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January 29, 1988

Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Legislative Affairs

1717 H Street, N.W,
washington, D.C. 20006

Dear Friends:

1 have been contacted by Chester Gates of Charleston,

-

West Virginia, regarding the Seabrook Nuclear Power Plant.

Enclosed is a copy of Mr. Gates' letter for your
review. 1 would appreciate your looking into this matter
and providing me with a report.

1f you should have any questions oOn this matter, please
get in touch with Eric Kyanko of my staff at 224-9839.
Also, when responding, please forward a copy of the report
to Eric Kyanko. Thank you.

Sincerely,

O.A\

John D. Rockefeller IV

Enclcsasure
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senator John D. Rockefeller
fHart Office Bullding

Room 740

washington, D. C. 20510

Dear Senator:

buring my werking life I tried to acguire sufficlent savings

to sustain my wife and I during retirement without the assistance
of family or government. I retired in 1979 and £ind that my tax
dollars are being used against me more and more. The present
situation 1 am concerned about is the fallure of the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission to give the "Publlic Service Comp.nx_ot New
lampshire" the ¢inal permissiofi t0 ut on 1lne the Beabrook

utlear Power . .~ During construction of this power plant 1
al-Bife they met all the requirements of Government. Since I am
a stockholder of this company 1 am suffering from the continued

delays of this commission.

Reguest that you take whatever political influence you
possess to get the NRC to give final approval to start generating
power at the Seabrook Nuclear Power Plant.

After the Three Mile Island accident 1 was without dividends
for elght years from General Public Utilities, the owner of that
power plant, due to delays of NRC. I would hope this problem
doesn't persist with public Service of New Hampshire.

Your efforts will be greatly appreclated.
SIQ%exlly,
Chester E. Cates, Jr.

1211 Summit Drive
Charleston, West Virginla 25302
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Mr. Andrew Maier, President

Sgve Our Mountains

Chafrman, Summers County
Solid Waste Authority

P.0. Box 1286

Hinton, WV 25951

Dear Mr. Mafer:
Your November 1, 1969, letter to(Senator Rockefeller was forwarded to this

office for response to the issues and questions you raised regarding potential
“below requlatory concern" (BRC) waste disposal practices.

As your enclosed information indicates, the Low-Leve) Radfoactive wWaste Policy
Amendments Act of 1985 (Pub. L. 99-2405 directed the Nuclear Regulatory
Commissfon (NRC) to “. . . establish standards and procedures . . . and develop
the technical capability for considering and acting upon petitions to exempt
specific radioactive waste streams from regulation . . . due to the presence
of radionuclides in such waste streams in sufficiently low concentrations or
quartiiies as to be below regulatory concern.” In response to the legislation,
NRC Geveloped and published in 1986, a Statement of Policy and Procedures
which cutlines the criteria for considering such petitions. A copy of the
statement is enclosed for your information (Enclosure 1). To date, no
petition has cualified for consideration under this 1986 policy; however, we
are aware that the nation's nuclear power utilities are preparing such a
petition wnich may be submitted to us in the near future.

Eesiges this 1986 policy, the Commission is currently in the process of
developing a policy that would fdentify the principles and criteria that goverr
Conmission decisions which could exempt radioactive material from some or all
regulatory controls. This policy, the subject of the enclosed advance notice
(Enclosure 2), would apply not only to BRC waste disposals but also to other
decisions which woula allow licensed radioactive material to be released to the
environment or to the general public., The Commission's proposed exemption
policy is intended to provide & consistent basis for all our decisions that
allow radioactive materia) to be exempt from regulatory control, Thus, the
policy, although applicable to BRC waste disposal, would also provide the
basis for decommissioning decisions involving the release of lands,

structures, or recycled materfals for unrestricted use és well as cecisions
regaraing consumer product exemptions. We believe the nation's best interests
are serveag by a policy that establishes 2 consistent risk framework within
which exempiion decisiors can be made with assurance that human health &rd the
environment are protected. Such 2 policy will also contribute to focusing
1imited nationa) resources on those risks with greatest potential impact on
public health and safety.
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The Commission has attached considerable importance to its rationale for

celecting the numerical dose values within its exemption policy (e.g., the

0 millirer per year individual dose criterion) and intends to develop these
values on a unifying risk basis., In this endeavor, the relationship between
risk anc cose is derived from cautious extrapolations or the most recent data
available from studies of the Japanese atomic bomb survivors ang other
individuals that have received large doses of raafation. You will note that
the indiviocual dose criterion is also compared to variations in background
exposures received by individuels in the United States and the increased
exposures received from commonplace activities, such as cross-country airplane
fliohts. The individua) dose criterion, however, does not stand alone, but is
couplec with a collective dose criterion and other constraints that, taken
together, establish a sound basis for specifying a reasonable lower threshold
for the "as low as reasonably achievable" (ALARA) principle.

With recard to the informatiun attached to your letter, [ believe several points
need to be made. As you may be aware, virtually all materfals contain radicactivity
to some extent, such as carbon-14 or potassium-40. Therefore, it 1s obviously
impractical to treat ol wastes containing radicactive material as radioactive
waste. However, a goal worth pursuing is to define the boundary of materials
that should be considered as radioactive waste. The low-level waste that could
he consicered for exemption under Pub, L. 99-240 would only involve materials
with the lowest levels of radioactivity content -- materfals such as clothing,
rags, paper, wood, or plastic which have been used in radiation areas within
nuclear facilities. 1In fact, for some of these materials, the level of
radiocactivity may be such a small fraction of natural background radiation that
it mav not be readily detectable., As your information indicates, the nuclear
sower industry has estimated that 30 percent by volume of its Tow-level radioactive
waste could aualify for BRC consideration. However, this material woulo contair

! ( percent of the radiocactivity contained in all the industry '

active wast

econd, think 1t 1s important to understand that any BRC waste
tivities conducted in accoraance with the 1586 Policy Statement wc 1d be the
cubiect of NPC rulemaking action. The NRC would establish regulations for
fetermining which wastes are "below regulatery concern” and, under 1ts normal
nspection procedures, coula monitor 1ts 1icensees' activities to assure
l1ance with the requirements for transfer of such wastes from the licensees
] One element that must be assured as part of the review is that the
orm of the "below regulatory concern" waste must have negligible
or recveling. You wil) note that this is one of the criteria in the
o1icy. Because of this process and the expected "makeup” of BRC wastes,
t believe that any solid waste dispousal facility, much ) the thousands

onr

5%
tecome future superfund sites because of BRC disposals.

that, while it 1s true that radiation protectior
resumed that any level of radiation exposure
recent authoritative ét,:v, Fealth Effects of
Radiation," issuea by the Nationzl Researct
il ity that there nay be no risks from

wnd radiation cannot be ruled out.
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Mr. Andrew Mater

you know, a1l of us routinely receive exposures from a variety of sources of
radiation, including radiation raturally occurring within our own bodies.

These exposures occur from radiation that 1s natural in origin as well as from
sources which involve man-made uses of radifoactive material. In total, as
estimated by the Natiunal Council of Radiation Protection and Measurements
'WCRP Report Ko, 93), the effective dose equivalent received by the United
States population averages about 360 millirem per year. Of this total, about
300 mi11irem per year (or over 80 percent of the total) 1s 2 result of natura)
sources, including radon and its decay products, while medical exposures such
as x-rays, when averaged over the U. S. population, contribute an estimated

£3 millirem per year. Other man-made sources contribute the remzining 1 teo 2
nercent of the total exposure, including nuclear fallout and nuclear power
plant effluenis. | am presenting this total exposure “"picture” to provide 2
perspective on the hypothetical risks which may be associated with potential
BRC waste disposa) practices since any exposures from such practices would be a
sme11 fractior of the total recefved annually by any individual. The Commission
believes this relative risk perspective is relevant to its decisions to
appropriately allocate its regulatory resources to control the potential
radiological risks associated with the vse of radioactive materdals. [ alsc
believe this perspective inoicates the unreasonable conservatisms you have used
in statino that 100 wWest Virginfans can expect to get fatal cancer during their
I1fetimes 1f BRC 1s implemented, &nd attributing this conclusion to the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency.

In the broadest sense, our goal is to use our resources in a manner that provides
the greatest assurance that no member of the public 1s likely to receive an
exposure from exempt and licensed practices that approaches a significant fraction
of the existing public cose 1imits. We therefore, believe an NRC exemption

policy has considerable merit in enhancing protection of the public,

In conclusion, | want to assure you that we take our mandate to protect the
health and safety of the public very serfously. As a result, we will continue
to do our best in carefully and clearly responding tu issues and ouestions
raised by you and other concerrned citizens,

Sincerely,

n

/ Eric S. Beckjord, Director
{77 0ffice of Muclear Reculatory Research

~

Enclosures:
As stated

e fenator John U. Rockefeller, IV
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RULES OF PRACTICE FOR DOMESTIC LICENSING PROCEEDINGS

M Fa e

Awnpend:s B 1o Part 1<Caners' Biatement
of Poiicy and Pracedures Conceming
Priinons Pursuant 10 § 2 802 lor Dreposal of
Redissctive Wasie Busems Below
Reguleiory Concorn
I Inreductiion and Purpess
B Biandsrde end Procodwes
W Agreemen Biains
iV Fulum Acten

| evoductioo snd Purpeee

The Low Lavel Redicacrive Warie Policy
Amiendments Aci of 1005 [Ihe At (@3USCT
BO2Ib @' wen ) was enacted Jaruary 15 1008
Section 10 of (he Act addresses disposs! of
wosien torned Delow reguleiory sene ¢
he' would ne! nead 10 be pubiect e
reguleiony control 1o ssswrs ndegueis
mnmm of the public bes!th and salery

suee of heir radioactive cantent The gosl
of this ssction of the Act 1 for the
Commssion to make praciical and tmely
Gecisions 1o delermine when wastes neod net

o # hicensed low leve! wasie | moka

decisions will be exprovsed
relemaiing Altemative diaposs| would
conserve apace i Uhe srsing siies wiile
Bew siies are aetabliohed b uck e
cosie of dupose! Rulemahing petiuons may
piay o role an the national low leve! wasle
suategy outlined by the At The Aot
¢ the' the Commisnion sotablish
procedures for sciing vapedious!y oo
petivons to enemp specific rdiosctve
wesie sUreams row the Commussios o
Istione
purposs of this stelemen' sd

sccompenying implementstion plan W o
eriablioh the standards and procedures the!
wil! permit the Commuseron 10 sc! spon
rulemaking petinons i en expediious
menne: o8 callad for s the At Thee policy
siatemen’ does RO rEGUIre PelLIoners
presen’ &l e inlormauon ovilined o
demansirate the' Uhe decision emiens for
expedied handling can be met ¥ such
expediiod handiing 10 not wasied For
sxample petitions requesting exemption of
concenuations of recdionuchides the' mugh!
meult i ndividunl exposures hagher than
those mcommended in the decasion Eniens
®ay be submitied but expodiiad bondling
sannc! be sesured

Finally this pelicy satemen’ and
sccompanying implementalion plen ere
ntanded 10 faciawe handlng of rulamaiung
petiiions for streams from multiple producers
end do no! apply 10 individue! icensing
sthons on ringle producer waste Individual
keansver whe seeh spprovsl lor dispossl of
heir unigues wasies ey sentinue 19 sube!
their diapose! nlans under 10 CFR 30 20200

U Suandsd: sad Procedures

The ¢ andards end procedwres needed 1o
handie jetitions exped Liowely Tell e Ui
foliowing three calegones (1) Informevon
petitioners shou'd fie ir support of the
petinong (2) standerds lor aesesning the
sdeguacy of the proposels end providing
peutioners ineght or the decision cniens Uw
Comr ason intends 10 use po the! all
relevant informetions! wsues will be
sdd zaned in the petition and (3] the intema’
NRC adminisuetive procedures for banding
e peritione Thewe (hree categories are
eddressed in the attached sl
implemenistior plan The staf plar was
drvloped in responee 1o Comminnion
directon 1o provide derniled guidence on

280

implemeniing the geners! spprosch evtoned
w0 this poiicy sieiement Albhough sia® mey
rovise i lrom lime 1 e a8 e penencs
goined w mwz.pmm the plan
ouiiines ¢ ressonsble bas for sccompliohimg
e approach $1a'T e 10 publioh mvsons o
NUREC documents and notice the
evallability of ihe revizions i the ¥ adaen/

¢ precucal matier the primary
Wormetien for jusiifying end supporieg
petitions mus' be supplied by the petitioner if
e Commisnon s 10 oct in an sxpediad
menner I the petiiones wishes 10 soewre
expediied action B supparing uniorme bee
#hou'd be complete enough so the!
Commission sction 1o primart'y lumied w0
independen! evalustict and sdminstrative

Prococaing

Decioion artierte for judging whether
PErt s patition bwalve the eversl! mpacw of
:’cnuod Clon weile properue. and

mentalion of the proposed ¢xemplion

The loliowing cmvievis sédrese thase armes
Petinons which demonsireis that howe
TN ety el showid be ouliabis ler
enpedi it sciion

1 Disposs! end treetment of the wases a¢
specified in the petivon will result @ no
mgnifican! impect e the quality of the
bumar envionment

3 The meaumum enpecied efective dose
oguivaient 16 an individua! member of e
public doas no! snceed ¢ lew milluem por

2 oot lor morme! operelions and anuapeied
vents
‘f 3 The collective doves 10 the eriucal

population and gewers! populs Lor ave small
& The porential | Con e weEn

# of sccidents or equipmen’ malfuncuon

mvoiving the wastes and invusion wie
daposs) 011ee ofier loes of nermal
msutvbans! controls are pot

£ The exempuon will result 1 & significan
rediuction in socwia) coets

& The waste i companbie with the

] proposed e imen’ and dioposs! opLows

¥ The exempuon s ueelyl on & nauona)
scale La. 1w Lbely 10 be weod by 8 coumgory
of Liconsees o 8! leas! o significan! parton of
& calegory
8 The mdioiogica! properties of the weste
streate bave beer charsciorsed on s sebons
besie the vanability has beer prowcwd and
the renge of vanouse will set inveliden
Supporung enslyses

# The worie charecierisation o based e
dste or res! waelee

10 The disposed form of the woate has
wogligble potenual Jor meycle

11 Locensers car eniablish effecuve
bennseble and tnapeciabli programs fer the
sasie prior 10 anaier o demonatrate
tompliance

12 The offsiie trestmen! o disposs!
medium (e g saniary landf.ll) does no! need
e be controlled or monstewed for ndisuon
Proiection purposes

12 The meihods and procadures wsed 1o
manage (e wasies and 10 asseer Lbe WPecy
are we €.Merent brom those the! woud be
applied 1o the cormesponding unconiamuna ted
meiengly

34 Thare are no reguleiony ot legel
obetacles 10 use of the proposed tvetven! o
duposs’ methods

oM Agrosment blates

The Low Leve) Radioectn s Waste Policy
Amendmenis Aciof 1085 es ablishes ¢

ENCLOSURE !
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App B

for des lase
watie daprse The syniem aanipria ie the
Siates reaponsiblity lor disposal capaciy for
low lev g maties not eaceeding Clans C
wasies o8 gelined m 10 CTR 85 85 Section 10
of the Act encovrages & reduchion in volume
of such masies subiect 1o Sate reaponnblitiy

neione B aiew ng wilh lown

for disposs! through the optior of derermining
tha! corigin waries need no' o ' Fadling
censed daposs! fac e O NEw piies

licensed under 10 CFR Par 81 o1 equiveient
Siote regulations I red.clogical salery can be
seaured auch dinnoss! woull coneeve spece
in the exisling siies while Aew gilee are
developed and would ser e a8 an impongn!
adyunc! 1o voiume reduction effors
mesting 'the wasie voiume aliocslion Limiie

pet lorih on the Act Thus these rulemah.nge
should 8:d the Siaren in fuiliiiing thewr
responabilies under the Act Eguity alse
SUBETE's (ha wll wanie generaions be abie to

tahe ndianiage of beiow reguision concem
oplons & par of ther wasie mansgement
pirateges Cenersiors in both Agresament
and non Agreemen Siaien will be competing
for space (n the eninting s:'es and the concep!
Shou!€ D applicabie nahionwide

Agreemen! Siates will piay an imporiani
role i enauring Tha! the sysiem works on @
nations bavis end the rema " eqQuitable
Stoes hase beer ancouragng indings the
COrar wmasies are Deiow regulatory concem
and o o have 10 go 1o low ieve wat'te
siies The Sieres have beer vorcing this view
for s number of years through forums such e
the Conlerence o Rad avor Control Program
Direciors Rulemak ngs graning peiitons wil
be made s matier o compe by ler
Agreement Stares Consequently milemshing
will be coordinaieg with the Staies
IV Future Action

The Commussior will conduc' » peneric
rulemas ng on marie sireams beiow
regulatory concern based or o number of
faciors The [sciore include public comments
received on the siatemen the number and
iypes of periions for rulemabing recainned and
how efle ¢ the sigtement a o n enabling

me'y process ng of peiions A genenc
Fulemes ng ok marTaniad 1o pros e & Moty

eflcier and ellective mesns of

sccompl ahong 1he goals refllecied in Secrion

10 of the Ac: An adiance notice of proposed
Ll L B be publiahed within 80 days

MM A0N M)

rulemakingt v order

v
Furihermore the

perog.cally review @8

1o assure tha the relevan) parameiery have
no' changec v op” Ll and ma; sk e
pelilioner pubmit updeied information to
sans! on the rev ew The Commuss on would
¢80 hav e 1t re thal approved
fremyp sl B 34, L Aten wiih Ny geners
$onde aeuts by EPA

Datec o Washing cr DT thi 23th day of
Augus o8
For it e Nuclesr Regy arony Commuasior
Seamue! | Chilk
Secre ; Ae - sior

Ed o Noe The siallamplemeniatior
plan will not appes: in ihe Code of Feders
Regolatior

Nuclear Regulatory Commission Stefl

n of Nuclear Regulatory

y on Redioacuve
slory Concarn

Implemental
Commission Po
Wasie Below Reg

mauor ¢ Support M
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A Ceners
1 10CFR Part 2 Requitemanis
2 Ervironmenigl Impsacie

3 Economic Impect or Small Eniities
4 Compuler Program
§ Scope

B Wanie Choracienzetion
1 Rediviogical Properiies
2 Other Considerations
3 Totsh
¢ Base
§ Ai Low as Ressonadly Achievable
(ALARA
C Wane Managemen' Oprions
D Anslyses
1 Radiwological Impacts
i Other impecis
3 Regulaiory Analysn
E Recordheeping and Reporiing
1 Surveys
2 Repors
¥ Proposed Rule
11l Decision Criers
IV Admmstretive Mandiing

I lsvoduction

Section 10 of the Low -Leve)
Radionctive Waste Policy Amendments
Ac! of 1983 requires the Nuclear
Regulstory Commussion (NRC) 1o
develop standards and procedures for
expeditious handling of petitions for
rulemaking 1o exemp! disposal of
redicactive waste deiermined to be
below regulstory concern The Act slac
requires NRC 10 «dentify information
petitioners should Nile The Commission
Policy Siaiemen! provides genera
guidance on how to mee! the
requirements of section 10 of the Ac
outlines the overall approsch to be
followed and Lists decinion criteria 1o be
used Implementation of the geners
spproach end decision critenia of the
Commssion Policy Statement involves
developing more detailed guidance and
procedures In sctordance with
Commission direction the NRC stafl has
geveloped more de'ailed guidance and
procedures for implemeniation of the
Commissior Policy Statement This staff
gu:dance and procedures cover (1)
Informatior petitioners should file in
support of petitions to enable expedited
processing (2) discussion of the decision
criteria and (3] sdministrative
procedures 10 be (ollowed

I Informetion to Support Petitions
A Cenerc

1 0 CFR Port 2 reguirements The
codiled information requirements for
petitions for rulemaking sre outlined in

the Commission s regulations in 10 CFR
2802(c) These regulations require the
pe ner 10 1dentify the problem and
propose solutions 10 siate the

petitioner s grounds for and interest in
the achion end to provide supporting
informotion and retionale As g prachica

matter ithe information demonsirating
the! the rediological health and salety
IMpac's are 50 low 28 10 be below

reguidiory concerm mus! be provided b>

PART 29 RULES OF PRACTICE FOR DOMESTIC LICENSING PROCEEDINGS
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the petitioner f the Commission s 10 et
v ar expediied manner Peiitions flor
rulemaking should therefore be
submitied following the stalfy
supplemental guidance end procedures
1o assure expedited schion

2 Environmento! impocts Petilions
mus! anable the Commission 1o make o
finding of no mignificant impact on the
quabity of the human environment Such
Commussion findings mus! be based or
en Environmental Assessmen! the!
complies with 10 CFR 51 30 and mus!
mee! the requirements of 10 CFR &3 32
These requirements include addressing
the need for the proposed action
wentifying aliermatives and assessing
the potential environmental impa
the proposed sction end sliernstives
Consistent with 10 CFR 81 47 the
petitioner should submit the informatior
needed 10 mee! these requirements ant
g0 50 10 @ manner tha! permits
independent ervaluation by the
Commission of the dats and
methodology used and the conciusions
recched

3 Economic impoct on smoll entitie .
When s rulemaking action s hkely to
have o significant economic impact on
substen number of small entities the
Regulstory Flexibility Act requites that
the impacts on these small entities mus!
be specifically addressed (The
Commission s size standard for
wdentifying & small entity 15 83 5 million
or less 1n annua!l receipts exzep! for
privale practice phynicians ang
educational institutions where the
standard 15 81 mullion or iess 1n annua
receipts for privaie practice physicians
and S00 employees for educations
instituions See 50 FR 80214 December
§ 1985 ) For any rulemaking the
Commismion mus! either certify that the
rule will not economically impact or w
have no significan! economic impacts on
small entilies Or present an anaiysis of
aliernatives 1o minimize the impacis
Because rulemakings on below
tegulntory concern should provide relie
from requirements for al! affecied
entihies sahisfaction of this requiremer
should be straightformard byt 1t mus! be
sdaressed in am rulenaking To

facilitate exped:tious preparaiion of the
proposed rule responding 1o the petilior
the petitioner shouiC submil an

evaluation of the estimated economic
impacts on small entities The
evaluation should include estimates of
the costs for small entities in terms of
stafl Lime and dollar cos's Any
sllernatives tha! could sccompiish 1he

objective of the petitioner s proposed
rule while minimizing the econom
impac! on small entities should be

presenied The evaluation shoulc
nclude an assessment of the
incremental recordaeeping and reporiing
cos's the! mould be asso h the
peltitioned rule Change

'l w




App 81

PART 2 0 RULES OF PRACTICE

4 Comput#r progran The computer
program (INMPACT-BRC ) the
Commission intends 1o use 10
independenily eraivaie pelitioners
sasessments of impacis 16 based on "De
Mruris Wanie Impacis Analyss
Me'hondology (NUREG/CR-3585
published February 1984 ' Petiioners
are encouraged NUREC /CR-
3585 in order 1o be'ter understand the
Commssion s information needs The
IMPACTS-BRC program will be
disinibuted by the National Energy
Sofimare Center on MNoppy disketies for
use on IBM-PC and compatible
computers The Center s address s 9700
South Cass Avenue Argonne Nalions
Laborstors Argonne 1llinois 80638 The
users guide for IMPACTS-BRC will be
published as & dralt Volume Il of
NUREC/CR-3%85 Pe'itioners ms)
evaluate the impacis of the proposed
activity ueing NRC s code if desired
When alternste calculanions
methodologies are vaec (he pehilioner
should provide all the specific inpul
needed 10 analyze the wasie slregm in
the petition using IMPACTS-BRC and
provide a retionale for !l parameler
selections The Commission may clanfy
or modify the compu'er code from Lime
te Lime Petitioners choosing 1o use
NRC o code should be sure 10 use the
current revision The Maticna! Energy
Sclimare Center will provide changes 10
persons obiaiming the program from the
Center Users are encouraged 10
comment on the code 80 tha! ther
experience can be faciored into future
reVISIONE

§ Scope The petitioner should define
the grographic aree which the
;roposed rule shou.d app!y and the
reRsONS BUpPOTing An) #Tee less than
nstiona! v scope | might! be possibie 10
justify himiting the scope 10 8 low-leve
wasie regonel comoact or & stele byl
i plementanion ssues such 8 import or
expon o maries ouls O the COW‘;‘..(' or
slate should e addressed in the
rationaie

10 CcONsu

P Wosie

properties The

gice propernes that
ehould be describec are the
concentranior cortar nstion levels
anc the hall (3 &' quantly snd
igentities of the rad:onuchices present
The chemical and phis form of ihe
rec.or de: s

el u c ¢ > ¢

3
be addressed A
potentially
fled including
£y \race
! re

el

¢ wasies ahouid
Diume

me aVErAge

S| e e

concentrations should also be
presenied Forincinerstion the
radioactine content of the ssh and
noncombustible frachon should be
described The variability ss 8 function
of process variation and vanation
among licensees should be addressed
and bounded

2 Oiher considerctions An
understanding of nonradiciogical
properties of the wasie stream is needed
10 asaure tha! they are consisient with
the proposed disposa! method and 1o
e olusie the adequacy of the analyns of
the radiclogical impacts [NRC's
deregulation of the radicactive content
would not relieve hcensees from the
spphcable rules of other agencies which
cover the nonradiological properties |
The petiioner should provide o delailed
descriptior of the waste matenals
including their ongin. chemical
compos:ion physical slate volume and
mess

The term "stream only mesn: wasles
produced from & common se! of
circumilances and possessing common
charscienstics [ does not mesn
“hquid although the siream may be in e
houid form e g waste oil) The wastes
may be resin beads laboratory
glassware or any other form Waste
form includes packeges or containers
used 1o manage (L e store handle ship
or dispose| the wasies The vanability
and potent.al changes in the waste form
as » function of process variation should
be sddressed The vanaslion among
heensees should be descnibed and
bounded

Compatibility with requirements
sssociaied with the proposed
managemeni options should be carefully
presenied For example if the petitioner
proposes tha! the wastes be incinersled
the waite form shouid be shown i be
compatible with the temperatures fNow
raies feed rates and other operating
parameters of typical incinerators tha!
wmay be used The petitioner should
wentify the minimum requirements an
WMCINeraior myus! mee!l 1D sspure
sdeguate combustion The form and
volume of the ash and other residue
from incineration should be described
Similar consideration for disposal st
saitary landfills or hatardous waste
sites ahould be addressed For example
wasies that include components or
properies that would qualily the waste
a8 8 harardous waste under EPA rules
in 60 CFR Parts 260 through 265 should
no! be proposed for disposal at s
municips! landl

The potent
prese~ied Po
shregding

recycle should be

tres'ment puch 89
yo!d reduce the recycie
potential sho described Both the
resource value (e g sa'vagrabie melais
and the functiona! useluiness (e g
wsable 10018) should be addressed Both
short end long term polentials for
recycle are of s.ignificant concemn 10 the
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3 Totols A subsegquen! rulemaking
based upon an sccepted petilion is
generic and the exemption will hkely be
used nationwide Therelore 1o the
exten! possible the pet:tioner should
estimale the number of NRC and
Agreement State hicensees tha' produce
the wasie the annval volumes and
mase and the 1ota! annusl quantities of
eoch radionuchide thet would be
disposed of The estimater should
include the current situstion and the
likely vemability over the ressonably
foresecable future If the petition 19 for s
proposed rule that will be limied 1o less
then netiona! scope (e g & s'ale or
compact region) the totals should be
estimaied for the pet:ioned scope A
concantration distnibution would be @
helpful 100! in charactenzing the waste
stream For example the petitoner
could indicate tha! 10% of the wastes
fall in the range of 1-10 picocunes per
gram 60% fall in the 10-100 range. and
30% in the 1001 000 range Such
distribution would permit more realistic
assessment of impacts in addition 1o
conservative bounding estimeles using
maximum values In any case the
typ:cal quantities producad per
generator and an estimate of the
geographic distnbution of the generstors
should be described

4 Bosis The bavis lor the waste
stream charactenzation should be
provided The besis for chersctenzation

* of the wastes and the 101! quentitizs

produced should be described
Monitonng anelytical deie end
calculations should be specified Actue
measurements or values the! can be
related 1o measurements to confirm
calculations are important The
description of the beses should include
quality essurance sspects For example
the petioner should describe the
number of sampies measured the
representativeness of the samples and
the approprisieness of the insirumenis
used The statistical confidence in the
estimates should be evaluated I the
petiuoner conducted am sprveys of
licensees or relied on surveys by others
1o help quantify the amount and content
of wastes they should be descnbed
Marke! information migh! be uselul in
characlenzing was'e generation on @
nationa! basis Designation g3 @ “trece
concentration’ should be related ¢
specified detection limits. byt deteztion
limits themseives are not sufficier
reason 1o dismiss (race concenitations
when methods exis! 10 infer
concenirations

For estimates of the radionuchde
content of the waste siream the
peliioner may take advaniage of
licensee experience in clossifying
wesies for disposal 8t low-level maste
sites For example the transuranic
radionuclide content of the wastes
would likely be below delection imits
bul heensees have alivady esigblished
scaling lactors for estimating the
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ngw th 1O CFR Pert 81 wanie

omp

class [ication reguiremenis W gsie
generaiors use genenic scaling faciors
ord lacrors established for ther specific

wases through sc caled anslyses
The scaling laciors are used 1o infer the
presence and concentrations of many

radiomuchides based on messuremen’ of
only & few nuclides The clossficanon
scheme ir FR Part 81 has been in

elfect mince December 1908)
Considerabie data and expenience
should be avaiiaDie to sliow
characierizing the radiological conten!
ond compostion of the waste siream
being addressed in the petiion The
same principles outlined n 10 CFR

8] 5548 may be apphied 10 values
beased on direc! measuremenis indirec!
methods rela‘ed (o measurements or
materis! accountabibity

$ As low o5 s regsonob/y ochievoble

[ALARA| The Commssion s ALARA
requirement in 10 CFR 20 1(c) spphes o
efioris by licensees to maintan

tod atior exposures end relesses of
radicactive matenals inelflluents lo
unresinicied o s 4% 0w 19 reasonab
ponievable 10 CFR Part 50 Appendix |
describes ALARA for radioactive
materials in Ligh! water reacior effluents
Licensee compl ance with 10 CFR 20 1(¢
is 8 precondition 10 acceplance by NRC
of ary wasle siream as exemp
Therelore » descriplion should be
prosided of ressonable procedures tha!
wasie genera'ors would be expecied 10
uee 10 munimize rad 210N EXPOINTES
resulting from the disposal of the
gremp wasie e g remosal of surface
contaminatior These procedures are
sssumed 1o appiy prior 1o charactenzing
the wasie 10 be exempied

C Wasie Monggement Oplions

The management oplions tha'! the

Commission can geal with expediliovs )
gre inose described in NUREC /CR-3588
Onsite ophons include ingineration snd
buria!l Offsie options are municips
war'e disposa facihines (sanilary
landlills) municipa' wasie incineraion
hazardous disposal facihities and
hazardous masie \nCineraion
Pretreatment e g shredding of
ptherwige polertially recyciabie
materals 8 8 potential adunt! 10 either
onsite or offsite options Combinations

o' these op "5 Can 230 De evalviied
Foresample wasies may be incineratled
on sile and the ash shipped 10 8 san:'a™y
and! The favored disposal options
oh d be «dent lied and lully descnibed
The petitioner should evaluste o Tyl
range of op The practicality of the
proposed oy nis! should Le presenied
Waste compa' it y discussed enrhier 18
one aspe Tre nationa! averlabiity
ang L ' he OpL:ON (S ANDIHe
Updeies “ @ Tegu ations and
Ans Drt g i he preposed oplior
! De dey el and mgh heve 10

App Bl

PRACTICE FOR DOMESTIC LICENSING PROCEEDINGS

SiFrs o0 e

be cons:dered in selecting saccepiable
options

O Anolyses

To support and justify the submitie
ecach petinioner should include analyses
of the rediologice! impects sssociated
with hgndling transport and disposasl of
the specilic wasies Any incremenia!
nonradiological impacis should be
sssesied Alpo the petitioner should use
the analyses 10 prepare and submi! 8
Oelarled reguisiory analysis with the
petilion

1 Rodioiogice! impocts The
evalurtion of rediclogice! impacts
shouid distinguish be'ween expecied
and potential exporures end events
Impacts should be sssessed for the
expecied concenirations end quantilies
of radionuchides The petitioner should
Quantitatively evaluate the impacts from
the proposed maste for each option
reques'ed The petitioner should clearly
reate the analytical findings 1o specific
provisions o the recommended rule
changes For exampie the banis for each
recommended radionuclhide imit should
be clearly explained

The radioiogical impeacts included in
NUREC /CR-3585 and in NRC s
computer program (IMPACTS-BRC)
cover exposures 1o werkers and
individus! members of the public and
cumulative populetion exposures The
program calcuiates both external direct
pamma exposures and exposures from
wmeesied or inhaled radionuchides NRC s
compuler program can be used 10
Calculate the expected radiologics
impacts from generalor activilies
iransporialion treatmen! disposal

menagemen! facilies and shipment 1o
hazardous wasie managemen! facililies
The program covers impac!s beginning
witk ininhal handling and treatmen: by
the generaior through final disposal of
a!l the radionuclides contained i the
wesie siream Sequeniia! treaimen
sothing and incineration onsite and @
municpal and hazardous fac s Can
be assessed Disposal of resuling ash
and residue 10 included Post-disposs
imp tha' cen be calculated include
Feieases due 10 INrunion ground waler
gration erosion and leschate
«mulation The program thus
esses DOLh expecied and polentia
s aposal impacts
The petitioner s ans'vsis of
mpac's s 2 0oe hased on e
FeARORGDI) expecied spacia’ distnidutior
reaimen! and

eh w

m
®
a0
P

¢ ensees and wasie

disposa la s wh accep’ the
oner shouid address
thas s erage ant

ransport gdaslan

wasies The pe
pé

a2

imeters sy

eme es The
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oner s anaynis should address the

on and

pe!
basis for parameter peiec!
characierize the sxpecied patierns (e g
ndicate how ikely the satreme case
may be) In addiion the petitioner s
enalysis should aleo address potential
exposures from hendling end transpor
sccidents The petitioner s analyais of
sccidents should include o!
sssumplions Geis and resulis to
lacilitate review The potential for
shipmeni of the entire was'e siream 1o
one or & few facilies shou'd be
sssensed This scenario currently existy
for 10 CFR 20 308 exempied liguid
scintiliation wasies and migh! result
from very imited numbers of treaimen:
faciities or decontarination services
The analysis of impacts for transport
handiing and dispossl should include
eveluation of this polential circumstance
uniess il can be clearly ruled ou!

As suggen'ed in Paragraph 86 on pege
20 of ICRP Publication #6 *

Exceplion from regulation and
mouiremenis on (hese bases 2hould no

be

veed 1o make 1! possibie 10 dispose ¢f large
quantilies of redioactive material in dilyied
form of 10 i\ ided porhions causing

widespresd poliviion which mould eveniually
build up high dose levels by the addition of
mary amall doses 10 ndinduals Nor should
thes e used 10 exempl st ihes the! by
s0i8lion Or Irea'men! have been made
tempoaraniy harmiess byt tha! imply large
potential for relesse ard could g e nne 10
high individua’ Soses or high colieciive doses

The analysis of expecied radioiogica
impacts should clesriy address

wThe maximum indinvidua! exposures

-~ The critica group exposures

-~The cumulaiive population
expoOsuTes

The maximum indindus! exposure
evalvation should inc'ude exposures 1o
sl members of the publii who may be
exposed beginning with the initia
handling o' the generaior s fac
through posi-ciosure Both interna
vpiahe end external exposures #
be included The individual ™an
member of the genera! population (e g
consumer of conjaminaied ground
waler) or & person feceising the
exposyre from hus or her occupatior
Anvene who may be exposed anc 18 no
s radiation worker should be consideres
s member of the put Forexample »
worker a! & saniiary landlill or e
commercis! trash truck driver would na'
be o radiation morker Moweer
occupationsl exposures 10 radia!
workers should be evalus'ec and
connidered in the cos! 'beref analvss

of the incremental impacts be'weer
disposal at @ hicensed facility and the
requesied disposel epions

The 10tal population exposures can be
estimated and surmmed in Iwo paris
One part 1s the smaller critical growp

aily the occupslions erg eL

ulation) mhere polential exp ¢

198¢
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may be higher or anindividus! basis byt
the exposures and the number of
exposed ind v iCusis are more
prediciable and the exposures are shon
term The critical group should be the
segment of the population mos! highly
exposed eaclusve of radiation workers
The other par! s the general popuishion
where the expecied exposures and size
of the exposed population are less
predictable potential individual
exposvres are probably much smaller
and exposures may extend over longer
timelrames Presentation of the
population exposures in these two parts
should contnbute 1o 8 more meaninglu
cost/benelit analynis

2 Other impocts The NRC action 10
exempi the raciological content of the
waties would no! relieve persons
handling processing or disposing of the
wasies from requirements apphicable 10
the nonradiolog cal properties The
petition should demonsirate tha! the
nonradiological properiies of the
red:onctive wanie are the same o1 the
nonradioective materials normaily
handled and disposed of by the
proposed methods If the
nonradiological properties are similar
and the volumes o exempied wasie
would not impac! the normal operstions
there should be no incremental impacts
i the petitioner 1s aware of other
impacts which should be connidered for
the specific masies in the petition the
petitioner shouid aiso address the
edd i ional impacis

3 KNegulatory one 'y In order 10
expediie subsequen’ rulemaking if the
petition s granied the analysus should
s!s0 address the topics NRT must
address in g Regu atory Analyss (e g
see NUREC /BROOS Revison)
Regulatory Analysis Cuidel nes of the
US Nuclear Regulatory Commission )
Following the Regulatory Analysis
forma’ w» fruciure the anayucs
findings present the bases for decimons
ano address the envronmenia
srsessment requitemen's The lopics
Bre
1) A siolemer
¢ 18 the reed
wasies may be si'e
means cther than st
low leve wmasie s ey

he problem This
or determiming which
disposed of by
pment 1o heensed

|()‘

(2) Alterngtives All reasonable

sed achor
o achion of
Calways be

sllernatines ic e Ppros

shouid be describec T

$lalus Guo allerna
incuded

3 € $¢3 4 topic co

ar ana ) each

sliermna actors the

uGe o8ty

iege

nyiders

'@ ShOV

s for
818 C

e Oy

ons
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snd consiraints are discussed more fully
after thus listing of topice

4) Decisicn retiongle This 1opic 1e 8
conclunions statement tha! explaing why
ihe preferred alternativeis) should be
sdopied

(8) Implemeniation This 1opic covers
the steps and schedules for actusl
implementation of the proposed rule
The petitioner should address the iopic
from the wasie genersior s perapective
end include surveys discussed under
Topic Il AS Recordheeping and
lcpomnq

A cort/benefit discusmion 1s an
essential part of both environmental end
reguialory impaci considerations and
therelore essential 10 expedited
handling The discusmion should focus
on expecied exposures end realistic
conceniralions or guentilies of
radionuc)ides The cost/beneli
discussion should include the
differentia! exposure and economic
costs beiween disposal a! 8 hicensed
low level waste disposal site and the
proposed option{s) it may also include
Qualitative beneflits Reduced hazards
irom not storing hazardous or
combustible matenais migh! be s
benelit Elimination or reduction of the
hazardous properties (e g by
mcineration) could be snother
Detnmental costs might slso be
quahitative such o loss of space in
municipal or hazardous wasie siler The
economic impaci on the licensed site
operations (1 ¢ . Joss of income from
diveried wasles) end s potential eflec
on the availability of economic end sale
dusposal ahould be sddressed Costs of
surveys and venfying compliance
discussed under Topic I E
Recordbeeping snd Reporting should
#is0 be covered The cosi/benelil should
also refllect ALARA conviderations
Radiation worker exposure public
e posure and environmenial relesses
migh! be appropriaie in ALARA
conmiderations In weighing the
exposure cosls and economic cos's for
hght waier-cooled nuclear reacior
wasies the petitioner could use for
perapectine the $1.000 per person rem
guideline 1n 10 CFR Part 50 Appendix |
for efMueni releases from these focilities

The peitioner should identify any
egal or regulstory constreints that might
impact implementat.on of the petitioned
change The competibility of the waste
with the proposed method of disposs
was discussed under Topiz 11 B2 Other
constraints might siem from Departmem
of Transportation (DOT) labeling
placarding and manifesiing
requitements for radicective ma'erials
Since the recenving facility will not be
heensed receve radioachive
maleriais this could De an impedimen

S ™m0
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10 implementation For mos! redioac!ive
materials the geners! DOT threahoid
limits of 0 002 microcuries per gren
spply Mowever the DOT issved a line
rule on june 8 1985 (30 FR 23811 tha!
amended 48 CFR Pert 172 10 exemp! low
specific activity wasies as described in
NRC o rules in 10 CFR 20 308 (Note that
)T emphasized tha! the wasies remair
subject 10 the provisions relsted 10 other
hazerds see o0 CFR 173 425(d) )

£ Recordheeping ond Reporting

1 Surveys Existing regulations in § 10
CFR 20 201 establish genera! NRC
requirements for performing surveys o8
necessary 1o comply with Part 20
Licensees would have 1o conduc!
surveys of the wasie properties prior 10
release for exemp! disposal 1o venly
that the wasie meets the prescribed
hmits Such survey programs might
consis! of (1) fairly comprehensive
imtis! sampling and analysis 1o confirm
the! the hcensee s wasties will fall below
the himits. (2) periodic analys:s & part of
& process Or Quaiity control program 1o
coniirm the initial findings. end (3] @
routine survey program pnor io relesse
of westes 10 monitor for gross
irreguleriies To show tha! licensees
can be expecied to conduct compliance
surveys prior 1o wasie transfer the
petiioner should descrnibe » sample
survey program The three componer s
jus! discussed should be included f
spproprate. for the wasie siream
Records of the surveys would be
mainiained for inspection

2 Reports The petitioner should
assume the! annual reports on dispose’s
will be required and tha! associsled
recordkeeping 1o generate the reports
will be imposed Mimimum information
in the ennua! reports initislly might
include the type of waste 11s volume 1ts
estimated cunie content and the place
and manner of disposal Increased
recordheeping end reporting
requirements would address
unceriainties in projecting future
voiumes or amounts of westes and
NRC s responsibiiity to consiger the
cumulative impacts of multiple
erxemptions When these requirements
are proposed Office of Managr men!
and Budge! (OMB) approvel is required
To facilitate NRC filing for OMB
spproval the petitioner should
any duplicating or overlapping reporiing
requirements the number and type of
expecied respondents suggestions for
minimizing the burden. estimates of the
s'all hours and cos!s 1o prepare the
reports and keep the records and s brie!
descniption of the basis for the
estimales The petitioner should als

nclude
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address whethe' changes \n technical
specifications or hicenses may be
needed

F Proposed Rule

The petiion should include the tex
for the proposed rule (see 10 CFR
20021c)1)) The proposed tex! shouvld
cover at ieas! the lollowing

(1) The quantity and/or concentralion
himit for esch radionuclide present
(1race radionuchdes could be lumped
together with & iotel limit)

i2) A method 10 deal with
radionuci:ide mixiures

{3) The nontadiclogicel specifications
necessary 10 adeguaie!y deling the
wasie and

{4) The specific method(s) of exemp!
dispote

I practicable snd if the supporting

es annua! limits on each generaior in
terms of volume mass or total
radicactinity and sdmimisirative or
procedural requirements including
process conirols surveys el 1hat have
beern ciscussed The tex! shouid no!
include the various cose himits used 10
justify the proposed radionuchide himits

11! Decision Cntene

The Commssior policy slatement
ow ifg CTiteriE
should be used by siall as guidelines for
ecting on & petition Each criienion is
repesed and siall viems on
implemeniation are discussed

1 Disposal and tresiment of the
wasies as specified in the petition will
vgnilicant impac! on the
the human envirgnmen

ey'al shes tha he 1D

resy A ne
quality of
Discussron Uniess this finding can be
made during inlormation submitted by
the petiioner the Commission mus!
prepate a» Environmenta! impac!
o more fully gxamine the
ton sliernatives 10 the
snd sssocinled
mpacts of allernatives
n would heely 1nvolve
pport and would likely
more 1o compiete The
ouig not act in the periion
ed manner
he manimum eapecied effectine
valent 1o an individua
he public does nO! eaceed »
em per year for norma
ns and anticipated events

Qs

ve dose
RP Pyt

;‘.('v'..
means the l

wm o SO om

externa! exposure and the dose incurred
from that year s intake of radionuchides
While o range of 1-10 millirem per year
might be scceplable ¢ one millirem dose
would facilitate expediied process:ng
Migher doses may require more
ertensive justification Based on e
moriality risk coeflicient for induced
cancer end heredilary effects of 2x10°*
per rem [ICRP Publication 26 radiation
exposure 81 @ leve! of millirem per yeer
would result in an annuel mortality mak
of 2x10° (1o 2a" " eflecis/remx” * rem/
year)

The EPA 13 developing criteria for
wdentifying low-level radicective wasie
that may be below regulstory concemn
as part of the! sgenc) s development of
general environmenial standards lor
low level waste disposal The EPA
published an Advance Notice of

oposed Rulemaking on Augus! 31, 198
(48 FR 39%63) and currently hopes 1o
publish proposed standerds in early
198~ Other EPA siendards the! the
doses can be compered 10 are the Clean
Air Act redioactive relesse standard of
25 millirems per yeer in 40 CFR Part 81
and the uranium fuel cycle annual whole
body limit of 25 mullirems 1n 40 CFR 180

One millirem 18 very emall when
compared to naturslly otcurnng
background doses from cosmic and
tervesirial sources Background doses in
the Umited States are typically in the
100-120 mullirems per year range
enclusive of the lung doses {rom radon
One millirem s also small when
compared 10 the annual 500 millirem
dose himit for individus! members of Lhe
general public in Federa! Radiation
Counci! guidance

An imporiant festure 1 thet doses of
up 101 millirem from the individual
petition should minimize concerns over
exposure 10 mulliple exempied waste
tireams ICRP Publication 46 addressed
individua! dose Limite and other issues
related 1o exemptions snd stated. in
paragraphs B3 and 84 on page 19

Many radishion exposures rouhinely
encouniergd in radiphion protechion
pariicularly those receied by members of 1he
public are very amall b, companson with
dose Limis o natural Bachground and are
wel below dose levels ol which the
sppearance of deleiemous healih effecis has
been demonsirated In ndividual rele
asresamenis 11 s widely recognined tha!
there are radation doses tha! are 50 amal
tha' they mvolve rahs The would be
tegarded as neg pable by the exposed
nd duals Studies of comparative naks
enced by the populatior in vanous
RELN Lies appes ndicate the an annve

bat of deat® of the order of 10°* par

88 (A RO TAREN INID BCCOUN! DY
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hes!th effecis this leve! of ropk cormesponds
10 an annuel dose of the order of 01 mS. 10
millirem|

MHowever i moe' prectical cases 'he need
for exemprion rules arises 0 source relsted
ssseramen' 10 decide whether ¢ source or
wasie siream should be subjec te coniro
Consideration should be given 10 \he need fo
eny optimization of red.ation proteciion end
10 the poosibality the! many practices and
sources of the same hind could combine now
or i the future so that their 1o1a! #ffec' ma)
be signidicant even though esch source
caunes on annve! ndividus! doss egui alen:
below 01 mSy 10 millivem | 19 mdividuais in
the crtical group This may imolve
essessmenis of dose commiiments and of the
collective dose per uni! Prachice of source n
order io ensure tha! the ndividual dose
requiremen’ will not be excesded now or in
the future 1) seems eimon! ceriain tha' the
total annus! dose to & aingle individual from
exempied sources will be leas than 1en imes
the contnbytion from the exempied source
gy ng 1he highes! individus) dose This
sipect could therelore be allowed for by
reducing the ennce! individual dose
saemphion criienon from 01 (0 001 mS. |10
10 1 milhirem)

The NRC a1l recognizes tha! ef imes
human reactions are nol #o stnetly
gosemed by quantalive considerat:ons
o4 the ICRP excerp! suggests
Nevertheless the 107 per yesr value
seems abou! as low &s precticable
seems 100 low to justify sigmificani
concem and so seems acceplable
The United Kingdom s Nations!
Radiological Protection Board has
isued genenc gu:dance on de minimis
dose levels (ASP-7 January 1983) ¢ tha!
has status mimilar 1o Federa! Radiatior
Cuidance issued by the President in this
country The Board identified effective
dose agquivalents of 5 millirem per yeor
as insignifican! when members of the
public make their decisions The §
mitlirem limi! represents the total dose
contnbution from all exempied
practices For individua! practices the
Board divided by 10 (1 e 05 millirem
per year) 10 account for exposures from
multiple practices These imits are
applied genenically Less consenatis™
under the well delined circumstance
associated with ppecific wasie sires s
and disposa! options envisaged in th s
NRC statement seems juatified Ina
proposed policy staternen' daled Ma) 6
1985 * the Canadian Alomic Energy
Conirol Board specifically addressed
disposal of specific wastes tha' are cfr
regulstory concern An individ.al does
mit of § millirems per year was
proposd for this hmited applicano
A maximum indinidusl exposure of
lirem per year 1s also consisien! w
ppendix 110 10 CFR Par1 50 Appenc
cifies design object ve doses for
hgh!-water-cooled nucies
tor effluents These desigr
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obectives include annus! 101s! body
doses of 3 millirems for liguid effluents
ond § milliremns for geseous effluenis if
onaile incinkration 8! reaciors 1 _
petihicned for as e apecilind disposal
option the petitioner should address
how the proposed sctivily combined
with all other effluents from the sites
would not exceed the desgn objective
doses in Appendia | 10 10 CFR Part 30

3 The collective doses o the critical
population and geners! population are
emall

Discussior An additional advantage
when individual doses are no more than
1 millirem per year oo that the cellsZiie
doses 277 thgi summalions over very
small eaposures The collective dose
evalustion s primas |y for information
purposes cos! 'bene’’ conmiderations
and to conflirm the finding of no
significant impact on the quality of the
human environment This delermination
will be made based on information
sralable during the review of each
petition in concers with cnterion § Staff
notes that the United Kingdom policy on
individual dose limits includes gn
ssscciated collective dose critenon
(The collective dose criienon mus! be
me! 1n addilion to the individus! imits)
In ICRP Publication 46 & similar
crieron s sieted

4 The potential rediologica!
consequences of accidents or equipment
malfunclion involying the wastes and
intrusion inio disposal sites after Joss of
normal institutional conirole are not
significant

Discussion Potential doses from
sccidents or intrusion should be well
within public exposure imits and take
into account the probabiiity or
possibility of such events In o staiement
dated April 26 1986 ¢ the internatione!
Commission or Rediological Protection
(ICRP) stated that the ICRP s present
view i3 that the principal dose himit for
members of the public 15 100 millirems in
¢ year The ICRP further stated tha! the
SO millirem himit from ICRP Publication
26 could be used as 8 subnidiary imit
provided the Lifetime average does no!
exceed the principa’ hmit
Consequently poteriial exposures from
accidents or unespec'ed events would
be more easily justilied if they are well
below 100 millirem per year principsl
himit

S The exemption will resultine
sigmificant reduction in societal costy

Discussion When the economic and
exposute cos's associnted with the
exemplion are compared o disposa 8! 8
hicersed low leve waste pite there
should be & significant reduction in
costs

S FR 30019

§ The waate is competible with the
proposed ireatment and dispossl
oplione

Discussion This criterion reletes to
the nonradiologicel properties of the
wes'es For example disposs! of
redicactive wosies thei also qualify as s
nonrediological hazardous matensl
should be proposed for dispossl
methods in eccord with EPA regulations
(eg incineretion or dispossl st s
hazardous waste facility) Also wastes
proposed for incineration should be
combustible and wasies proposed f=:
lendfills should he 220 0priate for
25pvenl in typical landfills anywhere ia
the nation.

* The exemption is useful on &
netiona! scele 1.e. it is Likely 10 be used
by s category of licensees o7 8! leasi o
significent portion of » caiegory

Discussion Rulemaking is usually not
warranied for wastes involving & single
licensee whether s tommum* disposa!
sctivity or @ one-time disposal Such
propossls by individus! hicensees are
normally processed &s hicenaing actions
under 10 CFR 20.302(s)

8 The radiological properties of the
wasie siream have been charactenzed
on e nationsl besis the vanability has
besn projected and the range of
vanation will not invalidate supporting
analyses

Discussion One of the merits of
dealing with specific wasie streems is
tha! the actua’ properties of the waste
strearmn can be relied upon in estimating
impacts rather than conservative
bounding parameters The specific
pathwavs that must be considered can
be bmiied 10 manegeable numbers The
expecied fate can be credibly hmited
besed on the properties

# The waste characierization is based
on date on real wasies

Duiscussion Actual dete on rea) waste
provide ressonaeble assurance the! the
wasie characterization 1s eccurste

10 The disposed form of the wasie
hes negligible potential for recycle

Discusvior Ehminating the
uncertginties associated with recycle 13
necessars (o expeditious handling
Spec:fyirg specific wastes end specific
methods of disposa! narrows the
pethways and imeframes io
managrable numbers

1 Licensces con establish eflective
licemsable and inapectable programs for
the waste prior 1o transler to
demonsirate compliance

Discu:s.on Survey programs and
quahty control programs will be needed
to provide reasonable assurance that
sctsal wasies disposed of under an
eremption rule mee! the specilied
parame ers Since dupose!l would be
exempied based on both establ shed

31 FR e

end projecied waste characienstics
reporting on the wastes sctuslly
transferred for below regulstory concern
disposs) will be imporiant and should
be prectical

12 The offsite treatmen! or disposal
medium (e g sanitary landfill) does not
need to be controlied or monitorvd for
radistion proteclion purposes

Discussion The evalustion of
expected exposwres should provids
banis for meetins '» 2 L, enon
Moz o this io an ares where NRC
will have » contiruing responsibility es
multiple petitions are processed
Reporting on sctuel disposals will help
NRC address this responsibility and
monitor the adequacy of the imits
included in the exempied dispossls

13 The methods and procadures used
1o manage the wasles and 10 assens the
impacts are no different from Loose that
would be applied 10 the correspunding
unconiaminated metenals

Discussion Since the receiving facility
will not be licensed for radicective
meterals special handling or messures
should not be required a1 the processing
or disposs! sites because of the
radioactive conten! of the wastes This
eriienon aiso means that reslistic
stsumptions about the disposal methods
have been made 1n esumeting
exposures

14 There are no regulatory or lega!
obsiacies 1o use of the proposed
treatment or disposal methods

Discussion To have practical use the
disposa! option must be svailable For
example if all hazardous waste
facilities thei accep! offsite wastes are
closed or are not reasonably distributed
the practicality of an exemption 1o allow
disposs! &t such sites is questionable
Since the receiving facility will not be
licensed for radiosctive materals
shipmenis to lendlills or hazardous
waste faciities should not require
identfication ae radiocactive matenals

V. Administretive Handling

Agency procedures for expeditious
handling of petit.ons for rulemaking
were imtially published in 1082 in
NUREG/BR-0053. "Regulations
Handbook "' The procedures are
conteined in Part 1) of the Handbook
and were mos! recently revised in
September 1985 Because of resource
limitatiors and other factors these
procedures have not been fully
implemenied Petitions for rulemaking
submitied in sccordance with the
Comm:esion’s policy statement and this
staflim; ementation plan will be
processed in full compliance with these
procedures These procedures coupied
with agency policy to complete all
rulemaking within 2 years will provide
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expediious action on the petihons In
sddion. the Handbook notes genersl
scheduling advice tha! proposed rules 1o
grani petitions should be published in &
12 months afier acceplance and
publication for commen! Proposed rules
will be Torwarded o the Commismen on
s bmonth schedule 1o the exien!
permitied by resoures s the nature
and extenl o pubh( commants. and
wternal Contrel of lvlﬂhllu‘l
procedures Rulemakings involving
power resciors musi be reviewad by U
Commities on Review of Generic
Requirements prior to publication
Proposed rules inivolving resciors will
therefore be forwarded 10 the
Commission on ¢ 7-month schedule 1o
the exien! permitted by resources.
comments. and approval procedures in
both cases every effort will be made to
publish proposed rules no later thas 12
months afier notcing for public
comment

Although the procedures in Part 11 of
NUREG /BR-005) include fant track
prouum: the nature of the anticpeted
petitions do not fully comply with ihe
decision eniena to follow thus
sllernative

Some of the key features of the
handling procedures include the
following s1eps for compieie and hlly

supporied pelitions
1. Petitioners may confer on
g'oudun? metiers with the siafl before

ling & petitior. for rulemaking Reguests
to confer or procedural matiers should
be sddressed 10 The Director Division
of Rules and Recorda Office of
Admunistration US Nuclear Regulaiory
Comrussion Washingion DC 20858
Anention Chiel Rules snd Procedures
Branch

2 Petitions should be addressed to
The Secretary U S Nutlear Regulatory
Commisnion Washingten DC 20858
Attentior Docketing and Service
Branch in keeping with 10 CFR 2802(M)
petitiones will be promptly informed if
the petition meets the threshold
requiremerts for & petiton for
rulemaking v 10 CFR 2 802(¢] end can
be pro essed in accordance with Lus
unpler entghe” plan Ordinanly tus
determination »ll be made within 30
duys after rece pt of the petibon

3 Follow.ng this determination the
petition will be noticed in the Foders!
Regsterfore g : comment penod of
st lean! B0 daye

¢ The petiioner will he prond=d
copies of all comments received
schedul g informetion and perodic
slatus reparie

The procedwres in NUREG /BR-<008)
aloo ir 7 lude the process for derual and
wilthe ewal of pelitions

-

F ot an

' Copies of NUREC /BR-008) NUREC /WR-
0S4 and WURELC /CR-2585 may be purchased
through the US Covernment Printing Offica
by celling (202) T75-20R0 o by wniing to the
US Covernmeni Printing Office PO Sos
P2 Weshingion DC =, 0.7082 Copres
ma) ales & _urchesed from the Netions!
Tecrmica! Information Servica U S
Department of Commerce 3185 Port Royal
Rosd Sprnglield VA 26 Copies are
svaiiable for inepection end/or copying for 8
o0 in (ke NRC Public Documeni Roem 1717
K Sirwer NW Washington DC 20838

FICRP Publication 88 “Radistion
Protection Principles for the Disposs! of Solid
Redioactive Waeie ™ sdopied july 1088

0 JCRP Publication 38 “Recommends Lonse
of the Intgmanional Commission on
Rediological Protection ™ edopied janvery 17
W ICRP Publication 30 “Limuie for Intake
of Redionuchides by Worken ~ sdopiod july
wn

* Copins of the Un tod Kingdom s documen!
are ovailable for inapection as anclosures 0
SECY 45-167A (relaing 10 10 CFR Pert D)
dsied July 25 1985 i the Commissisn s
Mbic Documen' Room 1717 W Sireat NW
Weshington DC 20835 The Uniied Kingdom
documenis are ava able Tor sale from Mer
Mawsty s Siationeny Office PO Box M
Londor SEI ONM United Kingdom. s Advies
documen! ASP-7 and o releied technice!
report “The Significance of Smell Doses of
Radiation 1o Member of Uhe Public.” NRPS-
| SRt

* Copies of the Caradian documen! are
sva:lable for inapection se an enclosure W
SECY 45147 A (relsting te 10 CFR Par X0)
© Jly 28 1985 in the Commission s
P, Document Room 1717 M Strest NW
Woitngton DC 20885 The Canadian
goc.ment was wsued oe Consuliative
Document C-85 “The Basi for Exempting the
Drposs! of Carar Radicsctive Malensls
botn Licensing by the Atomic Energy
Conirol Boerd PO Box 1088 Onawas
Oniarno Canade KIP 3586

CICRP 85 /C-03 “Sistement from the JHRS
Pars Mee ing of the Internstions
Commsnion on Rediologicel Prowect” 1083~
- 38

App. CI
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NUCLEAR REGULATORY
COMMISSION

WCrRCh |

Policy Statement on Exemplions From
Regulstory Control

A0EnCY: Nuclear Regulstory
Commission.

acnons: Advance notice of proposed
platement and meeling

sumnary: The NRC is in the process of
developing & broad policy oo
exemplions from reguletory control for
practices whose beallh ond safety
impacts could be considered below
reguletory concern. This peolicy
stetement would provide for more
efficient end consistent regulatory
actions in connection with exemplions
from various specific Commission
requirements The Commission. in
formulating this Advance Nouce. i
seching public input on some specific
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questions which are key considerstions
in developing such 8 policy The NRC
staff will conduct & meeting to inform
the public of its intentions. specifically
to clanfy and answer questions
concerning the advance notice. and to
bear preluminary views concerning 8
policy for exemptions with emphasis on
the specific questons raised by the
Commission.

PATES. Meeting o be held oo January
12 1988 Wnitten comments should be
submitied by Jenuary 30, 1989
Comments received aller this date will
be considered f 1t is praclcal to do so,
but assurance of consideration can only
be gven as to comments received oo of
before this date

ADORESSEE Meeting will be beld ot the
Meliday lnn. 8120 Wisconsin Avenue
Bethesds. MD 20814 (4 blocks north of
the Bethesda Metro Station) Telephone:
(307 ) 8522000, 1 ~B00-465-4328 Mall
writien comments to Secretary US.
Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washungron DC 20555 Attentions
Docketing and Service Franch
Commente may be delivered to 11558
Rockville Puke. Rockville. MD between
73 em and 415 pm weekdays
Copies of Lhe comments received may
he examuned and copied for o fes at the
NRC Public Document Room #t 2120L
Soeet NW., Washington. DC

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTALT:
Catherne R. Matisen telephone (301)
492-3638 or Williars R Lahs. telephone
(301) 492-377¢,. Office of Nuclear
Regulstory Research. US Nuclear

anReguiatory Commission Washington,

DC. 20858
BUPFLEMENTARY INFORMA THE

loternstional Workshop

In sddition te conducting this public
meetng the Commission bas sought
input from the international regulatory
community through an international
workshop on exemptions from
reguistory control which was beld
October 17-18, 1888 1o Washington, DC.
The importance of such interaction
stemas from the fact that many exlstling
and polential exemptions involve
redicactve materials purposefully used
o consumer products or introduced into
various products or materials through
the recycling of contamineted scrap.
pither of which may enter (ntemetional
trade Even elfluents and waste disposal
can Involve exposures 10 people In
countries other than those from which
the e/lluent or waste onginated This
sapect ip o o gnificant issue in the
European community Thus, some
degree of consistency internationally is
des.rable sunce exemption decisions
can aflect populations putside sach

country's border It is hoped that
exchanges of ideas and information
such as occurred at the international
workshop will, besides providing one
svenue of inpu! 1o the Commission’s
sctions. lead toward & greater degree of
consistancy in such exemptions world-
wide Al the international workshop. the
“Advance Notice of the Development of
# Commission Policy on Exempuons
from Regulatory Control for Practices
Whose Public Health and Safety
Impects are Below Regulstory Concern™,
presented in this notice. was made
svailable for discussion. The transcript
of the international workshop which
inciudes all the papers presented o! the
meeting may be examined and copied
for @ fee ot the NRC Public Document
Room &t 2120 L Street. NW,,
Washungton DC.

Advasce Notice of the Devalopman! of @
Comnussion Policy

Introduction and Purpose

Over the last several years Lhe
Commission has become increasingly
aware of the need to provide @ genersl
policy on the eppropnate critens for
relesve of radicactve matenals from
regulatory control. To sddress this need,
the Commission is expanding upon its
exisung policy for protection of the
public from radiation. currently
expressed (n existing regulauons (Tite
10. Code of Federal Reguletions) and
policy stalements (30 FR 3482 Use of
Byproduct Materia! and Source
Material dated March 18 1985 47 FR
57448 Licensing Reguirements for Land
Disposal of Rachoactive Waste. dated
December 27, 1582 and 81 FR 30838
Ceneral Statement of Policy and
Procedures Concemning Peutions
Pursuent 1o § 2802 for Disposal of
Radiocactive Warte Streams Below
Regulatory Concern, dated August 28,
1888). The expansion includes the
development of an explicit policy on the
exemption from regulstory control of
practices whese public health and
salety impacts are below regulatory
concern. A pracuce ie defined in this
policy as an activity or o sel or
combination of & number of similar sets
of coordinated and continuing aclivities
simed at @ given purpose which involve
the potential for rediation exposurs.
Under this policy. the definition of
“practce” is @ critical feature whick will
sasure that the formulation of
exemptions from regulatory control will
pot allow deliberate dilution of material
or fractionation of a practice for the
purpose of circumventing controls that
would otherwise be applicable

The purpese of this policy statement
is to establish the banis upon which the

Commission may initiate the
development of spproprate regulations
or make Licensing decisions (o exempt
from regulatory control persons who
pecelve, possess. use, transfer, own or
scquire certain raticactive matenal
This policy is directed principally
toward rulemaking sacuvites bul may
be applied to license smendments or
license applications involving the
relesse of Licensed radicactve matensl
gither to the environment or to persons
who would be exempt from Commussion
regulationa. It is important to emphasize
that this pelciy does not assert an
absence or threshold of risk but rather
establishes & baseline where further
governmen! regulations to reduce rsks
is unwarranied

The concep! of regulatory exemptions
is now new. For example. in 1960 and
1970, the Commission promulgeted
tables of exemp! quanuties and
concentrations for radicactive material
which & person. uncer certain
circurnstances. could recieve, possess
use, transfer, own, or acquire withoul @
requirement for @ license (25 FR 7878,
August 17, 1980 and 35 FR 8426, April 22,
1970) Other exemptions sllowing
distnbution of consumer products or
other devices to the genersl public. or
allowing relesses of radicactive
meterial (o the environmenl have been
embodied in the Commission’s
regulations for some time. More
recently. the Low Leve! Radioacuve
Wasle Policy Amendments Act of 1983
directed the Commission to develop
standards and procedures for
expeditious bandling of pelititons 1o
exempt from regulaucn the disposal of
sligh Uy contaminated redicactive wasle
material that the Commission
determined to be below regulatory
concern. The Commission responded to
this legislation by (ssuing & policy
statement on August 29, 1988 (51 FR
$0£39) That stetement contained criteria
which, if satisfactorily addressed in @
petition for rulemaking. would sliow the
Commission to act expeditiously in
proposing sppropriate regulatory relief
on & “practice-specific” basis consistent
with the merits of the petiion.

The Commission believes that these
“practice-specific” exemptions should
be encompassed within & broader NRC
policy which defines levels of radistion
risk below which specified practices
would not require NRC regulation based
on public health and safety interests
For such exemption practices. the

licensing inspection. and complisnce
activities associated with the transfer of
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the radicative malerial from a cantrallad
(o ap exemp! slats

The Comumission recognizes thet Do
natonal policy ot exempuons fom
reg.lalory control is o be effectiva,
Agreement Siates will pay an importand
implemerzation role In the past Siates
have been encourag g flodmpy thet
certy.n wastes g below regulatory
concem and the Comemenon belever
that States will gopport an expeTsion of
Uvese views o all pracucey trvolving
ex eerpt dretribution of reiewse of
rec ouctive material. The Cormmhirion
intends that roleme kings cod.fying
regylatery control esemptions will be
made o s tey of conmpatibihty for
Agreervent Slates Consegnently. sy
rulemakings that evolve from this pohcy
wil be coordinaied with (he Slates

Advisary and scaenllc bodes have
offered duvesse views 10 the Commismon
in anucipation of tha Polcy S urte ek,
There 3 DO Gl Al CORMI MM based on
existuing scientic avidence of restarch
regarding the seies uon of numencal
eriena lor use o thus Policy Slatement
Further, tbe Comuniss 00 i aware that
herr are duJering views wilhin the NRC
s1afl on the selecuon af puwmansal
criterial for BRC

Io the absence of & scientific
consensus 8 is the Commission s task to
assess the diversity of views (o
establishing @ responsible BRC policy
The suthorty and responsibility to make
the firnal seiectian of criteria rests with
the Commission Cr.ierig selected must
(1) Provide reasomable asrurence that
public health and safety will be
protected. and 2] comsistent with such
susLrance permi! practices in the public
domarn which involve the ase of
red Asotopes for which soctety
perceives 8 dermend

It s recognaed that there (s o delicate
ba'ance here Cntera can be set
sulciently reatrictive such thet theve o
absolote sasurance that health end
salery w i always be protecied. po
matier what events might ransgrre
However (n doing 30 the reguisior may
then place undoe and annecessary
restncLons on practices which should
be purmitied becavse of olberwise
rensonable sacial, sconomic. oF
rdusural conniderations. There is
always be danger of overtefuauon
which results m elfects that are felt la
greas whare the NRC does not have
pulhonty and rerponas ity Moreovez,
e Atam ¢ Enargy Act does nOl requre
ehenl e ssacances of safely o the waa
of rad oactive maler sl aod Leansad
fecilues

The pumercal colena wimalely
pelecied will Bave st Juanl unpact oo
puclear reguiation bere is the United
Slates and potentally in the

inleroabonal communaty. The values
un el ConsedersLoB 18 W POl
Slawmnent 4o 6ol DAcAssANy 870 Wik
those sels - w@ O undes cansderaliab by
aih-. cosntnes The Cammmmon bas
carefuly reviewed those aliemale

o tenia. sud does not Gad sgnleant
acientfic evidencr thatl woud dilate
prelasenia. sewcLob of soy of those
views over what s proposed [ thee
Policy Siatemel.

Radiaton Protactioe Priochples

The Commission recognizes tha! three
fundamental principles of radiation
yro(uaon bave historically guided the

ornulation of 8 system of dose

L tation to protect workers and the
pubtic from potentially barmful
eflects of radistion. They are i)
Justification of the ﬁncuu which
pegrores thal there b 8o me Dot henrfle
resulung from the use of radu e or
redioactive materials, (2) dose Lmils,
which define the opper boundary of
sdequirte prolection for a member of the
public whrch sbould not be exceeded in
the condu et of suclear ecuvities and (3)
ALARA, which requires that redation
dose be s low a8 is reasonably
sctievable sconamsc and social factars
being taken m0 sccounit The term.
ALARA. s an scrocym for As Low As is
Reasonably Achievable The
Commnisson & mieresied (s easensing
how these principles sbould be applied
(n establishing appropriste Cniara fom
relesse of radicactuve matznals from
regnlatory comtral.

use of the abeence of observed

heallh offects below § rem/yuur (30
mSv/year) scientfic experts incloding
the Intermatonal Cornmussion ot
Radiologcal Protecuon NCRP) and \he
National Counci! on Radistion
Protecton and Measuremenis NG
make the assumplon hal Wbe frequency
of ocourrence of bealih elects pey unit
does 8t low dose levels s the same &b &
high doses (10 RAD (63 Cy)) whare
hes!th ellects have bees cbeerved (¥
studred i bumans aod aouala Thia
lineas non-threshold hypolhesws assumes
that the rish of radiaton inducad elecis
(pracipaly cancar) is Loearly
proporuanal 1o doee, 0o maiies bow
srrall the dose might be The coellicient
used io the model as & basis for
estmeling stausLeal beslh risk ts oa
the order of 2x 107 * rak of fatal cancaes
per person-rem of rediatios doss
(2x10°* pas $V) Tha Commssian
recognizes thatilis e conaervalive
model based upon dats collecied i
relauvely bigh doses and cose rales
which is thes extrapaleed o e lew
dose a0l dose rate repon whare thare
are oo slatsucally reliable
epidemiologcal data avellsble

Alterns Lre hypolheses have bean
meo.d and reevalsauons of the dola
s ot hugher doses cordizoe The
Commissan belre.es hal ose of the
linses soo-dbresbord bypothes s s ows
the theoreical eatabdshvmen! of up
kmits on Use wumber of bes Lb eflects
the! might ocoz 8l very low dosew
which are the subject of the exemptns

poly .

The risk af death 0 as (adrvidonl. e
caleulsted uming the Lnear model »
shown i Tabie 1 for vazous delined
levels of inchvdual dose. A rad.auon
u.pomdwwpa)cum;‘iv
par year) for o Lieume corresponds
theoretically to an increase of Ga% of
the ldivideal's annual nek of cADCAs
death. The Lletime nak w based upoa
the further assumplen tha! the expoaure
level s the same for asch yos of 0 70
year Listie.

n estmatng the doss reies o
members of ths public that mugh!l artsa
through the uae of varous pracloes flow
which exemplions are beng cocsidered,
the Comvnunon bas decided o apply
the concep! of ihe “effective dose
qufm&"ﬂmwnw&.wb&hb
based on & camparisan of e deloyed
mortabty effects of waniung redis Lo
exXposUres. permits through use of
weighting factors. the calculavon of the
whola body dose equivalen) of partial
body exposures Tha sppreach waa
orig.aally developed by the
Internatonal Commiasion 0%
Radiological Protecuon and was Brad
expressed (o it Publcatan 28 viued \n
1877. Since that time. the concept has
been reviewed and evaluated by
racistion protection orgenizations
throughou! the waeld aod bas pouss
wida acoeplance.

Tamk 1’
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that n most situations. it is imprectical
to measure annual doses 1o individuals
at the low Jevels implied by exemplion
decisions Typically radicisolope
concentrations or radiation levels from
the material 10 be exempted are the
actual measurements that can be made,
and doses are then estimated by
exposure pathway enalysis combined
witk other types of assumpuons related
10 the ways in which people might
become exposed Under such conditions,
conservative sasumptons are frequently

used (n modeling 20 that the actual dose

is on the low side of the calculated dose.
The Commission believes thet this is the
appropriate approach 1o be taken when
determining J an exempton from
nguory controls is warrenied.
Uectve doss ie the sum of the

individua! doses resulting from @

sctice or source of radistion exposure.
;'y assigning collecuve dose 8 monetary
valus. it can be used in cost benefit and
other quenttative analysis techniques It
is & factor to conmider in balancing
benefits and societal impact

Considerations in Cronting Exemptions
From Regulatory Control

The following elements are being
considered by the Commission as 8
basis for tv.{uun; practices which are
proposed to be exemp! from regulatory
control These practces. U approved.
would result in products contauung low
levels of radiosctive material being
distributed 1o the general public and
radioactive efMuents and solid waste
being relessed 1o areas of the publicly-
accessible environment.

wndjustification—=The Commission
seeks comment on the extent to which
exposures resulting from any prectice
should be justilied As lower levels of
radiation exposure are projected should
Jower levels of benefit be required for
prectice justification? In establishing its
exemption policy. should the
Commitsion exclude certain practices
for which there appears 10 be no
ressonable justification? In considering
proposals for exemplions. s¥.oud Lhe
Commission evaluate the social
acceptability of practicr o Should the
Commission determire & practice to be
unjustified i nonradioactive sconomical
allematives axisi®

¢ Doss Liraite and Criterion——
Individua) doses from practices
exempled under this policy should not
be allowed to exceed 100 mrem per year
{1 ;mSv per year) This is the dose limit
for members of the public specilied in
the finai revision of 10 CFR Part 20,
Standards for Protection Against
Radistion The duse limits in the finel
revision of 10 CFR Part 20 sapply to sl

sources of radisuon exposure under &

licensee's control (natural background
and medical exposures are excluded)
Because of the amall risks involved # 10
mrem (0.1 mSv) individua! dose criterion
is proposed as the basis for exempuion
decizions based on simple analysis and
fudgements. The Commission
specifically seeks comment on the need
for establishing & collective dose limit in
addition to an individual dose criterion.
U such & collective dose criterion ls
reeded. what is the basis for this need?
Ll the Commiasion decides that &
co!lectuve dose criterion is needed. what
wdprou.hu allowing truncation of
individusl dose In calculation of
collective dosa or weighting factors for
compenents of collectve dose would be
appropriate? What aliematives should
be considervd for assensing socieisl
impact?

* ALARA~The ALARA principle
nerslly applies to determining :ou
evels below which exemptions may be

ﬂmnd on & cost-benefit basis.

owever, it is the purpose of this policy
to establish criteria which would in
effect. delineate achievement of ALARA
without cost-benefit analysis.

Although it (s possible to reasonably
project what the dose will be from &
practice, and then take this information
into sccount in controlling regulated
practices so tha! the dose Lmits are not
exceeded. exemptions imply some
degree of loss of control. The
Commission believes that & key
consideration in esteblishing & policy for
exemptions. and subsequently in
specific rulemaking or Licensing
decisions. is the question of whether
individuals may experience radiation
exposure approaching the limiting
values through the cumulative effects of
more than one practice. even though the
exposures from each prectice are only
smell fractions of the limit. The
Commission specifically seeks comment
on the issue. By appropriate choices of
exsmption criteria and through ite
eveluations of specilic exemption
proposals in implementing the policy.
the Commission intends to sssure that it
is unlikely thet any individual will
experience exposures which exceed the
:a:l mrem per year (1 mSv per year)

L

Principles of Exemplion

A major consideration in exempting
any practice from regulatory control
binges on the genersl question of
whethei or not application or
continustion of regulatory controls are
necessary and cost lTective in reducing
dose To determine if exemption is
aporopriste, the Commission must
deter. ne if one of the foliowing
condiuons s mel

1. The application or continuation of
regulatory controls on the practice does
not result in any significant reduction in
the dose received by individuals within
the critical group and by the exposed
population or:

2 The costs of the nruhlory controls
that could be imposed for dose
reduction are not balanced by the
commensursie reduction o nak that
could be realized

For purposes of implementing its
policy. the Commission recogriizes that
only under unusual circumsiances
would practices which cause rediation
exposures approaching the 100 mrem per
year {1 mSv per year) Lmit be
considered as candidates for exemption.
The Commission will consider such
circumstances on & case specific basia
using the general principles outlined 1o
this policy stetement. However, as the
doses and sttendant riaks to members of
the exposed population decrease. the
peed for regulatory controls decreases
and the analysis needed o support &

posal for exemption can ressonably
somewhat simplified.

The Commission is evalusting the use
of two numerical criteria o defining the

on where ALARA has been
schiaved They are: () A critenion for
the maximum individua! annual dose
reasonably expecied to be received as o
result of the prectice and (b) & messure
of societal impact to the exposed
population These criteria are being
considersd to sasure that, for & given
exempted practice. no individus! will be
exposed to & significant risk and that the
population as & whole does not suffere
significant impact ‘

If the individua) doses from & practice
under consideration for exemption ere
sufficiently small, the ettendant risks
will be small compared with other
societs! maks. The Commission belisves
that annuel individial {atality risks
below approximately 107" (one o
$00.000) are of Little concern to most
members of society Providing for some
margin below this level the Commission
proposes 10 mrem (0.1 mSv) a9 the leve!
of annuel individua! exposure. The
{ncremental annual individual cancer
fatality risk associated with an exposure
level of 10 mrem per year (01 mSv per
year) is about 2x 107" (two in one
million) es indicated in Table 1 and of
the order of 0.1 percent (one in one
thousand) of the overall risk of cancer
death

Ln evalusting the need for & coliective
dose criterion, the Commission
recognizes that this criterion could be
the limiting consideration for precuces
involving very small individual doses to
very large numbers of people. 1t is alsc
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ized thet i such cases the
collectrve dose crilenan would. in effect,
apply the ALARA concept o individual
doses lers than the below regulatary
concem ieve! of 20 mrem per year to the
individual Conversely, where the
colleenve dowe criemon would not be
Limiung. it would serve no poTpose The
Commissron requers commerrts on this
{ssue. incloding commenls oF what the
magnitude of the collecrve dore
enterion if ey should be
l!lhodoniobn!.hanthobdow
regulatory concern cniena then the rek
from e prectice woukd be consdered 10
be ALARA without further soelyns The
Commission stresses that adoption of
the critera should not be construed o @
decision that smaller doses are
necessary before a prachce ean
exempted whie doses sbove the
criteria would preciude exempls & On
the contrary. the critess eumply
reprevent & reoge of risk which the
Commisrion bebeves 1§ s fficently
small compared 1o other ndividua!l and
socetal naks that 8 cos! benefit analyss
is not required in order to make 8
decision regarding Vv acceptatulity of
an mexplon Pracuces oo mesting
these crilena may be graniad
gxemptrons Cn 8 case-by<cese basis I
sccordance wilh tbe priocip s
ermbodied withid tho policy. To further
emphasize \be Commusnion recT g 10
thst 8 ngpd hmutalos on collecive dose
would be inappropriaia. il seTes st lor
some praciices, wuch 88 use of smoke
detectars. appreciabie benelits can osly
be attained throngh exiensive Lllizabon
and hence wilb & Commansurels
collective dose
The Commisaion i sware thal
exisling regulations of be
Environmental Protection Agency
establish criteria more resinctve than
exemplions whick could otherwise be
granted under this proposed palicy.
W ith regard to its own regulalions. the
Commussion will evalusta whethet there
are exeruplon critena embod ed heraun
for which mod.fication, sccording 1@ tha
rinciples of thus polcy would be
neficial

Exclusions From Exemptions

The Commisson s March 14 1963,
potice on the Use of Byproduct Materiad
and Source Malenal Producus Intended
for use by Ceneral Public (Consumer
Producis) (30 FR 3462) provides the
basis for the Commission’s approval o
the use of these malerials 1B cobsurner
products without regJatory conurol on
the consumer-user. Th s pecomplsbed
by case-by<ase exemphon of e
possesnion and use of approved Mems

from applicable licensing requirementa.
Approval of & proposed consumet
product depends upad an sasessment of
exposures of persans 1o rediaton &
well a3 a0 evaluston of the usefulnase
of the product

Certawn practices (nvolving rediatan
ar radioactive matenals bave been
judged by NRC te be socially
unacceplable regardiess of bow trivial
the resulling dose might be snd.
therefore. have been axcluded
exempuan Excluded pracucas include,
but are not Limued 1o, the intentosal
introductian of radiosctive matenal into
toys and products intended fos
ingestion. inbalation or duect
application o the skin {such a8
cosmetical

In sddition to socially unscceptable
uses of radioactve matenals. & quesiion
al30 arises regarding uses whese there
sre clesr eropomical aliecnatives snd
no unique beoaBis exu’ fram using
radioactive material Whare risks are
trivisl, the regulatory probibuion of such
uses could pose LD UNDECRISATY
regulatory burdes by inlecfering with e
conduct of business.

The Comm issian seeks commants o
whetber practices sbould be
categorically excluded based an the
Commission s [dgement regardiag
socia] acceptability or the euslance of
slternatives An slternative to
categorical enclusion could be & case
specific determina bac based cu 8 salety
ana!ysis.

Propasals for Exeenptiar

A proposal for exemplion must
provide & bams upos which the
Commissan can detersune if the basic
cond \ions described above bave beeo
satisfiad. In generel this means tha! the
proposal should sddress the indvidual
dose and socielal Wopact resuiung bom
the expected scuviles under the
exemption. thc)uding the use of the
radioactive materials, the pathways of
exposure. the levels of activity. and the
metbods and consiraints for assuring
thet the assumptions ssed 10 delna o
practce remain sppropriate as the
radioactive maienals move from
n{u‘.uory control to an exempl slatus

1 o proposal for exemplion results in
s rule containing generic requirements. &
person spplying 1o ytlize the exemphion
would not nead to address pustlicanon
or ALARA, The Commmnion decision on
such proposals will be based on Uw
licensee s meetng Ure conditions
speciled in the rue. The prumulgslion
of the nale would. uoder these
circumstances consufule s findiog that
the exempled pracice B jesnfied. amd

that ALARA conaiderations bave been
dealt with Thas approach @ conswrient
with pas! pracice. ¢ §  cansvmer
product rules & 10 Part 30

Ln evalwa Ung proposals lor exempuon
undes thas polxcy. the progecied
exposures 10 dullersnd companenia of
the exposed populaban wul be
canmdered with regard 10 (be potantial
that some mcbnidoels may rece ve Comen
pass the 100 mremn per year [ mSv per
year) Lizmut when doses from cther
precuces ars aleo taken into
consideration. [ expovures from
prultiple practices can ocews which sve
signrficantly beyond the mdrvidos! dose
crterion (10 mrem per year (01 mSv per
year)). the exemption will not be granted
without furthet analysis. As expenence
is gained. this policy and its
implamentation will be reevaluated wilh
regard 1o this saue 0 masure that the
axposures o the public remain wall
below 100 mrem par year (1 mSv per
year).

In eddition to considerations of
expected actvifies and pathways, the
Commission recognizes that
consideration must slso be given to the
potential for eecidents and misuse of the
radioactive materals invoived in the
practice. A proposal for exemption of &
delined practice must therefore &lsc
address the potentials for sccidents of
misuse. and the consequences of these
exceplional conditions o terms of
individuals and collective doss.
Verification of Exempbion Condibons

The Comanission bebeves tbal the
tmplemeniation of an exemplon undaz
this broad policy pudance mus! be
sccoropanied by & suilable program 1o
moniter and venfy that the besic
conmderstions ander which an
exemption wes (ssued remain valid. ln
most cases. the products of meterials
comprising an exempied practice will
move from regulatory control 10 the
exempt status under & defined set of
conditions and criterie. The monitonng
and verification program mos! therefore
be capadle of provicing the Cormamission
with the sppropriste assurance that the
conditions for the exemption remain
valid and that they are being observed
The Commission wil
cornplance wilh the specific condiuons
of az exempuian through is established
licenaing and inspecuon program snd
will. from tme to me. conduc! sudies
&6 ApPrOprale 1o prseLs \be vnpact of

an exempled pracuce or combunalons
of exesnpted practices.
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Tentotre Meating Agenda

1 iniroduction and Sammary NRC Sul
I Ducussion of Specific Cuesuons-Brel
NRC $tall summary and presentalions or
questions from schedulzd participan.
A Application of prineg's of justification
including the questians

1. As lower levels of radistion exposures
ary projecied. should lower levels of
beneft be reguired for jusnficanon ef
& pracuce which i ¢ sandidate for
axemption?

2 la establishing exempion policy.
shondd the Commusson exclude cer-
tais pracucey for which Wbere sppaary
1o be 8o ressonable justficaton?

3 b considerig proposals for exemp
uon should e Commission evalusia
pocial scceptability of the prectice?

4 Should the Commussion determine &

scnce 40 be unjwntifisd if noneudio-
cal economical shematives exul?

B Ind vides! dose cnience b determiung
schevemant of the “as low a2 resson
ably schievable (ALARA) pnaciple
exsmplLos decision makng
1 ls the 10 mrem/year criterion pro-

posed by the Commission sppropnate?

2 Is the approprateness of thie number
affecied by the detision regarding
whether @ collective dose ontenon
showd be wsed with the Indwnideal
dowe crienon?

3 Sbhould the ladividunl dose eriterion
be chosn on the basis of peglgible
risk a0 is done internauonslly (ie.
IAEA Salery Senes No 8) or can @
somewha! bigher aumber be weed
based oo ¢ Commussion pobicy dec
sion regarding & level of ndividual
nsk for which expenditume of re
sources i 2ot warranied?

4 How imporiant is internalional cem-

Wy gency 0 choosing an  individusl
dose crisnon’

C Use of & oolisctive dose evitarion for
determining achievement of the ALARA
principle in exemphon decision-making
1 s » collecuve doss criterion peeded

in eddivon W an ind vidual dose erite-
ron'

L U so. what i the baviz of thet meed?

3 1f the Commission decydes » collective
dose crienon should be meed what
should i magnitude be?

@ Whet sllematve 1@ » collective doss
crienon should be conndersd for s
sasaing socutal impact?

B In calcueting collecuve doss. whal
approaches aliowing truncation of in-
dividua! doses or the use of weighung
factors for componants of
dooe are sppropriete?

D Approsches for sssnring totsl Fxpo-
sures of individuals from mutiple prec-
wome will 80! anceed the 300 mrem)
your houii

3 o the spproach of generslly limiting
individhusls doses from sach scaroe e

mm to ¢ frection of the evenll

" appropmaste?

L Although most exempied sources
would be expected 1o invohve inding.
wo! dosas which are & small Fachon
of the oversll limiL should faxibiity
bt manianed by sonsdenng exemp
vons on & cos-beneh! basw above 10
mrem/year?

3 L the evaluation of sellective doss
umporant e a'-md-na. the mullipe

SXPOSUIT 1T

4 Wil the spplication of jestification of
prachics belp B madtaw & smaller
eunbe of souwrces making it sasier W

cos ol everal exposurest
b How imporan! s moniioring 0 Baln-
iang swurance that individual ex-
. do do! sxcwed o the evevell

it

B Ceneral Ducussion/Question Period-
Comments or quastions by scheduled per-
ucipanis. Open 1o the floor ae me per

il

Those wembary of the public whe wish W
parucpets by speskmng ol the

showd moufy ens of contacts s
above. 8o the! they car be scheduled &
he egunde

Detad o Rockville. Maryland the 3 day
of Dacamber 1968
Victer Stelle. Jr..
Laocovve Drrwetor for Operations.
(TR Doc. 85-28491 Flied 12-0-88 845 am)
BP0 SN RG-St



JOUIN D ROCKEFELLER 1V
WEST VIRGINIA

Vlnifed Dlates Denate

WASHINGTON D C. 208'0

January 25, 1990

-

Chairman Kenneth Carr

Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Office of Congressional Affairs
1717 H Street, NW

Washington, D.C. 20555

Dear Chairman Carr:

1 have been contacted by Mr. Andrew Maier of Hinton, West
Virginia, about the Nuclear Regulatory Commission's plans to
de-classify certain nuclear wastes and declare them "Below
Regulatory Concern”,

Enclosed is a copy of Mr, Maier's letter for your review, I
would appreciate your looking into this matter and writing back
directly to him with a report. In addition, ! am requesting that
a copy of one of the letters be sent to Lynley A. Ogilvie of my
office so that I can keep updated on this matter.

Thank you again for your attention to this matter. I am
looking forward to hearing from you soon.

Sigcerely,

John D. Rockefeller IV

Enclosure

Qoeeganisi)
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SAVE OUR MOUNTAINS

P.O. BOX1286. HINTON. WEST VIRGINIA 25951

11/1/8¢9

Senatoer John D. Pocl-efeller
Senate Uffice “uilding
liashinaton, NC 20510

Near Senator lochkefeller:

e have recently hecome aware cf the Muclear Regulatory Commission's plan
to de-classify certain nuclear wastes and declare them “Below Regulatory

Congern™. As 3 om the r enclos we
reasons for thinking that this is a very bad idea. J

West Virginia has a sufficiency of environmental problems. Neighboring states
are poised to make our state their landfill. If our state government can't

find a vay to regulate out-of-state jarbage, West Virginia could find itself
getting more than its share of this new "de-resulated” nuclear waste.

e would like waste that is radioactive to v treated as radicactive -zaste.
To do otherwise would threatan thousands of aolid -maste Fis~os~l facilities
with the nossibility that they will become future nuclear waste Superfund
sites, lhen we consider that nore than one hundred West Virginians can expect
to get fatal cancer dur;: their lifetimes, according to the EPA, if BRC is
implemented, we feel th-* we must oppose this plan,

Please inform us of your position on this issue. 1f we can be of any heln,
nleace do not hegitate to contact us. Thank vou for your attention te this
matter.

fincarely:
4%.

Tew Maler
President, Save Our ‘‘ountains
Chairman, Sumers County Solid "aste Authority

cc.: electad officials, media
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Toxic waste plan deadly Serious

By Andrew Maler

You might think that West Virginia's en-
vironmeni is already under attack from ev-
ery possible angle You might think that
medical waste incinerators, a nuclear
dump, unregulated strip mining, wetiands
destruction, pesticide spraying and enough
proposed landfilis to serve the entire East.
ern United States would provide enough
danger to the Mountain State’s environ-
ment. | know § did But that was before |
heard about BRC

The boys at the federal Nuclear Regula-
tory Commission and the Environmental
Protection Agency musi have worked late
into the night to come up with this one
BRC means “below regulatory concern™
The idea is that the will take
one third of the nation’s so called “low-lev-
el” nuciear waste and arbitrarily declare it
to be safe (“Low-level waste” is a2 misnom-
er Plenty of its highly radiocactive, and it
all has to be isolated from the biosphere for
millenia ) In Reaganese, they'll “derege-
late” it. Then it can be dumped into sewage
systems and landfills, burned in incinera-
tors, and, worst of all, recycied into new
products like appliances, metal furniture
and children’s toys.

Incinerators will burn radicactive waste,
spreading radioaciive smoke. Sanitatio
workers will be e {0 increased rac.«-
tion Landfiils will become radioactive haz-
ards, while creators of nuclear waste waik
away from responsibility for it, leaving the
taxpayers holding the bag

America's suclear indusiry — the folks
who brought us Three Mile Island and pro-
posed making West Virginia the nation’s
digh-level nuclear dump — wants BRC.
They stand te make $3! million more each
year if BRC goes through But if this hap-
pens, there's a good chance that 194 addi-
tional West Virginians can expect a fatal
cancer during their lifetimes

You might think I'm kidding but this is
deadly senious passed this jewel
in 2 bittle-noticed amendment in 1985 Many
Congressmen didn't even know what they
were approving The Nuclear Regulatory
Commission wants to implement the BRC
regulations in 1990

I can understand the commission mem.
bers backing the BRC idea. After all,
they've been the nuciear industry’s obedient
lap dog for years. But the EPA’s role in this
mess is disgrzceful It's supposed to be their
job 1o protect our environment.

The EPA did a risk/benefit analysis on
the BRC plan. A risk/benefit analysis bal-
ances the risk {to our health) versus the ben-
efit {to industry’s profits). To de this it must
place a dollar value on human life, based on
the amount of money s worker killed by
poliution would have earned So 2 man's life
is worth more than a woman's. A white's is
more valuable than a black's. You get the
picture

The EPA’s Office of Radiation Programs
says that under their pian “cost savings are
bigh while (he individual risk of contracting
a faial cancer as a resuit of from
BRC wastes is about | in 18,000 °

Let’s look at those numbers According to
the 1980 census, West Virginia has 1,949 000
citizens If all West Virgintans get the new
legal dose from BRC waste, 194 of us can
expect to win [atal cancer in the new BRC
lotiery Of course, EPA mmmlmod
people woan't get the fuil dose, although
some may gel exira M least there's an
“up” side to this West Virgima's 194 new
radiation viciims will help the nuclear in-
dusiry achieve what the EPA calls “signifi-
cant cost savings "

And 2 mountiaineer's chances of hitting
the jackpot in the death lotlery may n-
crease dramatically in the near future With
our state being targeted by the garbage in-
dusiry for every toxic boordoggie that no
other state wants, and with the Caperton
adininistration apparently unwilling to hive
up to its campaign promises on out-of state
wastes, you can bet that we'll be seeing
plenty of the new “deregulated” nuclear
wasie

it doesn't have to happen If the governor
wakes up and smeils the coffee — or the

trainloads of garbage — we've

a chance. If Wise, Rahall, Molichan,

. Byrd and Rockefeller hear from

us about this, if West Virginians ban togeth.

er to fight the rape of our beautiful and

healthful environment, there's still 2 chance

we can save the Mountain State from the

poliuter and keep West Virginia as a place

where we all live as a peopie both proud
and healthy

Maier 15 an environmental actimst in
Summers County
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adivactive waste may soon be joining oid

tires, banana peels and other regular gar
bage at your jocal iandfill Radicactive liquids could
be flowing in your community sewers and even
tually make their way to the nation’s rivers and
streams This and more will happen if the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission (NRC ) and the Environ
mental Protection Agency (EPA ) have their way

Their policies to deregulate radioactive waste are
called Below Regulatory Concern, or BRC

Below Regulatory Concern means that some
nucicar waste will be deregulated and treated a5
if it were not radwactive It could be showing up

N OUE COMmMUENILIcS Soon

BRC radioactive waste will go te
® Jocal landfills

® sewage sysiems

* incincrators

* recycling centers

* consumer products

* hazardous waste facilitics

* farmiand, via sludge spreading

If the BRC policy is implemented, incinerators
ke this one in Oregon cosdd burn radicactive
materials, reicasing radiation info ibe air.

Just Think:

'* 30% of nuclear power plant “low-level” wasie
could be dumped as ordinary non - nucicar trash

* Trash and hazardous waste incincrators could
start burning radioactive waste, relcasing
radiation into the air and generating radioactive
ash

* Sanitation, transportation, waste treatment and
disposal workers could come inito daily contact
with radioactive waste without their knowledge
Or consent

* Radioactive waste will travel over the highways
walerways and raitroads of our country with no
more restrictions than those for your neighbor

hood garbage truck

® Radioactive matcrials couid be recycled and
used in consumer products. Everything from the
kitchen sink to your child's new toy could be
manufactured from radioactive recycled metal

® The rationale: nucicar power plant owners will
save moncy — at the expense of human health
and cnvironmental guaiity

Here Is How ik Wil Work:

The NRC has created an arbltrary range of radiation
exposures below which no regulation is needed
The makers of radicactive waste have asked the
NRC to agree that some of their waste is in or
below this range, and is thus “safe” for regular

dumping or recycling

One industry petition, expected to be approved by
the NRC in 1990, will deregulate waste from cvery
nuclear power plant in the United States

In addition, the NRC intends to deregulate
radioactive consumer products, manufacturing
processes and anything cise that is projected to
cause cxposures below this preset range

Too many dumpers already sbosw Hitle regard
Jor the environment Buf removing
resivictions on radioactive waste disposal can
only make tbe problem worse Imagine if this
mess included radioactive waste!

BRC Facts:

The BRC policy is nothing more than linguistic
detoxification. If implemented, it inevitably will
lead 1o increased radiation exposures to the
American people. And theee is no safe level of
radiation cxposurc. Every exposure increases the
risks of cancer, birth defects and other health

Background radiation levels will continue to rise,
every year, under the BRC policy

Clean-up of coataminated nuclear weapons plants,
such as Rocky Flats and Fernald, nucicar reactors,
and other radiation facilities will never be
compicted if BRC is implemented Instead, the
government and the utilities will simply declare the
sites clean — even though radicactive contamina
tion will continue to exist This may save the
government some moncy, but it means the sites
will forever be radiocactive

And there are ncarly 24 000 licensed reactors and
other radiation facilitics in the United States —
none of which would be fully decontaminated



¢ 0% of nucicar power plant “low ievel” waste
uld be dumped as ordinary non nucicar trash

* Trash and hazardous wasic incinerators could
start burning radioactive waste, releasing
radiation into the 2ir and generating radiocactive

ash

Sanitation, transportation, waste treatment and
disposal workers could come into dally contact
with radicactive waste without their knowiedge
W Consent

Kadioactive waste will travel over the nghways
waterways and ratlroads of our coumtry with no
more restrictions than those for your acighbor
hoodd garbage truck

Radicactive matenials could be recvcled and
used in consumer products Everything from the
kitchen sink to your child’'s new t1ov couid be
manufactured from radioactive recycied metal

The rationale: nucicar power plant owners will
save moncy — at the expense of human health
and environmental quality

Here Is How It Wili Work:

The NRC has created an arbitrary range of radiation
cxposures below which no regulation is needed
The makers of radicactive waste have asked the
NRC to agree thai some of their wasie is in or
below this range, and is thus “safe” for regular
dumping or recycling

One industry petition, expected to be approved by
the NRC in 1990, will deregulate waste from every
nuclcar power plant in the United States

in addition, the NRC intends to dercgulate
radinactive consumer products, manvfacturing
processes and anything cise that is projecied to
cause exposures below this preset range

Too mawy duspers aiready shoew Nitie regard
for the emvirommennt Bud removing
restrictions on redioactive waste disposal can
only make the problom worse. Imagine ([ this
mess incinded radiocactive waste!

BRC Facts:

The BRC policy is nothing more than linguistic
detoxification. If implemenied, it incvitably will
lcad to increased radiation exposures 1o the
American people. And there is no safe level of
radiziion exposure. Every exposure increases the
risks of cancer, birth defects and other health
problems

Background radiation levels will continue 10 rise
cvery year, under the BRC policy

Clean-up of contaminated nuclear weapons planis
such as Rocky Flais and Femald: nuclear reactors:
and other radiation ‘acilities will never be
completed if BRC is implemenied Instead, the
government and the utilities wili simply declare the
sites clean — even though radioactive contamina
tion will continue to exist This may save the
government some money, but it means the sites
will forever be radioactive

And there are nearly 24 000 licensed reactors and
other radiation facllities in the United States
none of which would be fully decontaminated

hﬂnmlngmrldm
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Questions Thlt ' td o' b
Be Answered: - f{’ .

L4t
What are the real health and esvironmental
conscquences of radicactive waste deregulation?

How wouid the waste be monitored?

If communitics want to monitor radiation levels,
who will pay?

How much of the nuclear indusiry’s expenses will
be pushed off on the community by dumping this
waste in already crowded landhfils?




What will be done with the money the industdy
saves by deregulation? Will utility ratepayers
receive refunds, or will the utilities keep the moncy
for themseives? .

How will the public know when radioactive wasic
is being bumned or dumped?

How will abuses, such as dumping more radioac
tive wasie than permitied, be prevenicd when the
NRC has not adopird any enforcement provisions?

What You Can Do:

Full implementation of the BRC policy is expected
somctime during 1990 There is still time to stop
it

® Get the word out. Peopic have 2 difficult time
belicving that BRC is really being implemented.

® Write your newspapers and seck airtime on
radio and TV stations. Contact the Safe Encrgy
Communication Council (1717 Massachusetis
Ave NW, 11215, Washington DC 20036 202-483-
8491 ) for media information and training.

* Encourage your local and state governments (0
pass resolutions, ordinances and laws against
BRC radioactive waste. A sample resolution/
ordinance is available from NIRS. Civic, school,
church, environmental and other groups may
also wish to pass resclutions.

The state of Maine and a2 number of county and

*’ Finally, network with organizations and groups
Contact the potentially affected workers: truck
drivers, recycling center operators and sanita
" tion, incinerator and landfill workers who will
be reguiarly exposed to this hazard without
notification or protection

iet environmental and public health advocates
know Most are unaware of BRC.

* Contact NiRS if you would like more irforma-
tion, 2 sampie resolution or if you have ideas
on how to stop BRC Comprehensive BRC
Packets are available for §7.00. Let us know what
resolutions and laws are passed.

About NIRS:

Since 1978, the Nuclear Information 2nd Resource
Service (NIRS) has provided accurate, uscful
information and professional assistance (o citizens
in ali 50 states and more than 40 foreign countries
We also testify before the US. Congress and state
legisiatures; speak 2t rallies and conferences; file
Freedom of information Act requests; and engage
in legal action to protect citizen rights over nuclear
power

As 2 member of NIRS, you can help us continue
and cxpand these cfforts. You'll receive our
quarterly newsletter, Groundswedl. if you have 2
computer and modem, you can access our clec
tronic bulletin board, NIRSNET. And you will

B, . receive periodic Alerts — advance notices of
i Important legisiative and regulatory actions.

D Yes.' I want 1o join NIRS.
Membership (s tax deductibie

lenciose 8 (Sec rate list beiow) ;
1 ¥r 2 ¥r

Low income Individual $ 10 $18
Individuai Membership § 20 $35
Non-profit Safe

Energy Groups $ 25 $40
Business or Association § 50 $95
Sust2ining §500
DI e i s ey bt
ADDNESS VD T —
Y s S s DY
P i ) e s

Clip and refurs (o

NIRS
1424 16th Sirpet NW, Suite 601
Washington, DC 20036
(202) 3280002

Local contact:

city governments already have 10 our nation end uanccessary radioactive
ing all radioactive wastc to go to licensed co:a:zlullon snd shik to sale. clesn, cost:
radioactive waste facilities effiective encrgy alternatives. Will you join us?

* Write your llvni:

congressional
2 listie noticed amendment 10 2 1985 law thal
set the wheels in motion for BRC. Many X
members of Congress don't even know they
voted for it But only Congress can overturn the

policy once impiementation has begua.

UD

Nuciear Information & Resource Service
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f“”'. % UNITED STATES
b NUCLEAR REGULATORY CORIMISSION

;i!iiiﬂ!: WASHINGTON, D. C. 20686
“‘)

Tran®

January 31, 1990

The Honorable John D. Rockefeller IV
United States Senate
Washington, D. C. 20510

Dear Senator Rockefeller:

This is to acknowledge receipt of your letter dated January 25, 1990,
transmitting correspondence from your constituent, Mr. Andrew Majer,
concerning NRC's declassifying of certain nuclear wastes and declaring
them “Below Regulatory Concern.®

Please be assured that we are working on a response and a reply will be
forwarded to you as soon as possible.

Sincerely,

N
/d;r,w/é
Dennis K. Rathbun, Director
Congressional Affairs

0ffice of Governmental and
Public Affairs



% UNITED STATES
£ 4 NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
- WASHINGTON, D. C. 20886
%
i June 3, 1991

The Honorable John D. Rockefeller IV
United States Senator

405 Capito) Street, Suite 608
Charleston, WY 25301

Dear Senator Rockefeller:

1 am responding to your May 13, 1991, letter (Case Code: WWH) concerning
issues raised by your constituent, Mr. Dick Landfried of Wm. B. Johnson &
Associates, Incorporated. Mr. Landfried's letter concerns the proposed
revisions to the Nuclear Regulatory Commission's license and annual fees
charged to licensees to possess and use radioactive material.

Public Law 101-508, the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1990, requires
that the Commission recover 100 percent of its budget authority, less
appropriations from the Nuclear Waste Fund, for Fiscal Years 1991 through 1995
by assessing license and annual fees. For FY 1991, the Commission must
collect approximately $445 million by September 30, 1991, through these fees.

In order to comply with the law, the Commission published proposed revisions
to its fee regulations in the Federal Register (FR Vol. 56, No. 71) on

April 12, 1991. The Commission also sent copies of the proposed revisions
directly to licensees seeking their comments. The comment period ended on

May 13, 1991, and the Commission is currently evaluating the over 400 comments
received, including the concerns raised by your constituent. Based on the
evaluation of comments, the Commission will modify the proposed rule, as
appropriate, and issue a final rule by early August 1991.

1f | can be of further assistance, please let me know,

Sincerely,

%

«
ps M. Tay
cutive Director
or Operations




v JOWN D AOCKEFELLER IV s o
o a SPTOL §TRgET
AT RGINIA Suitg 808
CHamLasTON. WV 2530
347.8372

Hnited States Senate e s

200 Aoams STagEr Suite A

Fammont Wy 165854
WASHINGTON DC 20510-4802 h 1070122
SOUTHERN SATELLITE OFRiCE
207 Primcy Stager
May 13, 1991 o

Mr. Dennis K. Rathbun

Director, Congressional Affairs
Office of Governmencal Affairs
Nuclear Regulatory Commission
washington, D.C. 20555

Re: Mr. Dick Landfried
Claim #: 1133090002
Case Code: WWH

Dear Mr. Rathbun:

Recently, I have been contacted by Dick Landfried, of
Ronceverte, West Virginia in regard to his concern about the
amount of the proposed revision to the license fee that the
Nuclear Regulatory Commission will charge his company.

I have enclosed a copy of Mr. Landfried’'s correspondence for
your review. If you would look into this matter and provide me
with a report, I would appreciate it.

When responding, please refer to the above Case Code and
send your findings to my State Office at 405 Capitol Street,
Suite 608, Charleston, West Virginia 25301. Thank you, in
advance, for checking into this matter for me.

Sincerely,

W

John D. Rockefeller IV

Enclosure

\.,Q}{--\*?Z, e



®
Wm. B. JOHNSON & ASSOCIATES, INC.

216 Edgar Ave.
P. O. Box 472
Honceverte, WV 24970

(304) 645-6568 FAX (304) 645-2182

i o i b B

May 1, 1991

re: PROPOSED REVISIONS TO NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION RULES 10 CFR 170 ON
LICENSE FEES

Dear Senator Rockefeller:

| represent a ssall manufacturer of nuclear monitoring instrumentation
located in Ronceverte. Our company was purchased by West Virginians in 1989
and moved from New Jersey to the Ronceverte area. We develop and employ
approximately 15 West Virginians to sanufacturer all of the nuclear sonitoring
instrumentation that our comspany sells world wide.

Our company currently holds 2 NRC licenses that permit us to possess a
emall sealed radicactive source used to develop new instrumentation and very
small exempt quantity sources utilized to test a portable instrument that
monitors the % rays for television receivers and CRT terminals.

The radioactive sources are absolutely necessary to test the
instrusentation we manufacturer and to develop new products. Without the NRC
license our ability to compete would be greatly impsired.

| have received a proposed revision to the license fee the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission will charge our cospany annually for the licenses that
are required to possess these radioactive source. The proposed changes will
increase our license fees to approximately $8,200.00 annually. These fees were
less than $1,000,00 before and were not required to be payed except at license
renewal time which was every 2 -~ 3 years.

Increasing the license fees to such a high level will place an extreme
burden on our cospany and force us to consider curtailing part of our
business. 1 feel the fees are very excessive due to the ssall supervision the
NRC must devote to companies such as Wa B. Johnson & Associates.

We are prepared to pay a reasonable fee however the proposed increases

are extreme and likely to result in the loss of competitiveness for ali
~umpanies in our situation.

THriy Years Serving Nuclear & Scieniific America



The new license fees are scheduled to take effect in late May or early
June of this year. 1 will appreciate your efforts to see that a more
reasonable fee schedule is approved for small business that will encourage and
not discourage new job formation.

Please do not hesitate to contact me at our offices in Ronceverte if you
have any questions or I can be of assistance.

Very Best Regards

DL
Dick Landfried

Vice President
Wa B. Johnscn & Assoc. Inc.




