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electrical utilities have expressec interest in renewing their currently held
operating licenses.

The NRC understands that the ‘irst two applications for license renewal
will be submitted in 1991-1992. Or the basis of discussions with licensees
and industry representatives, w7 anticipates that a significant percentage of
existing plants will submit applications for renewing their operating license
10 to 20 years before the license is scheduled to expire. The NRC has 1ssued
a proposed rule, 1C CFR Part 54, "Requirements for Renewal of Operating
Licenses for Nuclear Power Plants" (55 Fed. Reg. 29043, July 17, 1990), that
would establish the requirements that an applicant for renewal of a nuclear
power plant operating license mu:. meet, the information Lhat must be
submitted to the NRC for review so that the agency can determine whether these
requirements have in fact been met, and the application procedures,

In addition to the procedural and technical rulemaking under 10 CFR
Part 54, the NRC is pursuing a sep»rate rulemaking on 10 CFR Part 51 to
generically address potential environmental impacts from renewal of the
operating license .f individual nuclear power plants. This rulemaking defines
potential environmental impacts that need to be addressed in submittals to the
NRC for review as a part of the application for license renewal of individual
nuclear power plants.

The NRC has concluded that there has been sufficient experience with
power plant operation, maintenance, refurbishment, and associated
environmental impacts to predict the types and magnitude of environmental
effects that may arise from renewal of operating licenses and the resulting
extended plant operation.

As a part of the rulemaking, a GEIS has been prepared to assess which
environmental impacts may occur, under what circumstances, and their possible
level of significence (Ref. 1). Results thus far indicate the feasibility of
categorizing anvironmental impacts as follows:

Category 1. A generic conclusion on the impact can be reached for all
affected plants.

Category 2. A generic conclusion on the impact can be reached for
plants that fall within defined bounds,
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6. for each topical area, and each specific issue, what is the potential
for successful generic analysis?

9. What length o/ exterded operating time can reasonably be addressed in
the proposed rule~cking? To what extent is it possible to reach generic
conclusion a*.ut the environmental impacts which would be applicable to
plants having renewed operating licenses expiring in the year 2030, or
2040, or 20507

Ir summary, 29 comments were received: 19 supported the rulemaking, 7
supported it with qualifications, and 3 opposed 1t. An industry group with
support from 16 utilities recommended using a generic ‘nvironmental survey as
a preferred technical method. The NRC considered all ot *he comments and
reconmendations in developing the proposed amendments to Part 51, the GEIS,
the supporting guidance of Regulatory Guide 4.2, and an Environmental Standard
Review Plan (ESRP), NUREG-1429.

2.0 OBJECTIVES OF THE PROPOSED RULEMAKING

The proposed changes to 10 CFR Part 5) will enahle the NRC to achieve
the following objectives.

0 To simplify the preparatien of the environmental report by
defining the potential generic and specific environmental impacts
that must be addressed.

0 To improve the efriciency in the NRC's review by removing such
generic potential environmental impacts that pose ro signiricant
impact to the environment from staff review and adjudicatory
vesolution in individual license renewal proceedings.

0 To permit the use of an enviroumental assessment (EA) and a
finding of no signif..ant impact (FONSI). This
rulemaking would reduce resource requirements when the
information presented in an applicant’'s environmental
report demonstrates that there are no significant
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Table 4
Overall Costs Associated With License Renewa)
Environmental Impact Evaluations and Reviews 5% Discount Rate
(10" 1991 §)
Incremental Costs

Percent of Reactor Population Mterrative Alternative Alt. B
e APRIYING for License Renewal = A B Rolative to Alt, A
Industry Costs
25 8.6 3.0 (-)6.6
50 16.3 5.1 (-)11,2
100 31.6 9.3 (~)22.3
NRC Costs
25 2.5 0.9 (<)1.6
£0 4.7 1.5 (~)3.3
100 9.2 4 (-)6.5
NRC Development Costs 1.3 4.5 3.2
Total Costs
2% 12.4 8.4 (~)4.0
50 22.3 11.1 (~)11.2
100 §2.1 16.5 (<)25.6

—— e - P

(-) Denotes cost savings

4.5.2 SENSITIVITY TO ENVIRONMENTAL REPORT AND EIS/EA PREPARATION EFFORTS

Section 4.1 noted that there 15 uncertainty in the level of effort
required for licensees to prepare an LR supplement to accompany their license
renewal submittals. Similarly, the level of effort to be expended by the NRC
in the review of these submittals and the attendant preparation of the £!S for
each lant are also somewhat uncertain. The reference leve! of effort assumed
for the licernsee to prepare an iR for Alternative A was 10,000 person-hours,
and the corresponding WRC review and EIS/EA preparation effort was 3,000
person-hours. By taking full advantage of existing ERs and the environmental
impact data collected over the years of plant operation, licensee efforts
could possibly be considerably less than the base effort assumed. Similarly,
larger efforts are also possible. For applications for which a FONST is
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however, that this rulemaking schedule may not significantly benefit the two

lead plants (Yankee Rowe and Monticello) which will submit applications in

1991 and 1992, The extent of any benefits cannot be quantified for these lead

plants, even though the information developed thus far will be used to

support the staff's environmental findings for each plant.
ﬁ
|

Table &
Sensitivity of Cost Savings to ER and EIS/EA Preparation Efforts,
5% Discount Rate
(10" 1991 §)

Incrementa) Costs of Alternative B
Relative to Alternative A

Percent of Reactor Population 0.5 x Base Base 1.5 x Base
__. Applying for License Renewa)  Case  Case Case |
Industry Costs |
25 («)2.8 (<)5.6 (-)8.4 |
50 (<)5.6 (=)11.2 (-)16.8 !
100 (-)11.2 (-)122.3 (+)33.8 |

NRC Costs

25 (<)0.8 (<)1.6 (-)2.4 |
50 (-)1.7 (<)3.3 ()5.0 |
100 {(-)3.2 (<)6.5 (-)9.8 |
NRC Development Costs 3.2 3.1 3.2 |
Total Costs |

25 (-)0.4 (-)4.0 (-)7.6

50 {-)4.1 («)11.2 (~)18.6

100 t-)11.2 (-)25.6 (~)40.1
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{-) Denotes cost savings

NURLG 1440 Draft for Comment
23 :







REFERENCE







P o o 444")’?\‘1:






