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Inferim Palicy Statement

AGENCY: UB. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission.

ACTION: Interim Policy Statement.

SUMMARY: An interim policy is pre-
sented to govern the consideration of
p-eliminary proposals and plans by
the Nuclear Regulatory Commission
to pursue rulemaking on generic M-
censing issues as one of several initia-
tives to improve the effectiveness and
efficiency of licensing of nuclear
power plants. Although planning for
expanded rulemaking of this nature
was initiated with an NRC study
group recommendation of June 1977,
the present interim statement fully
supports Executive Order 12044 of
March 23, 1978, requesting improve-
ment of existing and future govern-
ment regulations so as to be as simple
and clear as possible and avoid impos-
ing unnecessary burdens on the econo-
my. on individuals, on public and pri-
vate organizations, or on State and
local governments. Comments received
by February 12, 1879, will be consid-
ered before adopting and implement-
ing the final policy and plan for such
expanded rulemaking.

DATE: Comments due on or before
February 12, 1879,

ADDRESS: Written comments or sug-
gestions for consideration in connec-
tion with the proposed Interim State-
ment on Rulemaking Policy should be
submitted to the Secretary of the
Commission, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission, Washington, DC, 20555.
Attention: Docketing and Service
Branch.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION
CONTACT:

Miller B. Spangler, Office of Nuclear
Reactor Regulation, Divicion of Site
Safety and Environmental Analysis,
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commis-
sion, Washington, DC, 20555, tele-
phone 301-492-73035.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
The Nuclear Regulatory Commission
is proposing this interim policy state-
ment as 8 means of receiving public
and industry comment on the interim
policy and plans for expanded rule-
making to improve and simplify the li-
censing process for nuclear power
plants. Ten individual proposals for
rulemaking are selected for presenta-
tion to {llustrate the kinds of generic

licensing issues the Commission feels
might be treated more effectively by
rulemaking. The purpose of announc-
ing this interim policy is to obtain
comments that will: Help the Commis-
sion decide which, if any, of these ten
issues should be considered further for
rulemaking; identify other issues sujt-
able for rulemaking; develop a better
perspective as to the likely scope or
nature of any proposed rulemaking on
any of the identified issues; and assist
in the development of an overall plan
for proceeding with generic rulemak-
ings, especially public comment which
would assist in determining relative
priorities for each candidate isfue for
rulemaking.

The NRC recognizes that, in many
instances, flexibility is required in the
licensing process to accommodate
changes in technology and analytical
techniques as well as differences in
specific design and site characteristics.
However, the NRC also foresees & gain
in licensing efficiency and simplifica-
tion by placing, as appropriate, more
of its analysis techniques and decision
criteria into rules rather than Regula-
tory Guides and Standard Review
Plans and relying on case-by-case anal-
ysis and litigation. By treating licens-
ing issues generically, Federal, State,
public, and applicant resources could
be more effectively focused on site-
specific and design-specific issues of
importance and the NRC's licensing
process would be more effective and
better understood.

The brief description of the ten po-
tential candidates for rulemaking ap-
pended to the following Interim Policy
Statement provides only the general
character of the intent of the pro-
posed rule. Further information re-
garding these ten issues and proce-
dures for their selection is presented
in “Preliminary Statement on General
Policy for Rulemaking to Improve Nu-
clear Power Plant Licensing.”
NUREG-0499. Single copies are availa-
ble by writing' to the Distribution
Services Branch, Division of Technical
Information and Document Control,
U. 8. Nuclear Regulhtory Commission,
Washington, D.C. 20555.

The NRC has no prejudgment and
precommitment to the exact nature of
any subsequent proposed rule and in-
vites creative contributive inputs by
parties with a desire to aid in improv-
ing the licensing process through rule-
making. To ald its decisions on which
issues to take to rulemaking and the
establishment of schedule priorities,
the NRC invites quantitative estimates
on cost savings (manpower and finan-
clal resources) anticipated to result
from generic rulemaking rather than
individual case treatment of the issue
using examples, as appropriate, from
licensing experience to provide hard
data on avoidable costs. These cost es-
timates should give consideration to
the various types of proceedings which
may be followed for individual rule-
making actions, namely: Adjudicatory
hearings; opportunity for comment; or
hybrid hearings (e.g., S-3 table,
GESMO, ACCESS rulemaking).

INTERIM STATEMENT OF POLICY AND
PLANS

A. STATEMENT OF PURPOSE

On April 20, 1977, the Commission
directed that recently completed li-
censing actions be reviewed by the
staff for the purpose of identifying
ways to improve the effectiveness of
NRC nuclear power plant licensing ac-
tivities. The Study Group's report, Nu-
clear Power Plant Licensing: Opportu-
nities for Improvement (NUREG-0292,
June 1977) presented eleven recom-
mended measures for improving licens-
ing effectiveness. Recommendation
No. 10 of this study (Increased Use of
Rulemaking) provided the following
statement suggesting certain basic
purposes of rulemaking:

The Study Group recommends that rule-
making should be considered to resolve, or
to assist in the resolution of, major issues,
which are routinely litigated in individual H-
censing proceedings. A system should be es-
tablished for the continuing identification
of major issues that are frequently raised in
individus] licensing cases, and for which,
considering all relevant circumstances, the
tnitiation of rulemaking would improve the
overall licensing process.

The Commission, on October 28,
1877, requested the staf{ to prepare a
paper defining the issues and the
scope of the proposal to make in-
creased yse of rulemaking proceedings.
Pursuant to this request, a Steering
Committee on Reactor Licensing Rule-
making was established with the ini-
tial function of developing definitive
criteria for identifying issues amena-
ble to rulemaking and to recommend
issues that should be considered fur-
ther for rulemaking.

The Commission recognizes that
there are potential advantages to the
handling of certain safety and envi-
ronmental {issues by rulemaking,
which depend on the specific issue
being considered. These advantages
are: (a) Enhance stability and predic-
tability of the licensing process by pro-
viding regulatory criteria and require-
ments in discrete generic areas on
matters which are significant in the
review and approval of license applica-
tions; (b) enhance public understand-
ing and confidence in the intergrity of
the licensing process by bringing out
for public participation important ge-
neric issues which are of concern to
the agency and to the public; (c) en-
hance administrative efficiency in l-
censing by removing, in whole or in
part, generic issues from staff review
and adjudicatory resolution in individ-
ual licensing proceedings and/or by es-
tablishing the importance (or lack of
fmportance) of various safety and en-
vironmental issues to the decision
process; (d) assist the Commission in
resolving complex methodology and
policy issues involved in recurring
issues in the review and approval of in-
dividual licensing applications; and (e)
yield an overall savings in the utiliza-
tion of resources in the licensing proc-
ess by the utility industry, those of
the public whose interest may be af-
fected by the rulemaking, the NRC,
and other Federal, State, and local
governments with an expected im-
provement in the quality of the deci-
sion process.



Accordingly, rulemaking is percetved
as an instrument for improving the ef-
fectiveness of the licensing process.
Rulemaking would appear to serve the
societal purposes reflected in the
above advantages whenever this proce-
dure would lead to a dispositive gen-
reic treatment of certain safety and
environmental issues in a more cost-ef-
fective manner than the current ap-
proach which treats these issues repet-
itively for each individual lcensing
action,

8. CRITERIA FOR RULEMAKING 18SUES

Certain preliminary criteria were de-
veloped by the Steering Committee
and utilized by the staff in identifying
candidate environmental and safety
issues and evaluating thefr suitability
for rulemsaking procedures. Each can-
didate issue will remain under consid-
eration for rulemaking if it reasonably
meets esch of the foliowing manda-
tory criteria:

1. The {ssue must be generic. This
means that the topic must arise fre-
quently in case review and/or at -
censing hesrings (not necessarily all
hearings), with little added to the
state-of-the-art and no significant dif-
ferences in outcome in each instance.
In other words, repetitive administra-
tive litigation of the subject appears
unproductive. Such issues might in-
volve broad policy matters which are
really not most efficiently addressed
in specific plant licensing procedures,
or might involve the establishment of
criteria with which to measure the ac-
ceptability of an analytical or forecast-
ing procedure or the importance of an
issue in specific plant licensing proce-
dures.

2. There must be a likelihood of
useful, definitive rule. This means that
the final rule should reasonably be ex-
f:crted to do one or more of the follow-

a. Arrive at a dispositive finding re-
garding the generic issue so that the
issue would not be addressed at all or
in a simplified way in subsequent indi-
vidual licensing cases where threshold
or other generic criteria established by
rulemaking are met.

b. Establish generic acceptance crite-
ria which can then be applied to the
issue in subsequent individual licens-
ing cases.

c. Establish the relative importance
of the generic issue to the decisional
process for subsequent individual U-
censing cases; l.e., criteria to determine
the relative significance of the issue.

d. Establish analytical criteria or
methodology to be utilized in subse-
qQuent individual licensing cases. While
many criteria and methodologies are
already in Regulatory Guides and
Standard Review Plans, in some in-
stances it might be useful to incorpo-
rate these in NRC's rules in a more
specific form.

If culmination of rulemaking would
likely result in one or more of the
above, then this would reduce subse-
quent controversy, strengthen the

bases for NRC licensing decisions, and
improve the quality and efficiency of
staff review.

3. There must de a likelihood of a
stabdle rule. This means that the infor-
mation base and analytical or forecast-
ing procedures should be sufficient to
reach a reasonable generic conclusion
and should be expected to remain rela-
tively unchanged for some reasonable
period of time after implementation of
the rule.

Those candidates for rulemaking
which meet the above criteria shall
have the following value-impact crite-
ria applied in their evaluation.?

Their beneficial values, on balance,
should outweigh the additional im-
pacts or costs of the licensing process
in order to be considered further for
rulemaking. :

Near-term priorities for the schedul-
ing of action for the accepted candi-
dates for rulemaking will be made
principally in accordance with the
degree of favorability of benefits over
costs and the level and availability of
NRC resources including contractual
services,

VALUE CRITERIA

8. Achievemeny of more effective
public input and improved public un-
derstanding of NRC’s analytical: proce-
dures and decision criteria in treating
potential environmental and safety
issues in the licensing process for nu-
clear power plants.

b. Improvement of the stability and
predictability of the licensing process,
including the provision of orderly and
clear procedures for State-Federal co-
operation in treating generic lcensing
issues.

¢. Accomplishement of an overall
savings of manpower and financial re-
sources of the NRC, the public, the
utility industry, and other Jocal, State,
and Federal agencies involved in the
nuclear licensing process.

IMPACT CRITERIA

a. The short-term increase in dollar
costs of the various participants in the
rulemaking action, including contrac-
tual support.

b. The additional impacts (i.e., op-
portunity costs) of diverting manpow-
er and other resources to the rulemak-
ing process and away from other pro-
ductive uses for a temporary period.

PLAN FOR TRE DEVELOPMINT OF
RULEMAKING ON SPECIFIC 1SSUES

The plan for the development and
implementation or rulemaking on spe-
cific generic issues involves the follow-
ing steps: .

1. ldentification and description by
the NRC staff of candidate issues for
generic rulemaking. Brief descriptions
of candidate issues for rulemaking as
proposed by the staff are set forth in
the Appendix.

2. Invitation and receipt of com-
ments by the wutility industry, the

‘In NRC usage. the meaning of “values”
and “impacts” includes external and intan-
gidble effects as well as internal and quantifi-
able ones. :

public, and other governmental agen-
cles on staff-proposed rulemaking
issues, {ncluding additional sugges-
tions for rulemaking as well as infor-
mation useful in assessing the scope,
benefits, and costs of specific rulemak-
ing issues.

8. Formalization of rulemaking plans
upon receipt of comments and further
development of implementation strat-
egies and schedules.

4, Preparation of specific proposed
rulemaking on the selected issues in

accordance with the formalized plan.

PRELIMINARY APPROACHES FOR TREATING
RULEMAKING DIFFICULTIES

There would appear to be three
basic problems in achieving an effec-
tive implementation of rulemaking on
generic issues: () Achieving effective
input from public and industry
sources; (ii) schedule conflicts with
other NRC staff assignments; and (i)
developing rules for treating a number
of the generic issues that will improve,
rather than hinder, cooperative rela-
tions with those State agencies per-
forming parallel functions.

In achieving effective input to rule-
msking from public and industry
sources, particularly on complex issues
sbout which there are a diversity of
views, the normal FEDERAL REGISTER
Notice procedure of proposed rulemak-
ing will be appropriately supplement-
ed by the use of workshops or confer-
ences. The preparation of staff pa]
before and after such workshops could
serve as a useful basis for structuring
the assimilation of comments and ex-
pertise in the development of generic
methodelogical procedures and deci-
sion criteria.

In minimizing schedule conflicts
with other staff assignments, it is con-
templated that only a few of the more
complex and difficult rulemaking ac-
tions would be scheduled in a given
calendar year, The use of consultants
to ald in the preparation of back-
ground studies for rulemaking would
also be of assistance in easing schedule
conflicts with staff efforts.

One of the greatest difficulties, how-
ever, is developing rules for treating a
number of the generic issues that will
improve, rather than hinder, coopera-
tive relations with those State agen-
cles performing parallel functions.
Some States have been quite active in
assessing the need for and siting of nu-
clear power plants, while other States
are just beginning to get deeply in-
volved. In addition to varying levels of
experience among State agencies are
aroblems arising from di{ferences be-
tween States in the form of legal au-
thorities, administrative structures,
and policles and procedures affecting
the treatment of licensing issues.
These do not appear to be insur-
mountable difficulties, however, and
the NRC has already begun to develop
cooperative agreements in review and
hearing efforts with several States in
the areas of water-related impacts,
and need-for-baseload facllity method-
ology. Rules and guldelines can be de-



veloped that provide an appropriate
blend of flexibility and specific proce-
dural requirements. State officials can
be involved in workshops and confer-
ences to aid in formulating the rules.
Indeed, this rulemaking process con-
ducted at an early date could have a
substantial impact on those States
which are just beginning to formulate
licensing review programs, thus
making State-Federal cooperation
:luler to accomplish and more effec-
ve.

Arroepix

DESCRIPTION OF CANDIDATE ISSULS POR
GENIRIC RULENAKING

NRC staff efforts have produced the fol-
lowing ‘preliminary identification of candi-
date issues for generic rulemaking upon
which public comment is invited:* '

@ Future availadility and price of
urenium—Forecasting the availability and
price of uranjum is a complex,
and controversial issue that often arises in
comparing the costs and benefits of pro-
posed nuclear power plants with alternstive
energy sources. The subject is highly gener-
fc since the future outlook in the availabll-
ity and price of uranium i3 both national
and international in analytical content with
insignificant variations for case-by-case
treatment. The sources of information are
outside the NRC. The principal output of
rulemaking would be to accept the uncer-
tainties as a given (le., not attempt to
narrow them) and establish: (1) Criteria re-
garding avaliability and costs to be used in
reactor facllity licensing decisions, and (i)
thresholds for review of the rule at a later
time to update the criteria for decision
making, when warranted by substantial
changes in the information base.

® Allernative energy sources to the
nuclear option—Alternatives for central sta-
tion electric power generation dealt with in
hearings include coal, ofl, geothermal, solar,
wind, tidal, blomass, and municipal waste.
Their administrative litigation in resctor U-
censing cases is largely generic with repet-
itive outcomes, making these suitable candi-
dates for rulemaking. Many of these alter-
native energy sources have substantial un-
certainty regarding thelr technology, future
cost, and market acceptance. The DOE,
NRC, EPRI and other institutions have pre-
pared studles with additional research un-
derway on alternative energy sources which
collectively provide an adequate basis for
NRC decisions. The rulemaking would seek
to establish: (i) Criteria to determine when
Dew energy sources should be considered as
visble altermatives to a baseload nuclear
power plant; (1) criteria to judge when a
viable alternative should be judged superior
to the proposed nuclear power plant; and
(111} the criteria for any review of the rule at
8 later time. .

® Need for adding baseload generat-
ing cepacity—Power systems planning by
utllities, inoluding intra-pool sales, involves
analysis of numerous factors to determine
the optimal mix by fuel type and size as well
a3 the timing of baseload generating addi-
tions to system capacity. A wide varfety of
demand forecasting methodologies are em-
ployed whose sccuracy is impractical to
demonstrate. A legion of conservation, co-
generation, and energy substitution options
exist that are often highly speculative as to
timing of implementation and their contrib-

“The Commission has not ssrived at any
final position as to the nature of any subse-
quent proposed rule(s) or even as to wheth-
er, after receipt of public comment and fur-
ther staff development, any of the proposed
candidates will be pursued further.

utive importance. Experience has demon-
strated that economic advantages and bene-
fits of improved fuel mix, in some instances,
can be even more persuasive criteria for jus-
1ifying additional baseload capacity than
need for power analysis which matches
demand growth projections and planned
unit additions and retirements against

system reliability requirements. The possi-

ble asymmetry of cost penalties due tg over-
forecasting or underforecasting demand sp-
pears a fruitful line of research being spon-
sored by the NRC that would aid in develop-
ing generic decision criteria and procedures
for dealing with need for baseload facility
analysis. Rulemaking: would seek to estab-
lish: (1) Criteria by which the applicant's
demonstration of need can be judged inclugd-
ing criteria regarding demand forecasting
methodologies,” optimal fuel mix, and
system economics; (11) generic decision crite-
ria regarding the extent to which the appli-
cant's evaluation of need must agree with
the NRC's evaluation of need, which inher-
enlly considers forecasting error and the
asymmetry of cost penalties; (ill) the crite-
ria, if any, which would determine the
issues to be brought to NRC hearings rela-
tive to the adequacy of need for baseload
addition analyses; and (iv) the degree to
which the NRC could utillze previous re-
views of State or Federal agencies.

@ Allernative siting methodology end in-
Jormation reguirements~Considerations im-
portant to the analysis of nuclear power
plant siting alternatives vary between re-
glons and even between certain site options
within a region. Moreover, there are a vari-
ety of site screening and assessment meth.
odologies in use among utilities which differ
in their fundamental approach, the types of
factors considered, and the level of informa-
tion supplied to support the analyses. The
cost of additional information for the siting
analyses must be weighed against expected
benefits. That is to say, a judgment needs to
be made as to whether the cost of the extra
information would likely be compensated
for by its social value {n significantly reduc-
ing the probability that a superior site will
not have been identified in the screening
process or ultimately rejected in the com-
parative analysis because of inadequate or
inaccurate appraisal of adverse or beneficial
impacts. The chief output of rulemaking
would: (1) Clarify the rules regarding the
oconcept of “obviously superior” as set forth
by the Commiagion in the Seadbrook case;’

(1) prescribe rules for establishing criteria
regarding the implementation of the “obvi-
ously superior” concept and the kinds and
extent of information required so0 as to
achieve an appropriate blend of flexibility
and specificity which would be cost-effective
for different types of licensing/siting situa.
tions; and (ifl) develop a record regarding
variations and the relative merits of differ-
ent site screening and evaluation method.
ologies and their associsted costs, benefits,
and-uncertainties focusing on a spectrum of
historical cases wherein controversial issues
arose.

® Criteria for assessment of nuclear plant
impacts and mitigative measures—Early
8ite Review (ESR) procedures have in-
creased attention to site suitabllity concepts
involving the acceptabllity of environmental
and socioeconomic impacts of nuclear power
plants. Regulatory Guides and Standard
Review Plans developed by the NRC as they
now exist are often too general in form to
establish appropriate specific procedures
and decision criteria to make & clear deter-

'Memorandum aend Order of the U.S. Nu-
clear Repulalory Commission in the Matter
of Pudlic Service Company of New Hamp-
shire, et al (Seabrook Station, Units I and
:i. Bgslket Nos. 50-443 and 50-444, March

mination that a plant design/siting alterna.
tive i acceptable in regard to certain types
of environmental and soclo-economic lm-
pacls without additional mitigative mess-
ures, or that certain minor or major mitigs- '
tive modifications are of reasonable cost
when compared to the averted or reduced
impacts. In the exploration of these con-
cepts rulemaking would: (1) Provide a review
of the types of issues encountered in the U-
censing process involving acceptabllity of
impacts with and without mitigative meas-
ures in relation to their importance to the
overall licensing decision process; (i) devel-
op acceptance criteria for various kinds of
fmpacts in the construction and operation
of nuclear power plants;. and (lil) establish
the acceptability of costs of mitigative meas-
ures to meet these or related criteria

@ Generic procedural criteric to define
more concrelely NRC responsibility in as-
sessmenls and decisions reparding certcin
water-related impacts in relation to the stat-
utory authorities of EPA and permilling
States—NRC responsibility in assessments
and decisions regarding water quality and
resultant ecological impacts of nuclear
power plant constructiqn and operation de-
rives principally from the NEPA of 1969
(Pub. L. $1-190) as modified by the Federal
Water Pollution Control Act Amendments
of 1972 (Pub. L. 92-500) and the Ciean
Water Act of 1977 (Pub. L. 95-217), The
1975 agreement between EPA and NRC en-
titled “Second Memorandum of Under-
standing Regarding Implementation of Cer-
tain Nuclear Regulatory Commission and
Environmental Protection Agency Responal-
bllities under the Federa! Water Pollution
Control Act and the Nationa! Environmen.
tal Policy Act of 1969 serves to provide
mechanisms for coordinating the respective
responsbilities of the two agencies. Despite
these efforts, substantial diversity in inter-
pretation of these respective roles has been
demonstrated among A number of EPA Re.
gions and among NRC licensing boards in
their {nitial decisions affecting certain
water-related issues While NRC has no av-
thority to establish in specific terms the
roles of the EPA or permitting States in
these cooperative licensing review efforts on
certain water-related impacts, a greater
specificity of NRC's procedures could lead
to s substantial improvement in the effec-
tiveness of nuclear power plant licensing ac-
tions. The output of rulemaking would: (1)
Develop dispositive rules on procedura) cri-
teria for the NRC role in assessmoents and
decisionmaking involving certain water-re-
lated impacts of nuclear power plants; and
(1) provide a record through a review of li-
censing problems in multiagency coordina-
tion in dealing with water-related impact
issues to establish clearer NRC responsbili-
ties and insights useful to other cooperating
agencies to improve the effectiveness of
their own regulatory procedures. NRC
would need to maintain close coordination
with the EPA in the development of any
proposed rule.

® NEPA decision criteria for operating li-
ecense (OL) reviews—Current NRC regula-
tions regarding OL licensing review proce-
dures (10 CFR 51.23-¢) declare that “a draft
environmental impact statement prepared
in cornection with the issuance of an oper-
ating license will cover only matters which
differ from or which reflect new Iinforma.
tion in addition to those matters discussed
in the final environmental impact statement
prepared in connection with the issuance of
the construction permit.” This instruction
makes no differentiation in the relevance of
tndividual cost-benefit considerstions to l-
censing decisions at the OL versus the Con-
struction Permit (CP) stage. For example,
the staf? believes the need for constructing
new baseload generating capacity, a factor
considered in a CP decision, normally is no



longer a significant factor in the OL ded-
sion because the plant has already been con-
structed. The staff believes that in order to
be forward.-looking, the OL decision should
ignore investment costs and the controlling
cost-benefit criterion at Lthis stage s wheth.
er the operation of a nuclear plant once con-
structed is s less expensive option for socl-
ety in terms of incremental system and envi-
ronmental costs than the use of any equiva-
lent baseload capacity available within the
system or the purchase of energy from
other utilities in the power pool. Likewise,
construction of new _alternative energy
sources and construction of the plant pro-
posed in the application on an alternative
site do not appesr to be significant to an OL
decision. Also; external and lrretrievable im-
pacts on the environment or community.
level socioeconomic effects that have al-
ready occurred after having been found ac-
eeptable at the time of the CP decision do
not appesr to be relevant to an OL decision.

Rulemaking would improve licensing ef-
fectiveness at the OL stage through: (1) Es-
tablishing for some cases & ciear differenti-
ation between impact issues sdmissible for
review at the CP and OL stages of licensing
decision; and (i) developing for others ac-
ceptance criteria as to whether new infor-
mation on impacts germane to an OL decl-
sion are sufficiently significant to societal
interests to require re-review at the OL

stage.

Currently, there is under review a petition
for rulemaking in this area (PRM-§1.4).
While the staff believes that rulemaking in
this general area would be productive, this
Interim Policy Statement should not be con-
sidered as impacting the Commission’s dec)-
sion relative to the legal and technical
merits of the petition.

@ Occupational radiation erposure con-
trol—Analysis of occupational radiation ex-
posure data has identified activated corro-

sion products (crud) as the principal source
of worker exposures &t nuclear power
plants. Man-rem exposure, plant down:time,
and operating and maintenance costs may
be substantially increased without appropri-
ate exposure control of these depositional
processes. The industry has been exploring
methods of reducing occupational radiation
exposures due to these sources. At such
time in the future as information becomes
sufficient to justify specific regulatory re-
quirements in this ares, rulemaking could
achieve a specific annual radiation exposure
design objective for control of occupstional
radiation exposures from crud bulldup,
analogous to 50.34a Yor effluent control.
More immedistely, it would appear desir-
able to conduct rulemaking surrounding the
development of additional design criteria in
Appendix A of Part § involving two separate
considerations: (1) Crud formation, solution,
and deposition, including design criteria for
the primary coolant system for decontami-
nation of cud; and (i1) sspectzs of plant
layout and design to reduce occupational ra-
distion exposure from this source in keep-
ing with ALARA criteria In Regulatory
QGuide 8.8.

@ Generic rediological tmpact for normal
LWR rodionuciide releases—Radiological
impact estimates are currently prepared
through an engineering evaluation of the
radioactive waste treatment system that
produces an inventory of radionuclides re-
Jeased to the environment, 8 calculation of
the avallable atmospheric and hydrologic di-
tution, and & calculation of the dose to indi-
vidua) receptors in the immediate site envi-
rons and to the population within 50 miles
of the site and the total United States. A ge
neric treatment of these radiclogical im-
pacts would be appropriate because: (1)
There is a regulatory requirement that ra-
dioactive effluents result in calculated doses

within 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix 1, design
objective values, and (2) technical specifica-
tions are imposed on nuclear plants which
hold them to or below these values. This re-
sults in operuting criteria that always Umit
the impsct to » value below s specified
value. The proposed rulemaking would be
baged, in part, on a survey of the calculated
impacts in environmental statements to de-
termine appropriste ranges of doses for cal-
egorizing radiological impacts from radionu-
clide releases. The upper end of this range
©f doses would be the Appendix 1 design ob-
Jective values. An empirical study of the re-
Jation between observed and calculated im.
pacts would establish a more reliable lower
bound for radiological impacts than that
presently calculated and would obviate the
need for calculating radiojogical impacts of
normal radionuclide releases for each indi-
vidual licensing case.

@ Threshold limits for peneric disposition
af cooling tower effects—The potentisl envi-
ronmental and socioeconomic effects of
cooling tower operation have raisced conten-
tions at a substantial! number of case hear-
ings. These issues include weather modifica-
tion (incressed rain, snow, fog, tornadoes
and floods), deposition, interactions of cool-
ing tower operation with other plant ef-
fluents (radiological and chemical), noise,
and aesthetics. In a sizeable fraction of
these cases a detajled examination of these
issues in supplemental testimonies supporis
the conclusion that the tmpacts are of negli-
gible societal importance. Accordingly, s
useful objective of rulemaking would be to
seek to establish threshold limits for each
potential effect of cooling tower operation
for a wide varlety of designs and site-specific
conditions which, if not exceeded, would be
d d to be in ential to societal in-
terests. If these threshold limits were ex-
ceeded. then more detalled assessment
would be required for the individual licens.
ing action in lieu of generic disposition.




	
	
	
	

