October 16, 1981
Taant

MEMORANDUM FOR: Tom Rehm, Assist._a’gtv-to £00

FROM: Carlton Kmrer'."k.éctur. 0CA
SUBJECT: NRC Authorization Bil! Provisions

With regard to Munday afterncon's meeting, atlached are a few
points for discussion rafsed by the 0GC and OELD memos on Lhe interim
licensing and Sholly provisions of Lhe NRC authorization bills now
pending bc'fon the House and Senate.

I would Yike to use these as a starting point for reviewing
the two provisions and, hopefully, obtaining a meeting of winds with
respect to the staff's views un both.
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Interim Operating Authorily - Key Issues

1. Prefer amendment to Atomic tnergy Act (Scnatt) vs. wthonty to u'e
appropriated funds through FY 1333 (House). :

2. Do we want to seek extensiun of authority through Decenber 31, l»u 7
as suggested by ELD? (§ v

3. Oppose separate, after the tact hearing on the interim or tewmporary
operating license (House)? (Mo couwparable Senate provision.) ,4-1' el [
4. Eliminate restriction of the fnitial pelilion to Yicensing for fuel (o i 0,
load and 55 power in Senate bi11¢ (UGC suggestion) "3 "

Fo . ,
5. Amend Senate bill to ailow pelitiun for 10L to be filed before eleegency = = -
plan is filed with license issuance ouly after plan filed? (No ¢ Lﬂar- sl in ‘
House provision; ELD suggests but OGL sees problems.) M3 /¢
6. Amend Senmate bfl) to clarity Lhal Finak SER refers to the SSLK whici | .
addresses the ACRS report. (Presenlly Ehis is addressed only in Lenate (/4 a. )
report, not bill itself.) S o4 ‘

7. Amend Senate bill to clarify that the expiration dele pronibits the

« Yssuance of new [0OLs after that datc Lut docs not offect the continued

validity of 10Ls 1ssued before. (Presently this is addressed only in
Senate report and not bill itueif.)

8. Seek legislative history for Senate bill finding of adeyuale protection
of envirorment to indicate Lha! aLseni evidenee Of unique envirommental .
impacts associated with I0OL the finding could be made un the basis uf
infurmation contained 1n the NEVA £iS prepared tur Lhe fyll-power license.

9. Seek legislative history for\'.m 1ote biil interpreting "“with speciticily”
as limited to conments specitically dddressing the (UL and not all comments
and testimony previously compiled on the full-power application. (UGC
reconmendation)

10. Amend the third ﬂnd1n¥ required in Lhe Senste bill to change “date

on which a final operating license for such faciTity would olherwise issue = [
under this Act" to “"date when sucn facility would otherwise begin tull power
operation". A4s presently drafted, (GC believes this finding likely could

not be made. —

11. Seek clarification in House bill that eny hear'ng under Scction 192
need not be adjudicatory. No similar problem in Senate b111.  (1LD suygestion.)

Sholly - Key [ssues
1. Need for any erendment at oi! in light of court review now underway.
2. Amendment to Atomic Energy Act (Senate) vs. acthority through HY 1903 (House).



3. State consultation provisions: which version is preferable’ 06C
prefers House Dill as "far less resteictive” while ELD prefers Senate
version together with report language claiming House bill has "ambiyuity
about the consultation procedures” and 3 state notice provision.

4. Public notice: which do we prefer? House provides for montihly

lative, rather than individual. notice (ELD sees this as possibly
requiring considerable time, effurt and papcrwork); Senate provides
for individual notice with public coiment necessary betore issuance
of amendment in all but few caues involving shut-down or derating.

5. Both require standards for determining whether or nol an amendment

involves no significant hazerds consideration. 1s there any real dtdy s e

difference Letween the two bills or any difficulty in meeting time
frame?




