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April 22,1991

Secretary
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Attention: Docketing and Service Branch
Washington, D.C. 20555

SUBJECT: Comments on NRC's Proposed Revision of 10 CFR Parts 170 and 171,
Revision of Fee Schedules: 100% Fee Recovery

Gentlemen:

1

On behalf of Oregon State University,I would like to submit the following comments
regarding the NRC's proposed rule changes to 10 CFR Parts 170 and 171. In particular, I
would like to strongly support the Commission's proposal wherein the current exemption
from fees specified in 10 CFR 170.11(a)(4) will continue to be endorsed, which in turn will
maintain the presently effective fee exemption for non-profit educationalinstitutions,

in submitting comments on the proposed changes to the Commission's fee structure,
I would especially like to focus on the above policy for fee exemption as it relates to non-1

power reactors operated by universities. With respect to this category of licensees, I
.

I
'

would like to emphasize the great importance of the Commission's current decision to
exclude non power reactors operated by non profit educationalinstitutions from the feese

} currently being proposed. While I cannot speak for each member of the university research
;

reactor (URR) community, I can state with no qualifications that an NRC decision to assess ;

a $50,000 per year annual operating fee on the Oregon State University reactor would e

have a catastrophic impact upon our operation. Such a fee would represent approximately
16% of the total funding provided by the university for operation of the reactor. Diversion4

of this large amount of money from our budget to the NRC would necessitate severe - '
,

operational reductions which would make our reactor program significantly less attractive
to the university. Unfortunately, the end point of this exercise could ultimately bo the,

closure of our reactor because new recurring dollars to pay such an annual fee are not
likely to become available.

,

It is not my impreesion that the NRC's proposed fee changes were intended to inflict
a serious financial burden on a group of licensees who are already suffering from lack of
fundi _ng. However, based on a 25 year association with the URR community; after having-;

| served as chairman of the National Organization of Test, Research, and Training Reactors
(TRTR): and based on what I have learned in my current role as a member of the TRTR

. Executive Committee and TRTR's University Reactor Support Committee, I am very- |
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confident that a high percentage (I would estimate 50 75%) of the other university
reactors in this country would find it next to impossible to pay a $50,000 fee each year.
Therefore. it is vital that the NRC's final rule on fees continue to include an exemption for
the university non+ power reactors.

Without dwelling on the previous points to excess,it would still seem to add useful
perspective to these comments to mention the intense effort the URR community has been
making over the past s6veral years to obtain vital additional funding just to support such
fundamental needs as basic equipment upgrades and other routine operating costs. As I
believe many in the Commission recognize, TRTR and the Nuclear Engineering Department
Heads Organization (NEDH_O) have been working together closely in a cooperative effort to
obtain the needed additional funding from the U.S. Department of Energy and the U.S.
Congress. Such funding has become essential to the URRs because host institutions,(i.e.,
the universities) are simply unable to provide full suppott for the increasing costs
associated with operating these facilities. However,it should be noted that a recent
survey conducted for the USDOE by TRTR's University Reactor Support Committee
showed that the host institutions are providing approximately 85% of the costs associated _

.

with operating the URR's, in view of this high level of support by host institutions, and
considering the difficulty most URR's are experiencing when trying to make up the deficit
beyond what they receive from their host institution,it should become clear that an
additional $50,000 per year fee would be disastrous for essentially all of the university
reactors now operating. Therefore, I once again submit to the Commission that it is crucial
for university non power reactors that the final rule retain the 10 CFR 170.11(a)(4) feo
exemption currently specified in the proposed rule.

The benefits provided by university research reactors have been well documented in
numerous studies, and I am confident that the Commission is fully aware of the unique
contributions provided by these facilities. In particular, the university reactor community
makes a significant contribution to the pool of technically trained individuals from which
the nuclear utilities and many government agencies, including the NRC, attract new
employees. Furthennore, much valuable research in support of the nation's nuclear power
program plus research in a wide range of physical, biological, environmental, and medical
sciences depend upon these facilities. In addition, there are many unique applications of
university reactors, For example, at Oregon State University the reactor is regularly used
by regionallaw enforcement agencies for forensic neutron activation analysis, and in this
role it has made a significant contribution to the solution of over 30 homicides and many
other types of crimes, in view of these many benefits,it would seem to be-
counterproductive to gamble with the future of these facilities.

Before closing my comments on the proposed rule changes, I would also like to
request that the Commission maintain their long standing policy of exemptin0 all other
classes of licenses issued to non profit educationalinstitutions from the currently proposed
fees. The logic behind this request is essentially the same as that expressed above and is
directly tied to the obvious financial difficulties which the new fees would create for the
educational community.

-

.
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| would like to thank the Commission for the opportunity to submit those comments.
I genuinely hope they will be helpful, and I would be pleased to provido additional
information as necessary.

Yours sincoroly,

A. G. Johnson
Director

aa uca ......

cc: John Bernard, Chairman, TRTR
Marc Voth, Chairman, University Reactor

Support Committoo, TRTR
L. Norderhaug, Region V, USNRC
P Qualls, Region V, USNRC
Ray Paris, Oregon Radiation Control Section
David Stewart Smith, Oregon Dept. of Energy
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