that the resources used to ngulate hwhole compa
' low. level" radioactive waste dispesal practieg set, but in 1985 a new final deadline of January

the waste genwated within their borden.gblefor
1,1006, was set, at which elmo etaws will bewould be more effnettve if alloested elsewhe*,

EvenTheoretically the proonas should beneSt the general
public, but .the U.S. Environmental . Protection now, the program is in' trouble. The states
Agency (EPA), among otben, has expnaud doubt themselves have some objections to being held
that anyon part from the industry and the NRC responsible for gaste over whose generation tW
willbenent have no control, and by have had a dificult timt ,

;

2-
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siting duppe in the face of strong cittren
ntardation, and nen. fatal caneers. The rationale,in
the NRC's view, is that death is a " mon uverej

opposition. oute me* end 'the strongest basis exists for
,

Concerns about BRC and ERC quantifygg the risk of cancer mortality in
| The Dereculation of Radioactive Waste is a humans.' In unnos, the NRC is stating that

Thrent to Public Han1th and Safety. non fata) effects will not be addressed in its policy
Pposal, kcaun, nlative to fatal offsets, they an

At the heart of the BRC and ERC policies is the "" ' "" d* " "" d "N "" ***"* *
NRC's implication that an annual cancer dak of one
additional cancor death per 100,000 persons Childr p are at higher health risk from radiation

(pnje,eted acnss the antire Unitg States, that exposure.g" In the latest ERC policy proposal
equals 2,500 penons)is acceptable. In the NRC's available to the public from the NRC, howevu, b

judgement, this level of increased igk is 'of little extent of the NRC's explicit consideration for
concern to most members of society." chudnn is the admission that "the intentional

; introdueden of adoache maudaHato toysMs an
Working backward, the NRC und that number to example of practices ,peh potantially have little or

justify an annual increue in radiation exposure pu no benefit to society. In 6 NRC's August 1986
person per year of up to 100 glh.nms (mam) fnm

all BRC and ERC praction,41 (Millirems meuun
eM3 dan'H statsmant bn is no orplicit mention ofBRC poli

an amount equal to
approximataly 5 chest x rays.

BRC and ERC De Not Comniv with Faderalthe biological effset of an absorbed do6e of radiation.)
Because the NRC believes 'most mambers of society M.
will not orpend re sources * to avoid an annual dak of BRC and ERC far enceed b regulatory discretion
one in 100,000, the ageney considers it n provided by b 19851.ow. Level Radioactive Waste
appropdate framework for ngulatory decisions.4 Policy Amandments, in which the pnrequisite for

Since 1988, uen the NRC Ent pmposed its ERC daregulation is that *ngulation of a waste stream is
,

policy,it has increased its nuessment of fatal canen nogecenary to protect the public health and safety!

Existing regulations requking that wasta be
risk from pdiation exposun by a factor of two and safely and systematically disposed in !! censed

. . .

one half.' Novubless, the NRC has not changed'

the annual dose limii (100 mrem of radiation radioactive wasta facilities do not St this crituion.
exposure per penon from all BRC and ERC practice The NRC itself rndiets that some ead ths willneult
to nflect its increasing estimates of radiation risk,gfrom radioactiw wasta daregulation, evidence that

the regulations are needed to ' protect public health
Even acconting to b latest data pruanted by 6 and safety."

NRC, b cancor risk from a 100 mnm radiation dose,
the limit offered in the eunent BRC/ERC polley, is ig

The language of 61985 law (stipulating that

fact Sve deaths par 100,000 exposed persons, radioactive waste ngulations 'not necessary to

Recent data from the National Research Counell of protect the public health and safe ty' be discontinued)

the National Academy of Sciences suggest that the impliu that dangulation of thne wastas should

cancer dsk from such a level of exposure gay be
neult in no harm to public health. This may be

almost 60% highu than the NRC's utimata, impossible: there is no known radiation dou so small
that it can be conside d ss.fe. Any radiation

if every penon in & United Statas received the exposure is a health risk.
m azimum dose propoud by the NRC (100 mrom), the The Content of Radioactive Wanta Rhipne(@

! radiation risk data used by the NRC would predict
LandM11a and the Ermet Ernosure Due to BROan additional 500 canen deaths pu year in the| United States.y,The NRC does nos believe this leveland ERC Mav Be Dimeult er Imnoasible to

! Chaete.
! rsterposun willbe reached.

The NRC acknowledges that b process of Since BRC and ERC exemptions entail, b.5
dannition, a lessening or tennination of regulator:estimating haalth effe ts is ' characterized by

'significant uncertOty.j 14ss attention is givenmntrol over exempted mdioactive* waste stname
there is no guarantee that the exposure levelto the other effects of radiation and their consequent

cost: genetic and fetal effects, including mental actually experienced by the public will not excee

-3-

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ __ __ _ _ , - __



.

I v... .. ....

A-.

I

ha dictated by b polley Even if b limit of100
mrom per person per year were considered Growing OQsition to the Deregulatlon

;

| ' o outh M .
acceptable, the policies u pmposed would pmide no
usurance that the Iml will not be axooeded .. BRC and ERC pnoont a large and also largely

especially for individuals who live or work near a unknown threat to public health in b United
dump where deregulated radioactive waste States. Tha dangeria notlost on staks. counties, and

noenmulates. Since it seems the NRC has no plans cities, whers strong opposition to radioactive waste
to monitor radiation levels at unregulated disposal darsgulation ha n takan ths form f etata. cougty, and
sites, bre ma be no way of measuring actual local leglation. Minnesota, Maine, e sd

uposun1 mis.g5
nelusiacation of radioactive wasta. feral mon , i
Vermont have already pundlaws prohibiting b

14kewin, it will be discult, if not impossible, to are considering such lesislation' There is
ensun compliance. Once b NRC allows utilitin to oppositio" to BRC beneath the state level, as well. In
ship some radioactive waste u BRC,it will be hard Massachusetts alone, 27 cities and towns gave
to ensure that wasts bt is mon radioactive is not paamd resolutions or ordinances against BRC,
mixed in either deliberately or accidentally. ConclusionIndividual landalls will not be equipped to check
incoming waste for radioactivity, and without any N NRC's impending BRC and ERC policiu an
federal or state regulation there would be no other not a rational efort to allocate regulatory resouress

way to monitor utility ac: ions. more af5ciently, as b NRC claims. Rather, the
polidu an evidence that this country's attempts to |

BRO ad ERO WL11 Not Rave Menev, address the problem of s' rowing amounts of;

Bald one state of5dal: "N result of adoption of a " low. level * radioactive waste an falling. The ,

'

BRC stagdard will be cost shifting, not cost existing commercial '' low. level * waste sitas an
aavings.* From sodsty's perspective, ma the olooed, closing, or about to notrict omrely whose
illusory, up front savings are small. N Electric wastas will be acceptad. N federal governmant's

i
Power Renarch Institute (EPRD, a utility industry desperata affort to hand b problem to the states is
rosearch organization, estimates that the BRC policy in taubis,'

would save abpt $82 million per year ifit wm fully Worn, BRC and ERC, the NRC's non solution to
i .

'

| implemented. Critics charge thatgestimatas the ' low. level" radioactive wasta problem, pose a'

gnatly eaaggarate the potential navings,
large thnat to public health and safety in the United

Even if EPRTs estimates are cornet, the savings States. N precin effecte may never be known.

will egg less than $750,000 per year per nuclear Meanwhile, b outlook for a solution is poor: the
nactor, or well lus than one pommt of a plant's amount of'' low level" radioactive waste wi3 balloon ,

annual com lyed costs for fuel, operation and in the near future as power plants are
h~u ioned and b DOE cleans up wuponsmaintanance BRC repreents an annual savin

j ofperhaps 35 cents per penon in the United States,g
s

,

fadlities.
%se savings, however, would be offat by b costa

BRC and ERC carry a simple message firem theof cleaning up municipallannillla contaminated with
NRC: the smrnmant does not know what to do with -radiation. In additien, b Anandal and personal
' low level * radioactive waste,consequenou of caneers, genetic defects, and b

other health effects of BRC and ERC could b* Reconunendations
**" The NRC should halt all eforts to clustfy
BRO and ERO Con 1 A taavn Bahind generloally certain radioactive wasta streams as

danuminated Nurinar Powar ud Wannnna "below regulatory concarn." Congress should repeal

EEMAA. the provisions of b law. Level Radioactive Wasta
Policy Amendments Act that direct b NRC to

BRO and ERC might justify incompleta cleanups implamant tMs poucy,
of nuclear power and.,aspans faallities. Cleanup at
a faellity could be stopped itit could be shown that

'

the neulting exposga would be within b NRC's
dmgulationlimits.

t, .
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Generated by U.S. Nuclear Power Planta That Could Be Deregulated Under BRC,
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86464 PeteatialEkC Wasse State Po6estialBRC Waane

(Ceble Poet) (Osble Poet)

Penney 1vante 39,43,69 ohne 4SSR.6e
111thets 30e41.4g Masetahusette 3443.72
New York 16445.33 Nehreeke 3791.53
North Caro 1&ne 14365 9e Wisconsin 3976.74
Alatone 13343.39 Minnesota 2166.03
South Carolina 13499.25 Arkansas 3049 47
Celtforata e629.46 Verment 3861.82
Seergta 982% 43 Iava 1641.36
Flerade 6624.21 Maine 1971.94
Ar1aena 4303. C/ Mansas 1834. At
New Jersey $142.33 Oregon 1349.08

1914 93Conneettewt 7679.84 R&ecourt *

Niehtgen 71e1. e3 Maryland 964 14
Virg&nkt 4715.71 Colorade 74.38

|

Tenneteee 6478.71 te, Maopshire o. e4 e
Lowtetene 3371.64 Temas e.e4 eo'

Maestestppt 8246. e9 *********** --*-- -*======= -********-**

Vashington 4944.43
Tetel ; 2435s3 14. , ,,,

, ,
. ,

* 'Lewdevel* radioerdve waste will be pnerated in New Hampshtn by the Seabreek.1 ouclur power plant wkleh
began coinmercial operation in 1990.

** *kw. level' ndionettve waste will be nnerstad in Tot ts by the Beuth TJaas 162 nacten u well u by the Comanche
Pesh.1 plant. all of whleh won linnud subsequent to the compilation of data pnpented in the above table.
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