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FRbM:- Carlton Kanuncrer',' ector, OCA- . .. .

. NRC Autfiorization Bill ProvisionsSIAIJECT: I 8. ) .u- '
. .

+- ...

., . With regard to PkindAy afternooit's saeeting,jattached are a few d 61;s- .
.

.

points for discussion raised by the OCC and OEl.D remos on the interim ~- ..'''n- "3. e.

Itcensing and Sholly provisions of the NRC authorization bills now 4 h . : '

?
- -

i,:

~

. pending before the House and Senate. I- - .-

.

I would like.to use these as a starting point for reviewing 1- ' r- A,. -

the two' provisions and, hopefully, obtaining a sneeting of rainds with r. "I.-

respect to the staff's views un both.- ' ' '-
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d'Interim Operating Authortly_ .Jyy J,ssues /, ,

.
..

1. Prefer amendment'to Atomic Energy Act (Senatt) vs. authority to use e, : -
.

.

appmpriated funds through FY 1933 (liouse). t e .. - 1 e. i .G. :*.--

2. Do we want to seek extension of outhority through Decenbur 31.1984 h : ir
,6 cbN

.

as suggested by ELD? *
. i '

3. Oppose separate, after the fact hearing on the interfra or temporary ' 44r
.

operating license (House)?
(No cor. parable Senate provision.) o f' aej. ,/. % D. V ...-

-

n: - 4. Eliminate. restriction of the . int tial peti.tlon to licensing for fuel ' (c/s ud.
load and 5% power in Senate bill? -(OGC suggestion) !-. - 4 ...

&

Amend Senate bill to allow untitlun for 10L to be filed before hM| jk6

~

43 4~' Y. ,. 5 ... -.

, ' House provisi)n; ELD suggests but OGC sees problems.)
plan is filed ith license issuance orily after plan filed? (No similar y-.' *

4 7 4 g.o-

-m

6.
Amend Senate bill to clarity I. hot tnajl SER refers to the SSLR whici.-[

*.fi i,s.
addresses the ACRS report. (Presently Diis is addressed only in '.,enatu 4 00 qC,r

, report, not bill its, elf.) .n;;%.
4 ec

~

Amend Senate bill to clarify that the expiration date prohibits the E >-- 91 , 7. ~

'..
3 . . ., 41ssuance of new 10Ls after that date but does not affect the continued *:'

| Senate report" and not bill itself.)
validity of 10Ls issued before. (Presently this is addmssed only in .< ten . . .

' :-

N -

Seek legislattreJtistory_for Senate bill ifinding of adequate protecti[t-. 8. *>..

-of environment to indicate that. .ibsent evidence of unique environmental -..4

impacts associated with IOL the finding could be made on the basis of .h. 1c.

information contained in the NLPA EIS p .. pared for the full-power license. t- i-

'N
..- . 9. Seek legislative history for Senate bijb tnterpreting "with specificity" t ;-

.: . , . c as. . limited to consnentsjpect.tical .ildressing. the .10L and not all comments: 29
and testimony previously compilid on ths' ful1-power application. (OGC 4.'.'- t..m

- recournendation) -,

'10. Amend the third findin required in the n bill to change "dato' . :.\
on which a final operating ficense for such fa iTTf.y would otherwise 1:; sue 4 .i g .

a
4

.under this Act" to "date when sucn facility would otherwise begin f ull ptwer , m .:

operation". As presently. draf ted, OGC believes this finding likely coulp-
-

i-
.

not be made.

11. Seek clarification in flouse hill that any hearing under Section 192 .t-.
.

needrnot be adjudicatory. No siroilar problem in Senate bill. (fl.0 suggestion.) i i,,

.

Sholly ; igt d ssues - '.

1. 'Need for any amendment at of I in light of court review now underway. .-- -'

. t. 2. Amendment to Atomic' Energy Act (Senate) vs. authority thrnugh FY 19t!3 (House). ..;

-

. .

.
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3. State consultation provisions: which version is preferable? OGC ' -

prefers House bill as "far less rer.trictive" while El.D profers Senate ' - '

.

version together with report language claiming House bill has "anbigult;y '-
about the consultation procedures" and a state notico provision. -

. .

4 ). ublic notice: which do we pivfer? House provides for nonthly
lative, rather than individual. notice.(ELD secs this as possibly '

. requiring considerable time, effort and paperwork); Senate provides -

for individual notice with public un. rent necessary before issuance '

of amendment in all but few cases involving shut-down or derating. '
-

5. Both require standards for dett:nuining whether or not an arendment
involves no significant hazards consideration. Is thern any real
difference between the two bills or any difficulty in aceting time y/f o W

'

frame?
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