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UNITED STATES NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

ALABAMA POWER COMPANY
JOSEPH M, FARLEY NUCLEAR PLANT, UMITS 1 AND 2

DOCKET NOS. 50-348 AND 50-364
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT AND FIKDING OF
NO_SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
CONCERNING _EXEMPTION FROM
10 CFR 50, 54(w)(5)(4)

The U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (the Commission) is consideriny
issuance of an exemption from the requirements of 10 CFR 50.54(w)(5)(1) to
Alabama Power Company (the licensee), for the Joseph M. Farley Nuclear Plant,
Units 1 and 2, located at the licensee's site in Mouston County, Alabama,
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

Identification of Proposed Action:
On August 5, 1967, the KRC publisheu in the FEDERAL REG'STER a firal rule

amending 10 CFR 50,54(w). The rule increased the amount of on-site property
gamage insurance required to be carried by NRC's power reactor licensees, The
rule also required these licersees to obtain by October 4, 1986 insurance policies
that prioritized insurince proceeds for stabilization and decontamination after

an accident and provided for payment of proceeds to an independent trustee who
would disburse funds for decontamination and cleanup before any other purpose.
Subsequent to publication of the rule, the NRC has been informed by insurers who
offer nuclear property insurance that, despite a good faith effort to cbtain

trustees reguired by the rule, the decontamination prierity and trusteeship
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provisions will not be able to be incorporated into policies by the time
required in the rule. In response to these comments and related petitiuns for
rulemaking, the Conmission has proposed a revision of 10 CFR 50.54(w)(8)(4)
extending the implementation schedule for 18 months (53 FR 36328, September 19,
1988). However, because it is unlikely that this rulemaking action wil) be
effective by October 4, 1988, the Commission is fssuing a temporary exemption
from the requirements of 10 CFR 50,54(w)(5)(1) unti) completion of the pending
rulemaking extending the implementation date specified n 10 CFR 50,54(w)(8)(4),
but nct later then April 1, 1989, Upon completion of such rulemaking, the
Ticensee shall comply with the provisions of such rule.

The Need for The Proposed Action:

The exemption 1s needed because insurance complying with requirements of
10 CFR 50.54(w)(8)(1) 1s unavailable and because the temporary delay in
implenentation allowed by the exemption and associated rulemaking action will
permit the Cormission to rcconsider on its merits the trusteeship provision of
10 CFR 50.54(w)(4),

Environmental Impacts of the Proposed Action:

With respect to radioloyical impacts on the environme .y, the prorosed
exemption does not 1n any way affect the operation of lic nsed faci'ities,
Further, as noted by the Conmission in the Supplementary Informatio
accompanying the pruposed rule, there are severa)l reasors for conclu.ing ' at
delaying for a reasunable time the implementation of the stabtilization

decontamination priority and trusteeship provistons of Section 50,.54/w) will not

adversely affect protection of public health and safety., First, during the
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period of delay, the licensee will still be required to carry $1.06 billion
insurance. This is a substantial amount of coverage that provides a
significant financial cushion tu Ticensees to decontaminate and clean up after
@ sccident even without the prioritization and trusteeship provisions,
Second, rearly 75% of the required coverage already is pricritized under the
decontamination (fability and excess property insurance language of the Nuclear
Electric Insurance Limited-1] policies, Finally, there is only an extremely
small probability ¢f a serfous accident occurring during the exemption period.
Even if & serfous accident giving rise to substantial iisurance claims were to
occur, NRC would be able to take appropriate enforcement action to assure
adequate cleanup to protect public he-'th and safety and the environment,

The proposec exemp*icn does not affect radiological or nonradiclegical
effluents from the site and has no other nonradiological impacts,

Alternatives to the Projp.sed Action:

It has been concluded that there is nv measurable inpact associated with
the proposed exemption; any alternatives to the exemption will have either no
environmental impact or greater environmental impact,

Alternative Use of Resources:

Tiis action does not involve *he use of any resources beyond the scope nf

resources used during normal p'ent operation,

Agencies and Persons Consulted:

The staff did not consult other agencies or persons in connection with

the proposed exemption,




“INDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPALT

Based upon the foregoing environmental assessment, the Commission
conclides that the proposed action will not have a significant effect on the
quality of the human environment, Accordingly, the Commission has determined
not to prepare an environmental impact statement ur the proposed exemption,

For information concerning this action, see the proposed rule (53 FR 36338),
and the exemption which is being processed concurrent with this notice. A copy
of the exemption will be available for public inspection at the Commission's
Public Document Room, 2120 L Street, NW, Washington, D.C., and at the Houston-
Love Memorial Library, 212 W. Burdeshaw Street, P, 0. Box 1369, Dothan,

Alabema 36302.
Dated a* Rockville, Maryland this 23rd day of September , 1986.
FOR THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
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Lester L. Kintner, Acting Director
Project Directorate I1-1
Division of Reactor Projects [/II
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