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UNITED STATES NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY OF NEW HAMPSHIRE

SEABROOK STATION, UNIT 1

DOCKET NO, 50-443
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT AND FINDING OF
NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
CONCERNING EXEMPTION FROM

10 CFR 50.54(w)(5)(1)

The U, S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (the Commission) is considering
fssuance of an exemptinn from the requirements cf 10 CFR 50,24(w)(5)(1) to
Public Service of New Hampshire /the licensee) for the Seabrook Station, Unit
1, located at the licensee's site in Rockingham County, New Mampshire,
ENVIRONMENTAI ASSESSMENT

IdentiTication of Proposed Action:

On Auqust 5, 1987, the NRC published in the FEDERAL REGISTER a final rule
amending 10 CFR 50,.54(w). The rule increased the ameunt of on-site propertv
damage insurance required to be carried by NRC's power reactor licensees. The
rule also required these licensees to obtain hy Nctober 4, 1988 insurarce policies
that prioritized insurance proceeds for stabilization and decontamiration after
an accident and provided for payment of proceeds to an independent trustee who
would disburse funds for decontamination and clearup before any other purpose.
Subseauent to publication of the rule, the NRC has been informed by insurers who
offer nuclear property insurance that, despite a good ‘aith effort to obtain

trustaes required by the rule, the decontamination priority and trusteeship



.2.

provisiens will not be able to be incorporated into policies by the time
required in the rule. In response to these comments and related petitions for
rulemaking, the Cormission has proposed a revision of 10 CFR 50.54(w)(5)(1)
extending the implementation schedule for 18 months (53 FR 36338, September 19,
1988), However, because it 1s unlikely that this rulemaking action will be
effective by Nctober 4, 1988, the Commission is issuing a temporary exemption
from the requiremente of 10 CFR 50.54(w)(5)(1) until completion of the pending
rulemaking extending the implementation date specified in 10 CFR 50,54(w)(5)(1),
but not later than April 1, 1989, Upon completion of such rulemaking, the
licensee shall comply with the provisions of such rule,

The Need for The Proposed Action:

The exemption is needed because insurance complying with requirements of
10 CFR 50,54(w)(8)(1) 1s uravailable and because the temporary delay in
implementation allowed by the exemption and associated rulemakina action will
permit the Commission to reconsider on its merits the trusteeship prevision of
1N FFR 50, 54/w)(4),

Envirormenta) Impacts of the Proposed Action:

With respect to radiolegical impacts on the environment, the proposed
cxemption does not in anv way affect the operation of licensed facilities,
Further, as noted by the Commission in the Supplementary Information
accompanving the proposed rule, there are several reasons for concluding that
delaying for a reasonable time the implementation of the stabilization and
decontamination priority and trusteeship provisions of Section 50,54/w) will rot

adverse'v affect protection of public health and safety, First, during the



period of delay, the licensee will still be required te carry $620 million
property insurarce per an Exemption fssued on May 11, 1988 (53 FR 10361, May
27, 1988), Further, as stated in that exemption, the $620 millien property
fnsurance requirement will be increased to $1.06 billion 1f the Seabrook
faci'ity receives an operating license which a)lows the reactor to go critical
or operate at any power level, Thig is a substantial amcunt of coverage that
provides a significant financial cushicr to licensees to decortaminate and clean
up after arm accicdent even without the prioritizaticn and trusteeship provisions,
Second, rearly 75% of the required coverage already is pricritized under the
decontamination liability and excess property insurance language of the Nuclear
Electric Irsyrance Limited-1! pelicies, Finally, there is only an extremely small
probability of a serious accident cccurring during the exemption period. Even
1€ a sericus accident givire rise to substantia) irsurance claims were *~ occur,
NRC would be able *c take appropriate enforcement action to assure adequate cleanup
to protect public health and cafety and the environment,

The proposed exemption does rot affect radiological or nonradiclogical
effluents from the site ard Pas no other nonradiclegical impacts,

Alternatives to the Proposed Action:

1t has been concluded that there is ro measurable impact asscciated with
the proposed exemption; any alterratives *o the exemption will have either no
ervironmental i1mpact or greater environmenta'l impact,

Alternative Use of Resources:

This action coes not invelve the use of any resources beyond the scope of
resources used durirg normal plant operation,

Agencies and Fersons Corsulted:

The staff did rct consult other acencies or persons ir comnnection with

the proposed exempticn,



FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT [MPACT

Rased upon the foregoing environmental assessment, the Commission
concludes that the proposed action will not have a significant effect on the
cuality of the human environment, Accordinglv, the Commission has determined
not to prepare an environmenta) impact statement for the proposed exemption,

For information concerning this action, see the pruposed rule /53 FR 36338),
and the axemption which fs being processed concurrent with this notice. A copy
of the exemption will be available for public inspection at the Commission's
Public Nocument Room, 2120 L Street, NW, Washington, D.C., and at the Local
Public Decuwent Room, Founders Park, Fthor!I?g; Honnsp!ro N3R33,

Nated at Rockville, Maryland, this ’.‘.?j';} °L.-i;pE~7“ 1988,

FOR THE NUCLFAR l!GI'LATOIV COMMISSTON

2O

2ichard H, Vessnan, Director
Project Directorate !-3
Division of Reactor Profects, I/11



